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PARLIAMENT OF THE COMMONWEALTH
TWENTY-NINTH PARLIAMENT
FIRsT SESSION: FIRST PERIOD

Governor-General

His Excellency the Right Honourable Sir Paul Meernaa Caedwalla Hasluck, a member of Her Majesty’s
Most Honourable Privy Council, Knight Grand Cross of the Most Distinguished Order of Saint Michael
and Saint George, Knight Grand Cross of the Royal Victorian Order, Knight of the Most Venerable Order
of the Hospital of Saint John of Jerusalem, Governor-General and Commander-in-Chief in and over the
Commonwealth of Australia from 30 April 1969 to 10 July 1974.

His Excellency the Honourable Sir John Robert Kerr, Knight Commander of the Most Distinguished Order
of Saint Michael and Saint George, Knight of the Most Venerable Order of the Hospital of Saint John of
Jerusalem, one of Her Majesty’s Counsel learned in the law, Governor-General of Australia and Com-

mander-in-Chief of the Defence Force of Australia from 11 July 1974.

Second Whitlam Ministry
(From 12 June to 10 December 1974)

Prime Minister

Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Overseas Trade

Minister for Minerals aad Energy

Minister for Social Security

Leader of the Government in the Senate, Attorney-
General and Minister for Customs and Excise

Minister for Foreign Affairs

Treasurer

Minister for Services and Property and Leader of the
House

Minister for the Media and Manager of Government
Business in the Senate

Minister for Defence

Minister for Agriculture

Minister for Northern Development and Minister for
the Northern Territory

Minister for Labor and Immigration

Minister for Education

Special Minister of State and Minister Assisting the
Prime Minister in Matters Relating to the Public
Service

Minister for Repatriation and Compensation

Minister for Urban and Regional Development

Postmaster-General

Minister for Housing and Construction

Minister for Transport

Minister for Health

Minister for Manufacturing Industry

Minister for the Capital Territory

Minister for the Environment and Conservation

Minister for Aboriginal Affairs

Minister for Science, Minister Assisting the Minister for
Foreign Affairs in Matters relating to Papua New
Guinea and Minister Assisting the Minister for
Defence

Minister for Tourism and Recreation, Vice-President of
the Executive Council and Minister Assisting the
Treasurer

iii

The Honourable Edward Gough Whitlam, Q.C.

The Honourable James Ford Cairns

The Honourable Reginald Francis Xavier Connor

The Honourable William George Hayden

Senator the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy,
Q.C.

Senator the Honourable Donald Robert Willesee

The Honourable Frank Crean

The Honourable Frederick Michael Daly

Senator the Honourable Douglas McClelland

The Honourable Lance Herbert Barnard
Senator the Honourable Kenneth Shaw Wriedt
The Honourable Rex Alan Patterson

The Honourable Clyde Robert Cameron
The Honourable Kim Edward Beazley
The Honourable Lionel Frost Bowen

Senator the Honourable John Murray Wheeldon
The Honourable Thomas Uren

Senator the Honourable Reginald Bishop

The Honourable Leslie Royston Johnson

The Honourable Charles Keith Jones

The Honourable Douglas Nixon Everingham
The Honourable Keppel Earl Enderby, Q.C.
The Honourable Gordon Munro Bryant, E.D.
The Honourable Moses Henry Cass

Senator the Honourable James Luke Cavanagh
The Honourable William Lawrence Morrison

The Honourable Francis Eugene Stewart



Second Whitlam Ministry
(From 11 December 1974)

Prime Minister

Deputy Prime Minister and Treasurer

Minister for Minerals and Energy

Minister for Social Security

Leader of the Government in the Senate, Attorney~
General and Minister for Customs and Excise

Minister for Foreign Affairs

Minister for Overseas Trade

Minister for Services and Property and Leader of the
House

Minister for the Media and Manager of Government
Business in the Senate

Minister for Defence

Minister for Agriculture

Minister for Northern Development and Minister for
the Northern Territory

Minister for Labor and Immigration

Minister for Education

Special Minister of State and Minister Assisting the
Prime Minister in Matters Relating to the Public
Service

Minister for Repatriation and Compensation

Minister for Urban and Regional Development

Postmaster-General

Minister for Housing and Construction

Minister for Transport

Minister for Health

Minister for Manufacturing ndustry

Minister for the Capital Territory

Minister for the Environment and Conservation

Minister for Aboriginal Affairs

Minister for Science and Minister Assisting the Minister
for Foreign Affairs in matters relating to Papua New
Guinea and Minister Assisting the Minister for
Defence

Minister for Tourism and Recreation, Vice-President
of the Executive Council and Minister Assisting the
Treasurer

The Honourable Edward Gough Whitlam, Q.C.

The Honourable James Ford Cairns

The Honourable Reginald Francis Xavier Connor

The Honourable William George Hayden

SenQator the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy,
.C.

Senator the Honourable Donald Robert Willesee

The Honourable Frank Crean

The Honourable Frederick Mighael Daly

Senator the Honourable Douglas McClelland

The Honourable Lance Herbert Barnard
Senator the Honourable Kenneth Shaw Wriedt
The Honourable Rex Alan Patterson

The Honourable Clyde Robert Cameron
The Honourable Kim Edward Beazley
The Honourable Lionel Frost Bowen

Senator the Honourable John Murray Wheeldon
The Honourable Thomas Uren

Senator the Honourable Reginald Bishop

The Honourable Leslie Royston Johnson

The Honourable Charles Keith Jones

The Honourable Douglas Nixon Everingham
The Honourable Keppel Earl Enderby, Q.C.
The Honourable Gordon Munro Bryant, E.D.
The Honourable Moses Henry Cass

Senator the Honourable James Luke Cavanagh
The Honourable William Lawrence Morrison

The Honourable Francis Eugene Stewart



MEMBERS OF THE SENATE

TWENTY-NINTH PARLIAMENT—FIRST SESSION: FIRST PERIOD

President—Senator the Honourable Justin O’Byrne
Leader of the Government in the Senate—Senator the Honourable Lionel Keith Murphy, Q.C.
Chairman of Committees—Senator James Joseph Webster

Temporary Chairmen of Committees—Senators eville Thomas Bonner, Gordon Sinclair Davidson,
Donald Michael Devitt, George Georges, Alexander Grieg Ellis Lawrie, Ronald Edward McAuliffe,
Honourable John Edward Marriott, Bertie Richard Milliner, James Anthony Mulvihill and lan Alexander
Christie Wood '

Leader of the Opposition—Senator Reginald Greive Withers
Deputy Leader of the Opposition—Senator the Honourable Ivor John Greenwood, Q.C.
Leader of the Australian Country Party in the Senate—Senator the Honourable Thomas Charles
Drake-Brockman, D.F.C.
Leader of the Liberal Movement—Senator Raymond Steele Hall

Anderson, Hon. Sir Kenneth McColl, K.B.E. (N.S.W.)f  McAuliffe, Ronald Edward (Qld)t

Baume, Peter Erne (N.S.W.)t McClelland, Hon. Douglas (N.S.W.)}
Bessell, Eric James (Tas.)t McClelland, James Robert (N.S.W.)t
Bishop, Hon. Reginald (S.A.)} Mclntosh, Gordon Douglas (W.A)Y
Bonner, Neville Thomas (Qld)3 McLaren, Geoffrey Thomas (5.A.)t
Brown, William Walter Charles (Vic.)} Marriott, Hon. John Edward (Tas.)t
Button, John Norman (Vic.)t Martin, Kathryn Jean (Qld)t
Cameron, Donald Newton (S.A.)t Maunsell, Charles Ronald (Qld)$
Carrick, John Leslie (N.S.W.)1 Melzer, Jean Isabel (Vic.)t

Cavanagh, Hon. James Luke (S.A.) Milliner, Bertie Richard (Qld){
Chaney, Frederick Michael (W.A)t Missen, Alan Joseph (Vic.)t

Coleman, Ruth Nancy (W.A)} Mulvihill, James Anthony (N.S.W.)
Cormack, Hon. Sir Magnus Cameron, K.B.E. (Vic.)} Murphy, Hon. Lionel Keith, Q.C. (N.S.W.)}
Cotton, Hon. Robert Carrington (N.S.W.)} O’Byrne. Justin (Tas.)}

Davidson, Gordon Sinclair (S.A.)t Poyser, Arthur George (Vic.)t

Devitt, Donaid Michael (Tas.)} Primmer, Cyril Graham (Vic.)}
Drake-Brockman, Hon. Thomas Charles, D.F.C. (W.A.)t  Rae, Peter Elliot (Tas.)}

Drury, Arnold Joseph (S8.A.)t Scott, Douglas Barr (N.S.W.)}
Durack, Peter Drew (W.A)t Sheil, Glenister (Qld)}

Everett, Mervyn George, Q.C. (Tas.)? Sim, John Peter (W.A.)%

Georges, George (Qld)} Townley, Michael (Tas.)t

Gietzelt, Arthur Thomas (N.S.W.)t Walsh, Peter Alexanda (W.A)T
Greenwood, Hon. Ivor John, Q.C. (Vic.)} Webster, James Joseph (Vic.)t

Grimes, Donald James (Tas.)} Wheeldon, Hon. John Murray (W.A.)}
Guilfoyle, Margaret Georgina Constance (Vic.)t Willesee, Hon. Donald Robert (W.A)}
Hall, Raymond Steele (5.A.)} Withers, Reginald Greive (W.A.)}
Jessop, Donald Scott (S.A.)f Wood, Ian Alexander Christie (Qld)}
Keeffe, James Bernard (Qld)t Wriedt, Hon. Kenneth Shaw (Tas.)¥
Laucke, Condor Louis (S.A.) Wright, Hon. Reginald Charles (Tas.)}
Lawrie, Alexander Greig Ellis (Qld)t Young, Harold William (S.A.)}

Dates of retirement of senators—f 30 June 1976. £ 30 June 1979.




THE COMMITTEES OF THE SESSION

(FIRST SESSION: FIRST PERIOD)

STANDING COMMITTEES

DISPUTED RETURNS AND QUALIFICATIONS—Senator Brown, Senator Drury, Senator Gietzelt, Senator
Missen, Senator Mulvihill, Senator Sim, Senator Webster.

House—The President, Senator Laucke, Senator Keeffe, Senator McLaren, Senator Martin, Senator
Melzer, Senator Webster.

LiBRARY—The President, Senator Bessell, Senator Davidson, Senator James McClelland, Senator Milliner,
Senator Mulvihill, Senator Young.

PRIVILEGES—Senator Button, Senator Devitt, Senator Drake-Brockman. Senator Everett, Senator
Greenwood, Senator Murphy, Senator Withers.

PusLicaTIONs—Senator Milliner (Chairman), Senator Bonner, Senator Donald Cameron, Senator Drury,
Senator Grimes, Senator Lawrie, Senator Missen.

REGULATIONS AND ORDINANCES—Senator Devitt {Chairman), Senator Brown, Senator Button, Senator
Everett, Senator Lawrie (from 24 September), Senator Missen, Senator Scott (to 24 September),
Senator Wood.

STANDING ORDERS—The President, the Chairman of Committees, Senator Sir Magnus Cormack, Senator
Drake-Brockman, Senator Georges (to 31 October), Senator Gietzelt, Senator Greenwood, Senator
Douglas McCleliand (from 31 October), Senator MclIntosh, Senator Milliner (to 3t October), Senator
Murphy, Senator Poyser (from 31 October), Senator Withers.

LEGISLATIVE AND GENERAL PURPOSE STANDING COMMITTEES

CONSTITUTIONAL AND LEGAL AFFAIRS—Senator James McClelland (Chairman), Senator Button, Senator
Chaney, Senator Durack, Senator Everett, Senator Missen.

EDUCATION, SCIENCE AND THE ARTs—Senator James McClelland (Chairman), Senator Carrick, Senator
Georges, Senator Martin, Senator Milliner, Senator Scott.

FINANCE AND GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS—Senator Gietzelt (Chairmar), Senator Devitt, Senator Laucke,
Senator Lawrie, Senator Walsh, Senator Wood.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND DEFENCE—Senator Primmer (Chairman), Senator Sir Magnus Cormack, Senator
Devitt (from 3 October), Senator Drury (to 3 October), Senator McIntosh, Senator Maunsell, Senator
Sim.

HEALTH AND WELFARE—Senator Brown (Chairman), Senator Sir Kenneth Anderson, Senator Donald
Cameron, Senator Melzer, Senator Sheil, Senator Townley.

INDUSTRY AND TRADE—Senator Coleman (Chairman), Senator Bessell, Senator McLaren, Senator Walsh,
Senator Webster, Senator Young.

SoCIAL ENVIRONMENT—Senator Keeffe (Chairman), Senator Baume, Senator Bonner, Senator Davidson,
Senator Melzer, Senator Mulvihiil.

SELECT COMMITTEES

FOREIGN OWNERSHIP AND CONTROL—Senator McAuliffe (Chairman), Senator Chaney, Senator Coleman,
Senator Sir Magnus Cormack, Senator Durack, Senator Everett, Senator McIntosh, Senator Maunsell.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE—Senator Rae (Chairman), Senator Durack, Senator Georges, Senator Lawrie,
Senator Sim, Senator Wheeldon, Senator Wriedt.

ESTIMATES COMMITTEES

EstiMaTes CommiTTEE A (Attorney-General's, Customs and Excise, Parliament, Prime Minister and
Cabinet, and Science)—Senator James McClelland (Chairman), Senator Everett, Senator Gietzelt (to
24 October), Senator Greenwood, Senator Jessop, Senator Missen, Senator Mulvihill (from 24 October).

EsTIMATES CoMMITTEE B (Foreign Affairs, Services and Property, Special Minister of State, and Capital
Territory)—Senator Button (Chairman), Senator Carrick, Senator Davidson, Senator Grimes, Senator
McIntosh, Senator Sim.

EsTiMaTes CommiTTEE C (Media, Education, and Tourism and Recreation)—Senator McAuliffe (Chairman),
Senator Coleman, Senator Guilfoyle, Senator Laucke, Senator Melzer, Senator Scott.

EstiMATEs CoMMITTEE D (Agriculture, Overseas Trade, Minerals and Energy, Treasury, Northern Develop-
ment, Northern Territory, and Manufacturing Industry)—Senator Primmer (Chairman), Senator
Cotton, Senator McLaren, Senator Martin, Senator Walsh, Senator Webster.

EsTiMATES CoMmITTEE E (Repatriation and Compensation, Social Security, Health, and Environment and
Conservation)—Senator Devitt (Chairman), Senator Baume, Senator Brown, Senator Drake-Brockman,
Senator Georges, Senator Townley.

EsTIMATES COMMITTEE F (Postmaster-General’s, Defence, and Labor and Immigration)—Senator Mulvihill
(Chairman), Senator Donald Cameron, Senator Durack, Senator Lawrie, Senator Mclntosh, Senator
Marriott.

EsTiMATES CoMMITTEE G (Aboriginal Affairs, Urban and Regional Development, Housing and Construction,
and Transport)—Senator Keeffe (Chairman), Senator Bonner, Senator Gietzelt, Senator Milliner,
Senator Rae, Senator Sheil.
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JOINT STATUTORY COMMITTEES

BROADCASTING OF PARLIAMENTARY PROCEEDINGS—MTr Speaker (Chairman), The President, Senator Coleman,
Senator Webster, and Mr Donald Cameron, Mr Coates, Mr Duthie, Mr England, Mr Sherry.

PusLIC AcCouNTs—Senator McAuliffe (Chairman), Senator Grimes, Senator Guilfoyle, and Mr Collard,
Mr Connolly, Mr Graham, Mr Lusher, Mr Martin, Mr Morris, Mr Reynolds.

PuBLIC WORKS—Mr L. K. Johnson (Chairman), Senator Jessop, Senator Melzer, Senator Poyser, and Mr
Bonnett, Mr Garrick, Mr Kelly, Mr Keogh, Mr McVeigh.

JOINT COMMITTEES

AUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY—Senator Milliner (Chairman), Senator Sir Kenneth Anderson, Senator
Devitt, Senator Marriott, and Mr Fisher, Mr Fry, Mr Howard, Mr Kerin, Mr Whan.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND DEFENCE—Senator Wheeldon (Chairman), Senator Carrick, Senator Drury, Senator
Mcintosh, Senator Maunsell, Senator Primmer, Senator Sim, and Mr Berinson, Mr Coates, Mr
Connolly, Mr Corbett, Mr Cross, Mr Dawkins, Dr Forbes, Mr Fry, Mr Giles, Mr Kerin, Dr Xlugman,
Mr Lucock, i¥r Oldmeadow, Mr Peacock.

NORTHERN TERRITORY—Mr James (Chairman), Senator Keeffe, Senator McLaren, Senator Marriott,
Senator Sheil, and Mr Calder, Mr FitzPatrick, Mr Kelly, Mr Wallis.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEE SYSTEM—MTr Scholes (Chairman), Senator Sir Magnus Cormack, Senator
Drake-Brockman, Senator Gietzelt, Senator McAuliffe, Senator Mulvihill, Senator Rae, and Mr
Berinson, Mr Fairbairn, Dr Forbes, Dr Jenkins, Mr Ian Robinson, Mr Young.

PECUNIARY INTERESTS OF MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT—MTr Riordan (Chairman), Senator Georges, Senator
James McClelland, Senator Marriott, Senator Webster, and Mr Keating, Mr Martin, Mr Nixon,
Mr Eric Robinson.

Prices—Mr Hurford (Chairman), Senator Chaney, Senator Coleman, Senator Gietzelt, Senator Scott, and
Mrs Child, Mr Hodges, Mr Howard, Mr King, Mr Whan, Mr Willis.




PARLIAMENTARY DEPARTMENTS

SENATE

Clerk—]J. R. Odgers, C.B.E.

Deputy Clerk—R. E. Bullock, O.B.E.
First Clerk-Assistant—K. O. Bradshaw
Clerk-Assistant—A. R. Cumming Thom

Principal Parliamentary Officer—H. C. Nicholls

Usher of the Black Rod—H. G. Smith

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Clerk—N. J. Parkes, O.B.E.
Deputy Clerk—]J. A. Pettifer
First Clerk Assistant—D. M. Blake, V.R.D.
Clerk Assistant—A. R. Browning
Senior Parliamentary Officers—L. M. Barlin and I. C. Cochran
Serjeant-at-Arms—D. M. Piper
PARLIAMENTARY REPORTING STAFF
Principal Parliamentary Reporter—W. J. Bridgman
Asisistant Principal Parliamentary Reporter—X. R. Ingram
Leader of Staff (House of Representatives)—G. R. Fraser
Leader of Staff (Senate)—J. F. Kerr
LIBRARY

Parliamentary Librarian—A. 1.. Moore, O.B.E.

JOINT HOUSE
Secretary—R. W. Hillyer
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THE ACTS OF THE SESSION

(FIRST SESSION: FIRST PERIOD)

Aboriginal Land Fund Act 1974 (Act No. 159 of 1974)—
An Act to assist Aboriginal Communities to acquire Land outside Aboriginal Reserves.
Aboriginal Loans Commission Act 1974 (Act No. 103 of 1974)—
An Act relating to the Provision of Financial Assistance for certain Purposes conducive to the Advance-
ment of the Aboriginal People of Australia.
Adelaide to Crystal Brook Railway Act 1974 (Act No. 85 of 1974)—
An Act to approve an Agreement between the Australian Government and the Government of South
Australia relating to the Construction of a Railway from Adelaide to Crystal Brook, and for other
purposes.
Aged or Disabled Persons Homes Act 1974 (Act No. 115 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Aged Persons Homes Act 1954-1973.
Aged Persons Hostels Act 1974 (Act No. 131 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Aged Persons Hostels Act 1972.
Air Navigation Act 1974 (Act No. 124 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Air Navigation Act 1920~1973, and for purposes connected therewith.
Air Navigation (Charges) Act 1974 (Act No. 114 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Air Navigation (Charges) Act 1952-1973, and for purposes connected therewith.
Airline Equipment (Loan Guarantee) Act 1974 (Act No. 99 of 1974)—
An Act relating to the Provision of certain Equipment for a Domestic Airline.
Appropriation Act (No. 1) 1974-75 (Act No. 94 of 1974)—
An Act to appropriate certain sums out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund for the service of the year
ending on 30 June 1975.
Appropriation Act (No. 2) 1974-75 (Act No. 95 of 1974)—
An Act to appropriate a sum out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund for certain expenditure in respect
of the year ending on 30 June 1975.
Appropriation (Urban Public Transport) Act 1974 (Act No. 158 of 1974)—
An Act to appropriate Moneys out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund for the purpose of Urban
Public Transport.
Arbitration (Foreign Awards and Agreements) Act 1974 (Act No. 136 of 1974)—
An Act to approve Accession by Australia to a Convention on the Recognition and Enforcement of
Foreign Arbitral Awards, to give effect to that Convention, and for related purposes.
Asian Development Fund Act 1974 (Act No. 54 of 1974)—
An Act to Authorise certain Contributions by Australia to the Asian Development Bank for the pur-
poses of an Asian Development Fund.
Australian Development Assistance Agency Act 1974 (Act No. 137 of 1974)—
An Act relating to the Provision by Australia of Aid for Developing Countries.
Australian Shipping Commission Act 1974 (Act No. 83 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Australian Coastal Shipping Commission Act 1956-1973.
Australian Tourist Commission Act 1974 (Act No. 82 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Australian Tourist Commission Act 1967-1973.
Banking Act 1974 (Act No. 132 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Banking Act 1959-1973, and for purposes connected therewith.
Banks (Housing Loans) Act 1974 (Act No. 143 of 1974)—

An Act to provide Funds to enable Banks to make additional Loans for Housing, and for purposes
connected therewith.

Broadcasting and Television Act 1974 (Act No. 55 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Broadcasting and Television Act 1942-1973 in relation to certain Licences, and for
related purposes.

Canberra Water Supply (Googong Dam) Act 1974 (Act No. 34 of 1974)—
An Act relating to the Construction of a Dam on the Queanbeyan River in New South Wales and the
Supply of Water from that Dam for use in the Australian Capital Territory, and for purposes connected
therewith.

Commonwealth Banks Act 1974 (Act No. 81 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Commonwealth Banks Act 1959-1973 with respect to the Functions of the Develop-
ment Bank and to the Remuneration of the Holders of Certain Offices.

Commonwealth Electoral Act (No. 2) 1973 (Act No. 38 of 1974)—
An Act relating to the Distribution of the States into Electoral Divisions.

Companies (Foreign Take-overs) Act 1974 (Act No. 141 of 1974)—
An Act to amend section 2 of the Companies (Foreign Take-overs) Act 1972-1973.
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Compensation (Australian Government Employees) Act 1974 (Act No. 92 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Compensation (Australian Govenment Employees) Act 1971-1973, and for other
purposes.
Conciliation and Arbitration (Organizations) Act 1974 (Act No. 89 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Law relating to Conciliation and Arbitration,
Customs Act 1974 (Act No. 28 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Customs Act 1901-1973,
Customs Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 120 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Customs Act 1901-1973, as amended by the Customs Act 1974.
Customs Tariff 1974 (Act No. 117 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Duties of Customs.
Customs Tariff (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 118 of 1974)~—
An Act relating to Duties of Customs.
Customs Tariff Validation Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 119 of 1974)—
An Act to provide for the Validation of certain Collections of Duties of Customs in accordance with
Customs Tariff Proposals, and for related purposes.
Customs Tariff Validation Act (No. 3) 1974 (Act No. 163 of 1974)—
An Act to provide for the Validation of Collections of Duties of Customs under Customs Tariff Pro-
posals.
Dairy Adjustment Act 1974 (Act No. 166 of 1974)—
An Act to provide Financial Assistance in connexion with Dairy Adjustment Programs.
Defence Force Retirement and Death Benefits (Pension Increases) Act 1974 (Act No. 105 of 1974)—
An Act to provide for Increases in certain Defence Force Retirement and Death Benefit Pensions.
Defence Service Homes Act 1974 (Act No. 125 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Defence Service Homes Act 1918-1973.
Delivered Meals Subsidy Act 1974 (Act No. 108 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Delivered Meals Subsidy Act 1970-1973.
Election Candidates (Public Service and Defence Force) Act 1974 (Act No. 59 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Members of the Public Service and the Defence Force who become Candidates for
election to the Legislative Assembly for the Northern Territory and similar Bodies for other Territories ,
and for related Purposes.
Environment Protection (Impact of Proposals) Act 1974 (Act No. 164 of 1974)—
An Act to make provision for Protection of the Environment in relation to Projects and Decisions of,
or under the control of, the Australian Government, and for related purposes.
Estate Duty Assessment Act 1974 (Act No. 130 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Law Relating to Estate Duty.
Evidence Act 1974 (Act No. 31 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Evidence Act 1905-1973.
Excise Act 1974 (Act No. 29 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Excise Act 1901-1973.
Excise Tariff 1974 (Act No. 121 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Duties of Excise.
Export Finance and Insurance Corporation Act 1974 (Act No. 122 of 1974)—
An Act to establish an Export Finance and Insurance Corporation.
Export Market Development Grants Act 1974 (Act No. 154 of 1974)—

An Act relating to Grants for the purpose of providing Incentives for the Development of Export
Markets.

Extradition (Foreign States) Act 1974 (Act No. 21 of 1974)—
An Act to amend sections 10 and 21 of the Extradition (Foreign States) Act 1966-1973.

Financial Corporations Act 1974 (Act No. 36 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Corporations engaged in certain Financial Operations.

Glebe Lands (Appropriation) Act 1974 (Act No. 35 of 1974)—
An Act to appropriate the Consolidated Revenue Fund for purposes connected with the Purchas e by
Australia of certain Lands at Glebe in the State of New South Wales.

Handicapped Persons Assistance Act 1974 (Act No. 134 of 1974)—
An Act to provide for Assistance by Australia towards the Provision of Facilities for Handicapped
Children, Disabled Persons and certain other Persons.

Health Insurance Act 1973 (Act No. 42 of 1974)— 5
An Act providing for Payments by way of Medical Benefits and payments for Hospital Services and for
other purposes.

Health Insurance Commission Act 1973 (Act No. 41 of 1974)—
An Act to constitute a Health Insurance Commission and for purposes connected therewith,
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Homeless Persons Assistance Act 1974 (Act No. 148 of 1974)—
An Act to provide for Payments by Australia in respect of the Provision of Assnstance for Home-
less Persons and for certain other Persons.
Housing Agreement Act 1974 (Act No. 102 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Financial Assistance to the States for the purpose of Housing
Income Tax Act 1974 (Act No. 127 of 1974)—
An Act to impose a Tax upon Incomes.
Income Tax Assessment Act 1974 (Act No. 26 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Law relating to Income Tax.
Income Tax Assessment Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 126 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Law relating to Income Tax.
Income Tax (Bearer Debentures) Act 1974 (Act No. 128 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Income Tax (Bearer Debentures) Act 1971.
Income Tax (Dividends and Interest Withholding Tax) Act 1974 (Act No. 27 of 1974)—
An Act to impose Income Tax upon certain Dividends and Interest derived by Non-residents and by
certain other Persons.
Income Tax (International Agreements) Act 1974 (Act No. 129 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Income Tax (International Agreements) Act 1953-1973.
International Development Association (Further Payment) Act 1974 (Act No. 142 of 1974)—
An Act to approve the making by Australia of a further Payment to the International Development
Association.
International Monetary Agreements Act 1974 (Act No. 22 of 1974)—
An Act to authorize Australia to Subscribe for Additional Shares of the Capital Stock of the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and Development.
Judges® Pensions Act 1974 (Act No. 162 of 1974)—
An Act to amend theJudges’ Pensions Act 1968-1973 in relation to certain Persons who are or have been
Judges of the Supreme Court of Papua New Guinea.
Julius Dam Agreement Act 1974 (Act No. 72 of 1974)—
An Act relating to an Agreement between Australia and the State of Queensland in respect of the Con-
struction of a Dam, to be known as the Julius Dam, on the Leichhardt River.
King Island Shipping Service Agreement Act 1974 (Act No. 149 of 1974)—
An Act relatmg to an Agreement between Australia and Tasmania in respect of Financial Assistance
to Tasmania in connexion with a Shipping Service to King Island.
Liquefied Gas (Road Vehicle Use) Tax Act 1974 (Act No. 76 of 1974)—
An Act to impose a Tax on the use, for the purpose of propelling Road Vehicles, of Liquefied Gas.
Liquefied Gas (Road Vehicle Use) Tax Collection Act 1974 (Act No. 77 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Taxation imposed on the use, for the purpose of propelling Road Vehicles, of
Liquefied Gas.
Live-stock Slaughter Levy Act 1974 (Act No. 111 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Live-stock Slaughter Levy Act 1964-1973.
Live-stock Slaughter Levy Collection Act 1974 (Act No. 112 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Live-stock Slaughter Levy Collection Act 1964-1973.
Loan Act 1974 (Act No. 144 of 1974)—
An Act to Authorize the Raising and Expending of Moneys for Defence Purposes.
Loans (Australian Industry Development Corporation) Act 1974 (Act No. 156 of 1974)—
An Act to authorize the Raising of a certain sum of Money and to authorize Australia to make certain
Moneys available to the Australian Industry Development Corporation, and for purposes connected
therewith.
Loans (Australian National Airlines Commission) Act 1974 (Act No. 97 of 1974)—
An Act to authorize the Raising of a certain sum of Money and to authorize Australia to make certain
moneys available to the Australian National Airlines Commission, and for purposes connected there-
with.
Loans (Qantas Airways Limited) Act 1974 (Act No. 98 of 1974)—
An Act to authorize the Raising of a certain sum of Money and to authorize Australia to make certain
Moneys available to Qantas Airways Limited, and for purposes connected therewith.
Local Government Grants Act 1974 (Act No. 100 of 1974)—
An Act to grant Financial Assistance in relation to Local Governing Bodies.
Marginal Dairy Farms Agreements Act 1974 (Act No. 49 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Marginal Dairy Farms Agreements Act 1970.
National Health Act 1974 (Act No. 37 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the National Health Act 1953~1973 in relation to Registered Organizations.
National Roads Act 1974 (Act No. 52 of 1974)—
An Act to grant Financial Assistance to the States in refation to the Construction and Maintenance
of National Roads.
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Nitrogenous Fertilizers Subsidy Act 1974 (Act No. 78 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Nitrogenous Fertilizers Subsidy Act 1966-1973.
Northern Territory (Administration) Act 1974 (Act No. 30 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Northern Territory (Administration) Act 1910-1973, and for other purposes.
Nursing Homes Assistance Act 1974 (Act No. 147 of 1974)—
An Act to provide Financial Assistance in respect of Nursing Homes.
Papua New Guinea Act 1974 (Act No. 56 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Papua New Guinea Act 1949-1973.

Papua New Guinea Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 161 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Papua New Guinea.

Papua New Guinea Loan (International Bank) Act 1974 (Act No. 87 of 1974)—
An Act to approve the Guarantee by Australia of the Discharge of the Obligations of the Government
of Papua New Guinea under a Loan Agreement made with the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development, and for purposes connected therewith.
Papua New Guinea Loans Guarantee Act 1974 (Act No. 88 of 1974)—
An Act to provide for the Giving of Guarantees by Australia with respect to Loans to be raised Over-
seas by Papua New Guinea, and for purposes connected therewith.
Parliament Act 1974 (Act No. 165 of 1974)—
An Act to determine the site of the New and Permanent Parliament House, and for other purposes.
Parliamentary Papers Act 1974 (Act No. 33 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Parliamentary Papers Act 1908—1963.
Parliamentary Proceedings Broadcasting Act 1974 (Act No. 32 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Parliamentary Proceedings Broadcasting Act 1946-1973.

Pay-roll Tax (Territories) Act 1974 (Act No. 109 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Pay-roll Tax (Territories) Act 1971-1973.
Petroleum and Minerals Authority Act 1973 (Act No. 43 of 1974)—
An Act to establish a Petroleum and Minerals Authority.
Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1974 (Act No. 57 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1967-1973 in relation io Papua New Guinea.
Post and Telegraph Act 1974 (Act No. 61 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Post and Telegraph Act 1901-1973 and certain Regulations under that Act.
Post and Telegraph Rates Act 1974 (Act No. 60 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Post and Telegraph Rates Act 1902-1973.
Prices Justification Act 1974 (Act No. 47 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Prices Justification Acts 1973.
Public Works Committee Act 1974 (Act No. 48 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Public Works Committee Act 1969-1973

Queensland Grant (Bundaberg Irrigation Works) Act 1974 (Act No. 113 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Queensland Grant (Bundaberg Irrigation Works) Act 1970.

Queensland Grant (Clare Weir) Act 1974 (Act No. 123 of 1974)—
An Act to grant Financial Assistance to Queensland in connexion with the Construction of a Weir on
the Burdekin River near Clare.

Queensland Grant (Proserpine Flood Mitigation) Act 1974 (Act No. 116 of 1974)—

An Act to grant Financial Assistance to Queensland for the purpose of Flood Mitigation Works in
relation to the Proserpine River.

Queensland Grant (Ross River Dam) Act 1974 (Act No. 71 of 1974)—
An Act to grant Financial Assistance to the State of Queensland in connexion with the Construction
of the Second Stage of the Ross River Dam in that State.

Remuneration Tribunals Act 1974 (Act No. 80 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Remuneration Tribunal Act 1973.

Repatriation Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 24 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Repatriation Act 1920-1973, as amended by the Repatriation Act 1974, and to

appropriate the Consolidated Revenue Fund for the purposes of certain payments resulting from those
amendments.

Repatriation Acts Amendment Act 1974 (Act No. 90 of 1974)—
An Act Relating to Repatriation and related matters.

Representation Act 1973 (Act No. 40 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Representation Act 1905-1964.

River Murray Waters Act 1974 (Act No. 146 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the River Murray Waters Act 1915-1973.

Roads Grants Act 1974 (Act No. 53 of 1974)—
An Act to grant Financial Assistance to the States in relation to Roads other than National Roads.
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Seamen’s Compensation Act 1974 (Act No. 93 of 1974)—
An Act to increase certain Amounts of Compensation payable to and in respect of Seamen.
Seamen’s War Pensions and Allowances Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 25 of 1974)
An Act to amend the Seamen’s War Pensions and Allowances Act 1940-1973, as amended by the Sea-
men’s War Pensions and Allow Act 1974,
Senate (Representation of Territories) Act 1973 (Act No. 39 of 1974)
An Act to provide for the Representation in the Senate of the Australian Capital Territory, the Jervis
Bay Territory and the Northern Territory of Australia.
Service and Execution of Process Act 1974 (Act No. 96 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Service and Execution of Process Act 1901-1973.
Sewerage Agreements Act 1974 (Act No. 73 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Agreements between Australia and the States of Victoria, Queensland and Western
Australia in respect of the Provision of further Financial Assistance for Sewerage Works in those
States.
Social Services Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 23 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Social Services.
Social Services Act (No. 3) 1974 (Act No. 91 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Social Services.
States Grants (Aboriginal Assistance) Act 1974 (Act No. 104 of 1974)—
An Act to grant Financial Assistance to the States in relation to the Aboriginal People of Australia.
States Grants Act 1974 (Act No. 84 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the States Grants Act 1973 to grant additional Financial Assistance to the State of
Tasmania.
States Grants (Advanced Education) Act 1974 (Act No. 140 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the States Grants (Advanced Education) Act 1972-1973.
States Grants (Beef Cattle Roads) Act 1974 (Act No. 74 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the States Grants (Beef Cattle Roads) Act 1968.
States Grants (Capital Assistance) Act 1974 (Act No. 106 of 1974)—
An Act to grant Financial Assistance to the States in connexion with Expenditure of a Capital Nature
and to Authorize the Borrowing of Certain Moneys by the Australian Government.
States Grants (Dwellings for Pensioners) Act 1974 (Act No. 160 of 1974)—
An Act to grant Financial Assistance to the States in connexion with the Provision of Self-contained
Dwellings for certain Pensioners.
States Grants (Fruit-growing Reconstruction) Act 1974 (Act No. 157 of 1974)—
An Act relating to an Agreement between Australia and the States with respect to the Provision of
further Assistance to Persons engaged in Fruit-growing.
States Grants (Housing Assistance) Act 1974 (Act No. 101 of 1974)—
An Act to Authorize Advances to the States of Financial Assistance in connexion with Housing and to
Authorize the Borrowing of Certain Moneys by the Treasurer.
States Grants (Nature Conservation) Act 1974 (Act No. 151 of 1974)—
An Act to provide Financial Assistance to the States for Purposes connected with Nature Conservation.
States Grants (Schools) Act 1974 (Act No. 110 of 1974)—
An Act to Increase the Financial Assistance payable to the States in relation to Schools.
States Grants (Soil Conservation) Act 1974 (Act No. 150 of 1974)—
An Act to provide Financial Assistance to the States for Purposes connected with Soil Conservation.
States Grants (Special Assistance) Act 1974 (Act No. 107 of 1974)—
An Act to grant Financial Assistance to Queensland and South Australia.
States Grants (Technical and Further Education) Act 1974 (Act No. 138 of 1974)—
An Act relating to the Grant of Financial Assistance to the States in Connexion with Technical and
Further Education.
States Grants (Universities) Act 1974 (Act No. 75 of 1974)—
An Act relating to the Grant of Financial Assistance in Connexion with Universities.
States Grants (Universities) Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 139 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the States Grants (Universities) Act 1972-1973, as amended by the States Grants
(Universities) Act 1974.
States Grants (Urban Public Transport) Act 1974 (Act No. 45 of 1974)—
An Act relating to Financial Assistance to the States for the purpose of Urban Public Transport.
States Grants (Water Resources Assessment) Act 1974 (Act No. 145 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the States Grants (Water Resources Measurement) Act 1973.
Statute Law Revision Act 1974 (Act No. 20 of 1974)—
An Act for the purposes of Statute Law Revision.
Stevedoring Industry (Temporary Provisions) Act 1974 (Act No. 44 of 1974)—
An Act relating to the Stevedoring Industry.
Structural Adjustment (Loan Guarantees) Act 1974 (Act No. 155 of 1974)—
An Act to authorize the giving of Guarantees on behalf of Australia in respect of Loans made for the
purposes of Structural Adjustment in Industry.
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Tarcoola to Alice Springs Railway Act 1974 (Act No. 86 of 1974)—
An Act to Approve an Agreement between the Australian Government and the Government of South
Australia relating to the Construction of a Railway from Tarcoola to Alice Springs, and for other
purposes.

Taxation Administration Act 1974 (Act No. 133 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Taxation Administration Act 1953-1973.

Trade Practices Act 1974 (Act No. 51 of 1974)—
An Act relating to certain Trade Practices.

Transport (Planning and Research) Act 1974 (Act No. 50 of 1974)—
An Act to make Provision with respect ot Planning and Research in connexion with Transport.

Universities Commission Act 1974 (Act No. 79 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Australian Universities Commission Act 1959-1973.

Urban and Regional Development (Financial Assistance) Act 1974 (Act No. 135 of 1974)—
An Act to provide Financial Assistance to the States for Purposes connected with Urban and Regional
Development.
Urban Public Transport (Research and Planning) Act 1974 (Act No. 46 of 1974)—
An Act to make Provision with respect to Research and Planning in connexion with Urban Public
Transport.
Wheat Export Charge Act 1974 (Act No. 64 of 1974)—
An Act to impose a Charge in respect of Wheat and Wheat Products exported from Australia.
Wheat Industry Stabilization Act 1974 (Act No. 62 of 1974)—
An Act relating to the Marketing of Wheat and the Stabilization of the Wheat Industry.
Wheat Products Export Adjustment Act 1974 (Act No. 63 of 1974)—
An Act to anthorize the Australian Wheat Board to require the making of certain Payments in respect
of the Export of Wheat Products.

Wool Industry Act 1974 (Act No. 65 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Wool Industry Act 1972-1973.

Wool Industry Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 152 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Wool Industry Act 1972-1973.

Wool Marketing (Loan) Act 1974 (Act No. 58 of 1974)—
An Act to authorize certain Advances to the Australian Wool Corporation and to authorize the
Borrowing of certain Moneys by the Treasurer.

Wool Marketing (Loan) Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 153 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Wool Marketing (Loan) Act 1974.

Wool Tax Act (No. 1) 1974 (Act No. 66 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Wool Tax Act (No. 1) 1964-1973.

Wool Tax Act (No. 2) 1974 (Act No. 67 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Wool Tax Act (No. 2) 1964~1973.

Wool Tax Act (No. 3) 1974 (Act No. 68 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Wool Tax Act (No. 3) 1964-1973.

Wool Tax Act (No. 4) 1974 (Act No. 69 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Wool Tax Act (No. 4) 1964-1973.

Wool Tax Act (No. 5) 1974 (Act No. 70 of 1974)—
An Act to amend the Wool Tax Act (No. 5) 1964-1973.
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THE BILLS OF THE SESSION

(FIRST SESSION—FIRST PERIOD)
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders (Queensland Discriminatory Laws) Bill 1974—
Initiated in the Senate. Third reading.

Australian Film Commission Bill 1974—

Initiated in the Senate. Returned from the House of Representatives with amendments. Amendments

disagreed to. Awaiting report from Committee of Reasons.
Australian Housing Corporation Bill 1974—

Initiated in the Senate. Second reading.
Australian Industry Development Corporation Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
Book Bounty Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. In Committee.
Broadcasting and Television Bill (No. 2) 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
Broadcasting Stations Licence Fees Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
Conciliation and Arbitration Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
Conciliation and Arbitration Bill (No. 2) 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
Corporations and Securities Industry Bill 1974—

Initiated in the Senate. Second reading.
Electoral Laws Amendment Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
Family Law Bill 1974—

Initiated in the Senpate. Third reading.
Health Insurance Levy Assessment Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.

Health Insurance Levy Assessment Bill 1974 (No. 2)—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.

Health Insurance Levy Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
Health Insurance Levy Bill 1974 (No. 2)—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
Income Tax (International Agreements) Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.

Income Tax (International Agreements) Bill (No. 3)—
Ipitiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.

Minerals (Submerged Lands) Bill 1974—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.

Minerals (Submerged Lands) (Royalty) Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
National Compensation Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading.
National Health Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.

National Health Bill (No. 2) 1974—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Passed Senate with amendments. Awaiting reconsideration
by the House of Representatives.

National Investment Fund Bill 1974—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.

National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Bill 1974—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Passed Senate with amendments. Awaiting reconsideration
by the House of Representatives.

Northern Territory (Stabilization of Land Prices) Bill 1974—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.

Parliament Bill 1974—
Initiated in the Senate. Second reading.
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Post and Telegraph Bill 1974—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Deferred for later consideration but not restored to notice
paper. Replaced by new Bill.

Post and Telegraph Rates Bill 1974—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Deferred for later consideration but not restored to notice
paper. Replaced by new Bill.

Public Service Acts Amendment Bill 1974—
Initiated in the Senate. Returned from the House of Representatives with amendments. Amendments
disagreed to. Awaiting report from Committee of Reasons.

Racial Discrimination Bill 1974 (No. 2)—
Initiated in the Senate. First reading.

Refrigeration Compressors Bounty Bill 1974—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading.

Remuneration Bill (No. 2) 1974—

Initiated in the Senate. Second reading.
Rcmuneration Bill (No. 2) 1974 (No. 2)—

Initiated in the Senate. Second reading negatived.
Stevedoring Industry Bill 1974—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading.
Superior Court of Australia Bill 1974 (No. 2)—

Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading.

Television Stations Licence Fees Bill 1974—
Initiated in the House of Representatives. Second reading negatived.
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THE PARLIAMENT CONVENED
TWENTY-NINTH PARLIAMENT—FIRST SESSION

The Parliament was convened by the following proclamation (Gazette No. 52A of 1974):

PROCLAMATION
Australia By His Excellency the
PAUL HASLUCK Governor-General of
Governor-General Australia

WHEREAS by the Constitution it is, amongst other things, provided that the Governor-General may
appoint such times for holding the sessions of the Parliament as he thinks fit:

Now therefore, 1, Sir Paul Meernaa Caedwalla Hasluck, the Governor-General of Australia,
do by this my Proclamation appoint Tuesday, 9 July 1974, as the day for the Parliament to assemble
for the dispatch of business:

And all Senators and Members of the House of Representatives are hereby required to give their
attendance accordingly at Parliament House, Canberra, at 10.30 o’clock in the morning, on Tuesday,
9 July 1974.

Given under my Hand on 25 June 1974.
By His Excellency’s Command,

E. G. WHITLAM
Prime Minister
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Petitions

Wednesday, 18 September 1974

The PRESIDENT (Senator the Hon. Justin
O’Byrne) took the chair at 2.15 p.m., and read
prayers.

PETITIONS
Baltic States

Senator GREENWOOD-I present the fol-
lowing petition from 16 citizens of the Common-
wealth:

To the Honourable the President and members of the Senate
in Parliament assembled. The humble petition of the under-
signed citizens of the Commonwealth respectfully showeth:
WHEREAS THE Government of the United Kingdom,
United States of America, Canada and many European
countries have not recognised the unlawful annexation of the
Baltic States—Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia by the Soviet
Union, the Prime Minister of Australia has authorised the de
jure recognition of this annexation.

According to the Charter of the United Nations, the Baltic
States are entitled to independence and their people to self-
determination.

We beg that such de jure recognition be disallowed.

And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.
Petition received and read.

Baltic States

Senator SIM—I present the following petition
from 287 citizens of the Commonwealth:

To the Honourable the President and members of the Senate
in Parliament assembled. The humble petition of the under-
signed citizens of the Commonwealth respectfully showeth:
whereas the Government of the United Kingdom, United
States of America, Canada and many European countries
have not recognised the unlawful annexation of the Baltic
States—Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia by the Soviet Union,
the Prime Minister of Australia has authorised the de jure
recognition of this annexation.

According to the Charter of the United Nations, the Baltic
States are entitled to independence and their people to self-
determination.

We beg that such de jure recognition be disallowed.
And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.

Petition received.

Senator SIM—As similar petitions have been
presented I do not request that the petition be
read.

Baltic States

Senator MARTIN—I present the following
petition from 50 citizens of the Commonwealth:

To the Honourable the President and members of the Senate
in Parliament assembled. The humble petition of the under-
signed citizens of the Commonwealth respectfully showeth:
whereas the Government of the United Kingdom, United
States of America, Canada and many European countries
have not recognised the unlawful annexation of the Baltic
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States—Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia by the Soviet Union,
the Prime Minister of Australia has authorised the de jure
recognition of this annexation.

According to the Charter of the United Nations, the Baltic
States are entitled to independence and their people to self-
determination.

We beg that such de jure recognition be disallowed.
And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.

Petition received.

Senator MARTIN—Since similar petitions
have been read I do not intend to move that this
petition be read.

Baltic States

Senator DAVIDSON-—I present the following
petition from 48 citizens of the Commonwealth:

To the Honourable the President and Members of the Senate
in Parliament assembled. The humble petition of the under-
signed citizens of the Commonwealth respectfully showeth:

Whereas the Governments of the United Kingdom, the
United States of America, Canada and many European
countries have not recognized the unlawful annexation of the
Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania by the Soviet
Union, it has been announced from Moscow that the Aus-
tralian Government is now recognizing them as part of the
Soviet Union. We wish to point out that according to United
Nations charter these States are entitled to independence
and their people to self-determination and beg that such
recognition be disallowed.

And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.
Petition received.
Baltic States

Senator LAWRIE—I present the following
petition from 45 citizens of the Commonwealth:
To the Honourable the President and Members of the Senate
in Parliament assembled. The humble petition of the under-
signed citizens of the Commonwealth respectfully showeth:
whereas the Government of the United Kingdom, United
States of America, Canada and many European countries
have not recognised the unlawful annexation of the Baitic
States—Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia by the Soviet Union,
the Prime Minister of Australia has authorised the de jure
recognition of this annexation.

According to the Charter of the United Nations, the Baltic
States are entitled to independence and their people to self-
determination.

We beg that such de jure recognition be disallowed.
And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.

Petition received. :

Senator LAWRIE—As a similar petition has
already been read I do not propose to move that
this petition be read.

Baltic States

Senator BONNER—I present the following
petition from 42 citizens of the Commonwealth:
To the Honourable the President and Members of the Senate
in Parliament assembled. The humble petition of the under-
signed citizens of the Commonwealth respectfully showeth:
whereas the Government of the United Kingdom, United
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States of America, Canada and many European countries
have not recognised the unlawful annexation of the Baltic
States—Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia by the Soviet Union,
the Prime Minister of Australia has authorised the de jure
recognition of this annexation.

According to the Charter of the United Nations, the Baltic
States are entitled to independence and their people to self-
determination.

We beg that such de jure recognition be disallowed.
And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.

Petition received.

Senator BONNER—As petitions similarly
worded have already been presented I do not
propose to move that this petition be read.

Playgroup Association, Queensland

Senator SHEIL—I present the following pet-
ition from 46 citizens of Australia:
To the Honourable the President and members of the Senate

in Parliament assembled. The humble petition of the under-
signed citizens of Australia respectfully showeth:

The need for Federal Government assistance to the
Playgroup Association of Queensland as a part of their pre-
school education program. As recorded in the minutes of the
Annual General Meeting of the Association held on Wed-
nesday, 28 August 1974, the assistance sought is:

(i) that the Playgroup Association of Queensland be

granted Sales Tax Exemption:

(ii) that Playfroup be recognised as a necessary part of

pre-school education and as such all expenses incur-
red by the parents be an allowable tax deduction;

(iii) for financial support from your Government.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the Govern-
ment and Senators in Parliament assembled will ensure that

due account is taken of this petition and your petitioners, as
in duty bound, will ever pray.

Petition received and read.

Baltic States

Senator YOUNG—I present the following pet-
ition from 72 citizens of the Commonwealth:
To the Honourable the President and Members of the Senate

in Parliament assembled. The humble petition of the under-
signed citizens of the Commonwealth respectfully showeth:

Whereas the six million people of the Baltic States of
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, occupied and unlawfully
annexed by the Soviet Union, have been deprived of free-
dom, human rights and civil liberties and are therefore un-
able to express their will, we the undersigned Australian citi-
zens of Baltic origin humbly petition the Senate to express its
moral support to the rights of the Baltic States to freedom
and self-determination.

And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.

Petition received.

Senator YOUNG—As petitions in similar
terms have been read, I do not propose to move
that this petition be read.

Nationalised Transport System

Senator BONNER—I present the following
petition from 15 citizens of the Commonwealth:

Petitions

To the Federal National Parliament of Australia by Pen-
sioners and the Public who do care to be presented to the
House of Representatives (Lower House) and House of the
Senate (Upper House), to the Honourable Speaker of each
House, we ask as members of the Public that:

a Nationalized Government and Private transport
system be established.

that Pensioners transport be made free within the
Federation where the Government has constitutional
powers.

to make all Government and Private transport free
within the Federation to Pensioners and all other under-
privileged members of the community.

Although the pension has been increased by $1.50 the high
cost of living has effectively made this increase worthless,
consequently the above actions are considered to require
urgent National Government Action.

Petition received and read.
Baltic States

Senator BAUME—I present the following
petition from 724 citizens of the Commonwealth:
To the Honourable the President and members of the Senate
in Parliament assembled. The humble petition of the under-
si%ned citizens of the Commonwealth respectfully showeth:
whereas the Government of the United Kingdom, United
States of America, Canada and many European countries
have not recognised the unlawful annexation of the Bailtic
States—Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia by the Soviet Union,
the Prime Minister of Australia has authorised the de jure
recognition of this annexation.

According to the Charter of the United Nations, the
Baltic States are entitled to independence and their
people 10 self-determination.

We beg that such de jure recognition be disallowed.
Petition received.

Baltic States

Senator BAUME—I present the following pet-
ition from 25 citizens of the Commonwealth:
To the Honourable the President and Members of the Senate

in Parliament Assembled. The humble petition of the under-
signed citizens of the Commonwealth respectfully showeth:

That the Australian Government’s diplomatic action to
recognize officially the incorporation of the Baltic States into
the Soviet Union has been taken contrary to the Prime Min-
ister’s assurances to Australian citizens of Baltic origin given
as recently as the 17th May 1974.

We, the undersigned, therefore humbly petition the Sen-
ate to ensure that the above action is rescinded.

Petition received.

Senator BAUME—MTr President, as petitions
similarly worded have been read in the Senate, I
do not propose to move that these petitions be
read.

CENSURE OF MINISTER FOR
FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Notice of Motion

Senator GREENWOOD (Victoria)—I give
notice that on the next day of sitting I shall move:



Censure of Minister for Foreign Affairs

That the Minister for Foreign Affairs is deserving of censure
and ought to resign because:

(i) in denial of human rights contrary to the rule of law
and in order to appcase the Government of the
US.S.R. he organized the surreptitious departure of
Georgi Ermolenko from Australia when doubt
existed as to whether he was departing under duress
and when that issue was being considered by the
Supreme Court of Western Australia.

(ii) in breach of a clear undertaking to the contrary given
by the Prime Minister the Government shamefully
and furtively extended recognition to the incorpora-
tion of the Baltic States in the U.S.S.R., the Minister
withholding any announcement or explanation of the
decision.

(iii) the foreign policy alignments he is promoting will not
serve Australia’s national interest.

Suspension of Standing Orders

Motion (by Senator Douglas McClelland)
agreed to:

That so much of Standing Orders be suspended as would
prevent the Senate proceeding forthwith with the motion
and that standing order 127 do not apply.

Senator GREENWOOD (Victoria) (2.27)-1
move the motion of which I have given notice.
Two recent events have highlighted the decep-
tion and the double standards of this Govern-
ment. For those events the Minister for Foreign
Affairs (Senator Willesee) carries a personal and
a political responsibility. The character of those
events and the circumstances in which they took
place are such that the Opposition believes he is
deserving of censure and ought to resign. The
Minister has withheld from the Parliament infor-
mation on decisions of vital significance to this
country, that is, why the Government recognised
some 30 years after the event the forceful incor-
poration into the Soviet Union of the states of
Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia. He withheld
information as to why he decided that a young
man who had expressed a desire to remain in
Australia should be taken out of Australia before
the courts had an opportunity to consider
whether he did in fact want to remain in this
country.

The Minister has shown that this Govern-
ment’s concern for the cause of freedom is subor-
dinate to the maintenance of good relations with
the Soviet Union. He has revealed the hollow-
ness of this Government’s proclaimed belief in
human rights by taking calculated action which
prevented the courts of this country from passing
a judgment on whether a person was being held
under duress. The Minister has challenged the
role of the courts. He has challenged the due pro-
cess of law and he has challenged the efficacy of
the time-honoured remedy of habeas corpus. He
has been asked constantly in this Parliament for
information. He has declined to provide the
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information and he has succumbed to that which
his own Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam), before he
was elected to the Prime Ministership, declared
to be the demeaning idea that government
knows best and that only government knows
best.

We have seen within the last 24 hours the Min-
ister in this chamber refuse to table a document
which would either verify the account which he
has been giving to this Parliament or disclose
that account to be without foundation. He was
asked yesterday whether he would table in this
Parliament a record of an interview which Mr
Ermolenko had with Department of Labor and
Immigration officials in Perth some 4 days prior
to his departure from Australia. Statements have
been attributed to the head of the Department of
Labor and Immigration in Perth that at that par-
ticular interview Mr Ermolenko indicated a
desire to remain in this country. The Minister
was asked whether he was aware of that inter-
view. The record shows that he did not answer
the question. He was asked whether he would
table the interview and he said quite bluntly and
forthrightly that he would not. Yet in the week in
which these events were unfolded the Minister
had said ‘the overwhelming evidence points to
the fact that this young man wants to go back to
Russia’. He said in this chamber that on the
incontrovertible facts before him there was one
conclusion, and one supposes the only con-
clusion, which he could draw.

If at that conference with the Department of
Labor and Immigration this young man said that
he wanted to remain in this country and he indi-
cated that he was prepared to take the steps to
apply for permission to remain in this country,
why did the Minister not inform the Parliament
of that fact during the week we were asking him
questions? If he was aware of that fact why did
he not take it into account along with the other
indications which he was regarding as valid and
to which he ought to give consideration? If the
account indicates that the young man did not
wish to remain in Australia of course it verifies
entirely what the Minister has said, and 1 sup-
pose it helps the young man’s own case with his
own governmental authorities. But if on the
other hand he did indicate that he wanted to
remain in this country, there was a bounden duty
on the Minister to give it weight along with the
other considerations. To withhold that informa-
tion from the Senate is a denial of the promise of
open government if not a challenge to due pro-
cess and the rights of the individual.
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The motion which is moved has 3 parts to it in
explanation of and justification for the Oppo-
sition’s taking this course of action. We say that
the Minister is deserving of censure and ought to
resign because:

(i) in denial of human rights and contrary to the rule of
law and in order to appease the Government of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics he organised the
surreptitious departure of Georgi Ermolenko from
Australia when doubt existed as to whether he was
departing under duress and when that issue was
being considered by the Supreme Court of Western
Australia.

I will relate very briefly the salient facts relating
to Mr Ermolenko. He was in Australia attending
a music conference. On the Sunday of the
relevant week he indicated voluntarily to 2 per-
sons with whom he was associating that he
desired to remain in Australia. Those persons
have put the account of that conversation on
affidavit, and those affidavits were filed in the
Supreme Court. The account as related by them
indicates that they endeavoured to test the young
man’s view as to whether or not he genuinely
wanted to remain.

On the Sunday at the airport he declined to
leave with his fellow Russians on the aircraft on
which they were booked to leave and he told per-
sons at the airport that he wanted to remain in
Australia. None of the party left on that night.
On the Monday morning he went to the Depart-
ment of Labor and Immigration and he there
had a conference which, on Press reports, lasted
about an hour. He was then taken by the 2
friends to whom he had spoken on the Sunday to
see a Professor Kabalevsky. They believed when
they took him to see Professor Kabalevsky that
they would remain with him during the
conference.

The PRESIDENT-Order! I observe a
stranger taking notes in the gallery. I ask him to
desist forthwith.

Senator GREENWOOD-—Mr Badger and Mr
Johnson, the 2 friends to whom Mr Ermolenko
had spoken on the Sunday, took him from the
Department of Labor and Immigration to see
Professor Kabalevsky. They believed that they
would be able to remain with Professor
Kabalevsky during the discussion which took
place, but Professor Kabalevsky refused to allow
them to accompany Mr Ermolenko into the dis-
cussion which they had. That was the last
occasion when Mr Ermolenko was out of the cus-
tody or control of the Russians whilst he
remained in Australia. Thereafter there occurred
a series of events, the first occurring on the Mon-
day afternoon when it was reported that Mr
Ermolenko now wanted to go back to Russia.
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Inconsistent views were expressed. In the course
of the next few days there were reports of views
expressed by Mr Ermolenko that he wanted to
go back to Russia. Other views according to per-
sons who saw him were that they doubted
whether Mr Ermolenko was really speaking his
mind on a further occasion when he stated that
he did not want to go back to Russia. Those are
the short salient facts leading up to the Thursday
afternoon when a special Royal Australian Air
Force aircraft was provided and Mr Ermolenko
and the Russian party were taken out of
Australia.

There has been a denial of human rights be-
cause one of the freedoms which we, in this coun-
try, accept and which we seek to extend to other
persons in this country who want to exercise the
rights of Australians is a freedom of movement
and a freedom of choice to say whether one will
stay or whether one will leave. In the case of a
person who is a national of a foreign country we
believe that he has the right to apply to the
authorities in this country to remain in Australia.
We believe that, whilst he is in this country, if he
is being held in custody, if he is being held
against his will or if he is being subjected to dur-
ess, he has the same right as any other Australian
citizen to have the courts determine that question
in the way in which the courts have always deter-
mined those questions in this country. We notice,
of course, that this is a right which the Soviet
Union denies to its citizens. The recent history of
Alexander Solzhenitsyn demonstrates that. The
present fate, if we know what it is, of Andre
Sakharov indicates this. There are Valentyn
Moroz and others who are imprisoned in the
Soviet Union because they exercised the right of
free speech and the ability to dissent which we
regard in this country as the right of every citizen
and which we have always upheld.

We do not accept that there was any recogni-
tion of the rights of Georgi Ermolenko in the way
in which he was spirited out of this country be-
fore the question of whether he was being sub-
jected to duress and made to do things against
his will was tested in the manner in which we be-
lieve these issues ought to be tested in this coun-
try. There has been action by the Minister con-
trary to the rule of law. This issue was being
tested by the courts. On the Friday a decision was
to be made by Mr Justice Wickham in the Su-
preme Court of Western Australia on issues
which had been delayed because of problems as
to whether a particular person had been served
with a summons. There was a summons requir-
ing Ermolenko to appear before the courts. The
Minister was aware of this. On the Wednesday
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the Minister had been asked by the judge of the
court whether he would give an undertaking that
Mr Ermolenko would not leave this country be-
fore he had had an opportunity of discussion
with the persons to whom Ermolenko had orig-
inally communicated his desire to remain in this
country to ascertain whether that was still his
view. The Minister declined to give that under-
taking to the courts.

The Minister may say it is well within his rights
to decline to give that undertaking and of course
itis. But I would have thought that if there were a
spark of concern for human rights and liberty
that undertaking would have been given. It
would have involved allowing Mr Ermolenko to
remain in this country for a further 24 hours to
have the issue tested. If, in fact, at the end of that
24 hour period it was apparent that the young
man had decided to go back to Russia—there
may have been some who would have had their
doubts—the processes which we accept would
have been utilised in order to have that issue de-

cided. There have, of course, been questions as to -

whether this man did in fact evince a desire to
remain in Australia. Affidavits were filed in the
court in support of the applications which were
made by interested persons including, as I under-
stand it, the President of the study body of the
University of Western Australia who is not an
adherent of the political cause to which I sub-
scribe. I understand he subscribes to the political
faith of the Government. This indicates the
interest and the concern that that person had.
That application was supported by affidavits—an
affidavit by Mr Badger, who related what
Ermolenko had told him; an affidavit by Mr
Johnson, who related what Mr Ermolenko had
told him; and an affidavit by a lady, Judith Berry
Bateman. The affidavit by that lady was sworn
on 14 August, the day before Ermolenko was
taken out of Australia. She said that on Tuesday,
13 August, she was at the Parmelia Hotel. She
saw Professor Kabalevsky, followed by
Ermolenko and Alexandrov, emerging from the
hotel. She said:

All three got into a Commonwealth car. I asked
Ermolenko ‘Do you want to go back?’ Ermolenko answered
*No’. I asked Professor Kabalevsky ‘Do you have any com-
ments for the Press?’ Professor Kabalevsky answered ‘No
comments’, I then asked Ermolenko ‘Are you under duress?’
He answered ‘No”. I once again asked ‘Do you want to go
back?' Ermolenko answered ‘No’. The car then drove off
flanked by six other Commonwealth cars carrying Police,
Foreign Affairs Staff and Russian officials.

All I say is that if anyone wanted to challenge the
account in that affidavit it could have been
tested. The lady could have been asked questions
and the issue would have been decided by a
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judge. That lady was a reporter asking questions
in the course of her journalistic duties.

Why was not the court allowed to decide this
issue? Why did the Minister take it upon himself
to decide the issue? We asked the Minister that
question and he indicated that he himself had
made up his mind as to what was the course
which should be followed; it was his judgment.
But is not the real role of the courts in this coun-
try, in determining issues of whether or not a per-
son is being held against his or her will, to pro-
vide an independent means by which questions
of this character can be assessed, free of the
imputation or suggestion of political influence? It
is part of our history that the courts will declare
whether or not a person is being falsely
imprisoned; whether or not a person is being
made to do something against his will. It is not
for a Minister, it is not for an individual, to usurp
the role of the courts. Yet this is what the Minis-
ter did.

I believe that the worst feature of a shameful
week was the fact that within 24 hours of the
court being asked to decide the fundamental
question of whether or not there was a prima
facie case that this man was being held against
his will—-there were indications both ways—the
Minister so organised Ermolenko’s departure
that the court was not able to decide that funda-
mental issue. Why did the Minister take that
course? Why did he decide that his judgment
that this man was not being held against his will
should prevail over the competing views of other
individuals? More specifically, why did the Min-
ister rely upon persons of his own political per-
suasion, persons upon whom he believed he
could rely, to make certain assessments and then
accept their assessments and ignore all else.

He ignored the view of the interpreter who
interpreted for Mr Ermolenko when he was on a
television program. That interpreter expressed
the view that he was not speaking his mind be-
cause he was under the influence of the Russian
who was in the room; that Ermolenko appeared
to be deferring to that man. The Minister denied,
on the account which had been given to him, that
any Russian was in the room. But there are com-
peting and conflicting accounts as to whether the
Russian was in the room. The point was that the
lady who spoke Ermolenko’s language and who
was there as the interpreter had doubts as to
whether he was speaking genuinely. When one
takes into account even the doubts expressed by
Mr Tonkin as to why this person had apparently
changed his mind, to me it is inconceivable that if
the Minister was acting objectively in the
interests of the nation and of this individual he
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should have allowed him to be taken out of the
country in the way in which he was.

We believe the reason was that the Govern-
ment of Russia had indicated that this course was
to be followed. According to the information
which I have, the Russian Embassy indicated to
the Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) that unless Mr
Ermolenko was out of this country, there was no
need for Mr Whitlam to visit Russia at the end of
this year. I understand that at an early stage Mr
Whitlam had indicated that a Royal Australian
Air Force aircraft had to be available to take
Ermolenko out, and it was only when Senator
Willesee indicated that he was prepared to sup-
port the Prime Minister’s view that Mr Barnard
relented from his previous attitude and made an
aircraft available. It is so obvious. What was
done was done to appease the Russians, and no
other account is reasonably open. It is a shameful
state of affairs, particularly when linked with the
recognition of the Baltic states, that we should
mould our foreign policy, decide issues of human
rights and override the role of the courts in this
country simply to curry favour with the Govern-
ment of the Soviet Union.

The second issue relates to the recognition of
the Baltic states. The Opposition’s motion reads:

That the Minister for Foreign Affairs is deserving of cen-
sure and ought to resign because:

(ii) in breach of a clear undertaking to the contrary given by
the Prime Minister the Government shamefuily and furtively
extended recognition to the incorporation of the Baltic States
in the US.S.R,, the Minister withholding any announcement
or explanation of the decision.

It is quite clear that the 3 countries, Estonia, Lat-
via and Lithuania, are under Soviet domination.
They were militarily occupied, first, in 1940 and
then, after the Germans were driven out, in 1945
by the Russian Army. The de facto situation has
long existed, and that that situation is likely to
continue cannot be disputed. But what has now
happened is that a de jure recognition has been
given to a de facto situation. The circumstances
in which this decision had been made have
caused concern. Those circumstances are
clouded by deception, stealth and, one can only
suppose, an apparent sense of guilt and shame
by a government which has no justification for its
actions except that it gratuitously desires to curry
favour with the Soviet Union.

In the first place, there was no need for this
recognition. For 30 years this de facto situation
has existed without any de jure acknowledgment
of the rights of the Soviet Union in relation to
these states. No other Western country, apart
from Finland and Switzerland, has recognised
the situation. Why has Australia departed from
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the course of action which France, Britain,
Canada and the United States have followed? It
may be that the Baltic states will have to await a
cataclysm before they can once again secure
their freedom. But the Western world has
refused to give its diplomatic approval to what
was a forcible occupation—a disgraceful product
of a disgraceful agreement between Ribbentrop
and Stalin in 1939—and has withheld its recogni-
tion of the forcible overthrow of these 3 free
countries. But Australia, on its own initiative,
without any explanation, has decided that it will
recognise the incorporation of these 3 countries.
Furthermore, the recognition was done, Mr
President, in breach of a clear undertaking con-
tained in a letter written before the last election
by the Prime Minister to the President of the
Council of the Lithuanian Community in
Australia. The Prime Minister wrote:

The policy of the present Australian Government is that
while not formally recognising the incorporation of
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia into the Soviet Union, it must
be cognisant of the de facto situation and deal with the
government which has effective control of the territory in
question. This was also the attitude taken by all of our prede-
cessors on that matter.

He then stressed how consistent that attitude was
with the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights. At a Press conference Mr Whitlam was
asked the following question by the editor of the
‘Latvian News’ in Melbourne:

What is the policy of the present Australian Government in
respect to the Baltic States?

Mr Whitlam answered:

The policy of the Australian Government in regard to the
Baltic States is the same as that of our predecessors. We
recognise the existence de jure of the States of Estonia, Lat-
via and Lithuania. .

He indicated that he did not have any intention
of changing that position and that he would
maintain the position of the previous Govern-
ment. That position has been changed, and we
have been given no explanation as to why it was
changed. The Leader of the Opposition (Mr
Snedden) tried hard to get information from the
Prime Minister and from the Minister for
Foreign Affairs. Twice he had to make a request
for the information to be given to him. Amongst
the questions that he asked was this question:
Why was this decision considered necessary at the present
time?

‘What was the answer that he was given? It was:
There was no special significance in the timing of the
decision.

Why was the decision made? To this day, not-
withstanding the efforts that we have made to get
from the Minister for Foreign Affairs in this place
some explanation as to why recognition of these
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States be was decided upon, we have been de-
nied any such explanation. Is it because this
Government desires to maintain with the Soviet
Union a relationship which it believes will be
improved by the servile act of doing something
which even the Soviet Union these days has not
got on its shopping list of demands for other
countries? We believe that what this Govern-
ment has done has been done in order to facili-
tate a reception by the Prime Minister in the
Soviet Union when he visits that country this
year. We believe that that type of approach is a
disgrace to this nation.

If that is not the explanation, then can we have
from this Government the reason why these
States have been recognised? The recognition
was not announced until Press inquiries forced
an otherwise silent Government to allow not the
Minister for Foreign Affairs or the Prime Minis-
ter, but a spokesman from the Department of
Foreign Affairs to say that certain events had
taken place. No explanation has been given and
there has been no attempt at justification of the
decision. It is a particularly favourable view of
Soviet colonialism, totally inconsistent with the
denunciations of other forms of colonialism to
which this Government has subscribed in the
United Nations. Why is Soviet imperialism en-
titled to subjugate other nations and to do so
with the approval of this Government when
attempts at colonialism by other countries are
forthrightly condemned? Is not the only consist-
ent view of the Government’s decision to recog-
nise the incorporation of these States the view
that it accords entirely with the public attitudes
of the Soviet Union? It was shameful, it was fur-
tive, and the indignation which it has raised
throughout Australia is evidenced by the many
petitions which constantly come into the Senate.

The people of these 3 States came to Australia
initially under arrangements made by the late
Arthur Calwell. He persisted throughout the time
that he was alive in assuring these people that
Australia would never recognise the legal incor-
poration of these States into the Soviet Union.
He was dead barely 12 months when the
Government which he helped to put into power
did what he said it would never do. It may be an
illusion to seek to maintain the ideal of freedom
with regard to these countries because the de
facto situation is certainly one in which the Soviet
Union has an all powerful control. But it is to the
credit of the Western world and of those coun-
tries which are prepared to maintain that ideal
that they have refused to recognise the callous
overthrow of free governments by the Soviet
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Union in 1945. The recognition of the incorpora-
tion is a disgraceful event.

I do not elaborate on the third point in my
motion because subsequent Opposition speakers
also will refer to the motion. But we have seen in
the period in which the Labor Party has been in
power a new subservience, and it is a subservi-
ence to the Soviet Union, to Communist China
and to the nations of the Third World. At the
same time we have seen a dismantling of our al-
liances. We have seen the destruction of
ANZUK. We have seen the weakening of the
Five Power Arrangements. We have seen the
watering down of SEATO. We also see a desire
to weaken the military aspects of ANZUS. We
see a Government which wants to enter the
Council of the Non-Aligned Nations. We see a
Government which is promoting new alignments
and departing from the traditional associations
which we believe are still the associations which
the people of Australia want. In their place we
are seeing, not a new independence, not a new
activity, but a subservience and a defencelessness
for which the Minister, as the Minister in charge
of Australia’s foreign affairs, must carry the re-
sponsibility. The events which we have set out in
our motion ought to be highlighted throughout
this country. The Minister is deserving of censure
and he would serve Australia’s interests if he
resigned.

Senator WILLESEE (Western Australia—
Minister for Foreign Affairs) (2.56)—Before I
deal with the substance of the motion I will try to
deal with some of the untruths that Senator
Greenwood has used. I certainly cannot go
through all of them because if I tried to do that
the whole case would be all over the place. The
last one was the allegation that we were seeking
to join the Council of the Non-Aligned Nations.
What I have said is that we should have ob-
servers at meetings of the non-aligned nations, as
we have at meetings of the Andean Pact coun-
tries, the Organisation of African Unity, the Or-
ganisation of American States and so on. As a
matter of fact, Australia has been an observer at
meetings of non-aligned countries only once, and
that was under a Liberal government. At the
original meeting held at Bandung that great
humanitarian party sent Mr Shann, who is at
present our ambassador in Peking and who at
that time was in Djakarta, to the meeting. The
only Australian Government that has ever been
represented at such a meeting was a Liberal
government. I seek to do the same thing; that is
all I'seek to do.

Senator Carrick—Is not Mr Shann in Tokyo?
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Senator WILLESEE—Mr Shann is in Tokyo,
not Peking. I thank the honourable senator for
the correction. Senator Greenwood said some
amazing things about the part played by Mr
Whitlam and Mr Barnard in the Ermolenko
affair. Mr Barnard did not even know that the
plane had gone. I never discussed it with him, be-
cause he was not in Canberra. The honourable
senator says that Mr Barnard was holding out all
the time and that suddenly, at the last moment,
Mr Barnard caved in and gave way to our
wishes. He said that Mr Whitlam had ordered
that the plane should be standing by. What a lot
of rot. There is not one ounce of truth in this. The
honourable senator said that pressure was put on
Mr Whitlam because of his planned trip to
Moscow. Goodness me!

Senator Carrick—Who gave you the auth-
ority?

Senator WILLESEE—I told the Senate before
that Mr Whitlam gave me the authority, which is
his right. Mr Whitlam did not have anything else
to do with this. I discussed it with him when I
rang up and said: ‘Can I have a plane? I want to
position it in Perth and maybe it will have to go
overseas tomorrow’. That is the only conver-
sation [ had with Mr Whitlam about it. Why go
on with all these sorts of things? These are just
complete untruths. There is just nothing in them.

Senator Webster—Your argument does not
sound too good.

Senator WILLESEE—That may be, but at
least I will stick to the truth—something which so
far has not been done.

Senator Webster—Are you suggesting that
others do not stick to the truth?

Senator WILLESEE—Yes, I am suggeting
that. I am telling the Senate exactly where Sena-
tor Greenwood did not stick to the truth. There is
just nothing at all in some of his statements. He
talks about the courts deciding the wishes of Mr
Ermolenko. On the Thursday Mr Ermolenko was
subpoenaed to appear before the Supreme Court
in relation to proceedings then before that Court.
The subpoena was never served on Mr
Ermolenko. All legal proceedings relating to the
case were dismissed by the Supreme Court. If the
honourable senator thinks that I was in some
way defying the Court—this is the thing that he
says is so important—why has the Court not dealt
with me? The honourable senator is slinging off
at me about the way he says I treated the Court,
but is he not degrading the West Australian
Court by saying these things? If the Court
thought that I had been in contempt of it in any
way it would have hauled me before it. But, of
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course, it has not done so. There has not been one
word about it. Some of the actions that were be-
fore the Court were withdrawn and some were
thrown out by the Court. Because I have watched
the pattern all through I know very well that
honourable senators opposite do not want me to
deal with the substance of the matter. They want
to get me off on to all the side tracks in the world.
I watched that pattern during the week we were
debating this matter.

Mr President, I have been berated by Senator
Greenwood for refusing to table officers’ reports.
In all calmness I ask you to consider a situation
where an opposition, a government or anybody
could say: ‘Look, we want that officers’ report to
this Minister to be tabled’. We would have a
completely impossible situation. This would
inhibit officers. When they report to a Minister
they know that that report is confidential and
that it will not see the light of day in the Press. If
we get to a situation where, every time an officer
has to write a report he has it in the back of his
mind that that report may finish up in the Press,
we will destroy the objectivity of that officer.

Senator Marriott—That is what Nixon said
about the tapes.

Senator WILLESEE—Honourable senators
opposite are the great Nixon people. We were
never defending him. They were always putting
on an act about him. I do not think they should
mention tapes around here because it might not
help their side.

Senator Durack—It might not help the Minis-
ter’s side.

Senator WILLESEE—Yes, it will. I have
never used a tape in my life and I never will.

Senator Carrick—Well, produce the tran-
script.

Senator WILLESEE—The transcript of what?

Senator Carrick—Of the conversation with
your officer.

Senator WILLESEE—I have just explained to
the honourable senator that no Minister could do
that. Ministers of the present opposition parties
when they were in government would never do
that. It will destroy the whole situation if we say
to officers: ‘Give me a report on this, but it might
finish up in the Press’. What sort of a situation is
that? If honourable senators do not mind I will
go back to the point of the whole matter.
Regarding the conversation with Mr Ermolenko
at the Immigration Office—I do not remember
being specifically asked about this—I now say,
because it is no secret, that at that point
Ermolenko said that he wanted to return home.
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It was later on that he said that he did not. The
other completely incorrect statement which
Senator Greenwood made was that from the
time that Mr Ermolenko went into the hotel he

was not out of the presence of Russians. That is

not true. We talked to the Russians and put it to
them that it was to their own benefit and to the
benefit of all of us that they withdraw their
officers while talks took place with various
people. From then on a Russian was never
present. Then Senator Greenwood went on to
make an amazing sort of analogy. He said that in
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics people
are held prisoner. He thinks that that is wrong
and I agree that it is wrong. One of the most dis-
tressing things we have today is political pris-
oners in these countries. This matter is raised
from time to time. It is a most distressing thing. It
is wrong and it would be equally wrong if we
were to imprison Ermolenko in this country and
prevent him from leaving.

Let us have a look at the motion before us.
Dealing with the Ermolenko case it talks about
the denial of human rights. I draw everybody’s
attention to the fact that at no stage have any of
the critics in this matter examined what the
alternatives would be if an Australian in Russia
or in any other country were subjected to what
Ermolenko was subjected to in this country. No-
body has adverted to that because the moment
he does the whole of the criticism is destroyed.
What is the alternative? The proposition which
was being put and which I tried to bring about
was to get Mr Ermolenko to leave with the
Reverend Johnson for 24 hours. I think that was
legitimate. It was assumed that Mr Johnson had
been a friend. He had stayed there that night. I
think he had accompanied Ermolenko to the air-
craft on the first night, although I am not sure.
The point is that Ermolenko refused to do this.
Everybody kept saying to Ermolenko: ‘What do
you want to do?’ He said: ‘I want to go home. [
do not want to go and stay with the Reverend
Johnson.” What a ludicrous situation we would
have been in if we had said to the police force:
‘Go in and get him. Use force and drag him out.
Ermolenko, never mind what you think. We can
read your mind better than you can. You are not
going to leave this country.” Alternatively we
could have said: ‘We are taking you away.’ That
would be an assault on a person. That would be
imprisoning a person. What a ludicrous sort of
situation that would be. Do we say to this person:
‘Do you want to do something?’ He says: ‘No’.
We say: ‘Oh, yes you are; we know better than
you do. We will put the police on to you’. At all
stages I refused to authorise the use of force. I
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wish that I had been assured that Mr Garland
and those people who were putting on such a
shindig out at the airport each night were not
going to use force, otherwise the decision might
have been different.

The Reverend Johnson’s name has been men-
tioned many times in relation to this matter. I
notice that when Mr Garland gave notice of a
motion in the other place on 23 August 1974 he
mentioned his name on at least 2 occasions. In
giving notice of that motion he mentioned the
Reverend Johnson, Reverend Borthwick and Mr
Badger, and in brackets he put: ‘who were and
are objective and truthful persons’. I do not
know why he put that. Nobody has ever chal-
lenged it. I certainly have not. As I have said
many times, I certainly believe that these 3
gentlemen, as well as many other gentlemen,
some of them sitting opposite me here today,
were genuinely worried about this situation.
They agonised with me to see that Australia did
the right thing in relation to this matter. I ap-
preciated that. But as I said in the first debate on
this matter, I have profound contempt for those
other people who jumped on the bandwagon,
tried to get the limelight and gave no consider-
ation at all to the human rights of the 18-year-old
Georgi Ermolenko. I have read out the way that
Mr Garland describes the Reverend Johnson
and I agree with him.

It may be interesting if I quote to you, Mr
President, what the Reverend Johnson said a
couple of nights ago when appearing on a tele-
vision interview in Perth:

The more I think about it, the less I’m inclined to see any
arch-villains in the piece. I think that we are all the victims of

circumstances to a large extent and I have no complaints
now with the way the Government eventually handled it.

1 think it would be just as wrong for us to have kept him
here against his expressed will, as it would have been for the
Russians to have escorted him out of the country before he
had an opportunity at least of speaking with his friends
again, but as it wrned out, I think that his expressed wishes
at that time had to be expressed and it would have been quite
wrong for us to have continued to try to keep him here.

I trust that Mr Garland still thinks that he is a
truthful and honest man. I have never doubted
this even at times when it seemed that he was
certainly not agreeing with the actions that I was
taking.

The next point is that this rather extravagantly
worded motion moved by the Opposition in the
Senate asks: ‘Is there a doubt that exists?’ That
was the whole crux of the matter. Firstly, this
young man twice said that he wanted to stay in
Australia. He said this once at the airport and
once to the immigration officer next day. Let me
quote to honourable senators, just to remind
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them, what I said in a statement at the time.In a
Press interview and in a statement which was dis-
tributed as widely as possible I believe that I
gave quite openly and frankly the reasons why I
came to the conclusions which I reached. I will
quote this paragraph:

At this stage my concern, as that of many other Aus-
tralians, became one of ascertaining that this change of mind
was genuine and was not made under duress. Accordingly,
with the co-operation of the Soviet Embassy, Georgi was
interviewed a number of times and on successive days with-
out any other Russian present—first, by the representative of
the Foreign Affairs Department and the Chief Immigration
Officer in Perth, then by Mr Gilchrist, the Head of the Legal
Division of my Department whom I sent from Canberra ex-
pressly for the purpose, then by Mr Cowles, the representa-
tive of the Transport Workers Union, Mr Bluck of the Mu-
sicians Union and Mr Michael Edgley, the well-known West
Australian businessman, who speaks Russian well, then by
Mr Tonkin, the former Labor Premier of Western Australia,
whom [ had asked to intervene, and Mr Harding of the
Federated Clerks Union and finally at length by a number of
journalists on television yesterday evening.

I actually left out 2 names, those of Mr Grant of
the Air Transport Officers Federation and Mr
Jim Coleman, the Secretary of the Trades and
Labor Council in Perth. I did not make arrange-
ments for those people to see Mr Ermolenko.
The only people for whom I made arrangements
to speak to Ermolenko were Mr Tonkin and
officers of my own Department. Of course, I
knew the Secretary of the Federated Clerks
Union to be completely hostile. I believe that he
was completely unreasonable in the attitudes
that he was taking. Nevertheless I asked him to
go along with Mr Tonkin. There is no evidence to
the contrary on that aspect.

Honourable senators might recall that in the
opening debate here I said that it would not mat-
ter whether Georgi Ermolenko swore on a stack
of bibles that he wanted to leave this country be-
cause there were certain people who had their
minds made up and who were not going to be
confused with the facts. They would not have
changed their minds no matter what he did, and
I knew that from the start. What I could have
done was to send him out of the country early. I
believed that I had to be certain of the position
for a start in order to do the job that happened to
fall into my lap. I had to be absolutely clear in
my mind about what was going on and I wanted
to convince as many genuine people in Australia
as possible of what Ermolenko wanted to do.

It is next said that we wanted ‘to appease the
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics. Let me tell the Senate that there is not
one atom of truth in that. As a matter of practice
I do not repeat, and obviously one cannot go
around repeating, conversations which I have,
often many in a week—some of them quite easy
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conversations and some not so easy—with
representatives of other countries. We would lose
our reputation completely if those representa-
tives could not talk to their counterpart, the
Foreign Minister, in a confidential way and say

" things to him which are not going to be bruited

throughout the community. So I do not repeat
such conversations. But I refused to panic as a lot
of people from the other side were doing. I was
not going to be panicked at the end of the week
into keeping Ermolenko in Australia when I was
certain he should go.

I was not going to be panicked earlier in the
week when he said that he wanted to be returned
to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics which,
of course, is what the Russian Embassy asked me
to do. There was nothing wrong with that
request. I would make the same request if an
Australian in some other part of the world said
that he wanted to go home and I found that a lot
of people with no legal rights at all were holding
him up. But I took no notice of that request. All 1
will say is that if my interviews with the Charge-
d’Affaires, Mr Victor Smirnoff, amounted to ap-
peasement I hope I never get into a confrontation
with him.

We talk about the rule of law. People on this
side of the chamber will remember very well
that, particularly when Senator Greenwood was
in the Government, we used to get a lecture
nightly about the rule of law and order, about
how people were leading demonstrations and
were sitting down in the streets of Melbourne.
This was a shocking thing, it was said, and was
taking the business out of the hands of Govern-
ment. What happened on this occasion? We had
a former Minister of the Crown in Mr Garland
deliberately whipping up what were most ugly
scenes at the Perth airport. On the afternoon I
flew Ermolenko out we had a telephone call
from the man second in charge of the the airport
in Perth asking us what the situation was because
he was frankly worried about the ugliness of the
crowd there. Do not take my word or the word of
the people advising me. That was the attitude of
a man skilled in the art of airport handling.

Senator Carrick—When they are with you
they are good and when they are against you
they are bad.

Senator WILLESEE—The honourable sena-
tor should apply that to himself. He thinks that
this one was good because the mob of louts was
led by one of his side.

Senator Carrick—Did you say they are louts?

Senator WILLESEE—I say that a lot of them
were a mob of louts.
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Senator Carrick—I hope the people of West-
ern Australia are listening to what you are say-
ing.

Senator WILLESEE—I hope they are too,
and I hope Mr Garland is.

Senator Carrick—Because they are very de-
cent people who were at the airport.

Senator WILLESEE—Some were decent,
some were not. Mr Garland is the man who has
been very proud of the part he played in it. While
talking about veracity and misleading the Parlia-
ment, let me quote from—not comment on—Mr
Garland’s own words in a personal explanation
on the other place. He said:

The Minister elsewhere in the debate misrepresented me
by saying that I got on the bandwagon. I make it clear that I
heard about this matter at 1 p.m. on Sunday, 11 August, and
took no public action whatever until 6 o’clock on the after-
noon of Tuesday, 13 August, after I had been unable to get
any assurance from members of the Minister’s Department
that they were satisfied that Ermolenko was speaking his
mind freely.

Mr Garland’s idea of what constitutes public
action is indeed a quaint one. During an inter-
view about the Ermolenko case which appeared
in the Western Australian student newspaper
‘Pelican’ he described his following public
actions during that time. Remember that he said
that he took no action until 6 o’clock on Tuesday,
13 August. But in the interview he says this: At
3.30 p.m. on Sunday he was talking to the police
and customs officers. On Monday morning he
rang Mr Goodwin, the chief immigration officer
in Western Australia. On Monday afternoon he
rang the police and rang the Perth Foreign
Affairs office. At about 5.30 p.m. on Monday he
went to the airport and ‘tried to see everyone’.
These apparently included the Secretary of the
Clerks Union, about whom he said: ‘who asked
me if I was there on that business. When I said I
was he said: “We are going to see what we can
do to stop the plane.””* He saw the Qantas air-
port manager, continually demanded to see the
chief Foreign Affairs officer in Perth and actually
saw him several times. He intruded into the VIP
room. He said: ‘Anyway I went into the room
with the purpose of being very difficult and I
immediately started a row with Alexandrov,
Kabalevsky and another fellow who was in
charge of the quintet.’

In a rare flash of honesty Mr Garland admit-
ted that during this episode none of the ordinary
courtesies were observed. He met Mr Rob
Cowles of the Transport Workers’ Union. At that
stage Mr Garland was still at the airport and the
time had advanced to about 8.15 p.m. He
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intruded into the VIP lounge again, in the com-
pany of Messrs. Johnston, Badger and Grayden,
some other Country Party members and the pro-
cess servers to try to serve a writ on Mr
Alexandrov.

Senator Carrick—Did you say that it was a
rare flash of honesty for Mr Garland?

Senator WILLESEE—This is the man who
said that he had not taken any action on Sunday
and Monday.

Senator Greenwood—He said ‘ public action’.

Senator WILLESEE—Do you not call that
public action? Incidentally, I know that swearing
on a stack of bibles will not get anywhere, but 1
noticed that when Mr Ermolenko was going
back all sorts of forecasts were made about what
would happen to him. I think that they ranged
from the salt mines to not being allowed to play
again, and that they would take his violin from
him. As a matter of fact, he is playing tonight
with his orchestra in West Berlin.

Senator Sim—With KGB accompaniment?

Senator WILLESEE—Senator Sim, who has
kept his head in this matter, unfortunately makes
statements such as ‘with KGB accompaniment’.
Does he know that? Does he know these sorts of
things? Let me repeat the situation at which we
had to arrive. Here was a young man who had
come here not as a KGB agent and not as a spy.
He came here as part of a cultural happening at
the university in Perth. After the events that we
know so well he clearly indicated that he wished
to return to his own country. He was being
illegally detained—not by the Government, not
by the police, but by a group of quite unauthor-
ised people. However well meaning some of
them might have been, they were nevertheless
unauthorised and had no right to be interfering
with the free coming and going of a person in
and out of this country.

The Government had to make a decision. As I
said at the time, the Government was going to
govern. It was not going to turn its back on this
matter. What were the alternatives? The alterna-
tives were to sit back and say: ‘All right, we will
let the mob take over. We will let them finally
make up their minds when they are going to let
this person go out of the country’. We could have
acceded to what they wanted us to do, which was
evidently to arrest Ermolenko and take him to a
safe place of detention against the man’s wishes.
I do not know where that would be but I suppose
that somebody would have had a bright idea
about that. As I said earlier the situation would
have been quite ludicrous. I repeat that it is all
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very well for Opposition senators to criticise me.
In a very hectic week it is very easy to nitpick. I
ask honourable senators opposite to sit back and
ask: What was the alternative? I think any fair-
minded person—I concede again that there are
some fairminded persons who have been in-
volved in this matter—will come to the con-
clusion to which the Reverend Johnston came.
He was certainly partisan in the early stages.
When he analysed the situation he came back to
the position that if a person wishes to leave this
country, having come here as a guest to attend
this cultural happening in Perth, we cannot stand
by and let unauthorised persons say that that
guest cannot leave this country.

Senator Baume—What about Mr Tonkin’s
hesitations?

Senator WILLESEE—Mr Tonkin was not
hesitant. I answered that question yesterday. Mr
Tonkin was quite unequivocal when he talked to
me and when he talked to Mr Gilchrist. Later on
in an interview with the ‘Pelican’ this question
was put to him: ‘“How can you be sure?’ He ans-
wered: ‘Of course, you cannot be sure’. Of
course, one cannot be sure when one is talking to
anybody. Mr Tonkin was distressed by some of
the reports in the ‘Bulletin’.

Another question asked of me was why I used
a Royal Australian Air Force aeroplane. I will
deal with that matter now. I am sure everybody
would have liked the normal means of transport
to be used. I certainly would have. In the early
stages I never contemplated sending the Russian
party on a Royal Australian Air Force aircraft
because I thought that sanity would prevail. I
thought that the Federated Clerks Union
members would finally lift their ban but they did
not until they were forced into having a rank and
file meeting. The situation, as I said yesterday,
was that by the Thursday morning, when I
checked I believed there was no chance of Mr
Ermolenko changing his mind yet again. I
already had the evidence before me and I was
quite clear in my own mind that Mr Ermolenko
wanted to return to Russia. I then had to exam-
ine the question of how he was to return. I was
told by the best industrial advice that I could get
in Western Australia—it was the best anybody
could get—that there appeared no chance what-
ever of the Clerks Union lifting its ban. On top of
that, people were going to the airport and cre-
ating disturbances each night. When the rank
and file meeting was finally held the decision to
lift the ban was made by 20 votes to 8 votes.

Mr Ermolenko was already at the Pearce Air-
port which is about 35 or 40 miles out of Perth.
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He had gone on his own, with no other Russians,
in a car with 2 Commonwealth policemen and
Mr Henne who was the younger of the 2 officers
of my Department who were in Perth. It would
have been a golden opportunity for Mr
Ermolenko if he had wanted to change his mind
again to say so. They travelled through some-
thing of a country area. He did not state that he
had changed his mind. The point is that at that
stage I knew that Mr Ermolenko already was at
the airport and the others in the Russian party
were preparing to leave the Parmelia Hotel. I am
not saying that his return was not possible at that
time. I could, of course, have cancelled the plan. I
could have brought Mr Ermolenko back. But
quite frankly, I was getting a little tired of some
of the 3-ringed circus performances that were
going on. Secondly the airlines were getting wor-
ried. One did not have to be a great brain to work
out that somebody was likely to throw a bomb
scare and that the plane would be forced back to
the airport for a search and all the other sorts of
action would be necessary which have to be
taken when irresponsible people give these
warnings.

That was the situation. In addition, only a few
Commonwealth policemen were present. The
reports I was receiving indicated that the scene
was very ugly and I was not certain that violence
would not erupt in a crowd like that. In all those
circumstances I proceeded with the decision that
T had made 2 hours before, which was to send Mr
Ermolenko and the Russian party by RAAF
aeroplane. I have no regrets about doing it. In the
same circumstances, given the same facts that
were before me, I would do exactly the same
thing.

I turn now to 2 points to which my critics will
never advert. One is, what was the alternative?
How were we to get Ermolenko alone, which
would have been a very desirable thing? If we
could have got him away for 1, 2 or 3 days, it
would have been wonderful. But how were we to
achieve this if he had stated it was not in accord-
ance with his wishes? It could only have been
done by the use of force. I was not prepared to
use force. I was not going to risk violence and an
assault on Mr Ermolenko by taking him away.
Mr President, I would like an extension of time to
complete my remarks.

Motion (by Senator Devitt) agreed to:

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as
would prevent the Minister for Foreign Affairs completing
his remarks.

Senator WILLESEE—I thank the Leader of
the Opposition (Senator Withers) and the Sen-
ate. I heard Senator Carrick interject and say that
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he wants to hear about Ermolenko. I put Senator
Carrick in the category of those who would not
believe what was sworn on a stack of bibles.
There are none so blind as those who will not see.
I want to come back to the question of the
alternatives. Let members of the Opposition tell
me what they would have done.

Senator Greenwood—Leave it to the court.

Senator WILLESEE—Leave it to the court!
The court was never involved in the situation.
Senator Greenwood told so many untruths in his
speech that I completely disregard his evidence.
What one would have had to do in the face of
everything was to arrest Ermolenko, assault him
and take him out. If there was a second alterna-
tive I would like to know about it.

The other point I want to put to you, Mr Presi-
dent, and to the Senate is: What would happen
in a reverse situation? What happens if an Aus-
tralian violinist, athlete or somebody else is in
another country? If it were Russia we would have
Senator Greenwood jumping up and down. He
has not had a good kick at the old com. tin for a
long time and this has been his chance. What
would happen in the case of an Australian in the
United States of America, Great Britain, Canada
or New Zealand—in any of those countries—who
kept repeating, even telling the whole world on
television, that he wanted to go back to
Australia? Should I say: ‘That is all right. Let the
mob take him over. I do not think the New
Zealanders are worried about it, but there is a
crowd of people who do not want him to come
back”? What would Senator Greenwood have
said then? Could you imagine what Senator
Greenwood would say, particularly if such a per-
son were in Moscow, if I said that he should be
left there and that it would be all right?

I want to finish my remarks on the Ermolenko
case by saying one thing: The decisions one
makes in foreign affairs are very seldom clear cut
because in this field one is dealing with other
countries where there are different styles of ap-
proach, different attitudes and different types of
government. It is very difficult to make clear cut
decisions. I only wish that in the case of every de-
cision I made I was as certain in my mind and as
clear in my conscience as I am about the de-
cisions I made in regard to Georgi Ermolenko.

The question of the Balkans has been raised.
Senator Baume—The Baltics.

Senator WILLESEE-I thank the honourable
senator for the correction. I must be getting a
little tired. I have heard what is said about the
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situation of the Baltic states. The attack is lev-
elled because this Government accorded de jure
recognition to the incorporation of the 3 Baltic
Republics into the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics. I find none of the arguments convinc-
ing because they are all reminiscent of the cold
war era. This is the thing from which members of
the Opposition cannot escape. If there is a basic
difference between the Opposition and the Labor
Government on this issue it is the fact that we
recognise the realities of change. We no longer
have a cold war as we knew it over a long period
of time. Members of the Opposition still want to
live in that era. It was a simple way to live be-
cause one could be on either one side or the
other. Somebody says that I cannot argue that
members of the Opposition are living in a cold
war. I think this point is so patent that there is no
need to argue it.

Senator Carrick—Why did you change your
policy? Did the cold war finish in May?

Senator WILLESEE—We were so busy
catching up with the awful name the Opposition
parties had left in world affairs that we had not
got round to this. At long last a Minister for
Foreign Affairs can go overseas and hold up his
head. Members of this Government do not go
around crawling to the big powers. We do not go
round drawing lines and putting the goodies on
one side and the baddies on the other. If there is
something of which Opposition senators should
not be proud it is their foreign policy over the
years. They dragged Australia down and made it
the laughing stock of the world. It has taken us
nearly 2 years to drag Australia out of that situ-
ation.

Senator Baume—Most of the people in the
Baltic communities have been here for years.
They are not communists.

Senator WILLESEE—I know that we have no
right to have anything to do with communists or
with coloured people! We will be a little
different. The whole of the Opposition’s argu-
ments come from that cold war era. All the Op-
position’s arguments lack reality. Honourable
senators opposite do not realise that times have
changed. The policies of the former government
were geared to a colonial era in which Australia
dared take no action unless either Britain or the
United States moved first. Inevitably Australia
brought up the rear in any international develop-
ments. The policy of the present Government,
however, is to throw off this colonial mentality.

Senator Young—Like the recognition of Com-
munist China and the abandonment of Taiwan.
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Senator WILLESEE—My friend jibes at me
about the recognition of China, but Mr Peacock
says that he would not alter the situation and
agrees with what this Government has done. I
wish members of the Opposition would make up
their minds about these things. The policy of the
present Government is to throw off this colonial
mentality. We wish to be more self-reliant. We
are determined to throw off the shibboleths of
the cold war era and to follow policies consistent
with the demands of the present age and inter-
national realities.

I wish to make it plain that the Australian
Government is well aware of the cultural enrich-
ment which members of the Baltic community
have contributed to their country of adoption.
The Government attaches importance to the cul-
tural contribution of all our migrant communi-
ties. At the same time I must ask whether the
Australian Government can allow a particular
national group in the community to dictate the
terms of Australian foreign policy, for that is the
position which we seem to have reached. The
Baltic communities are highly organised at the
international level. They are obviously well
organised in Australia. While in no sense deny-
ing them the right to express their views, I ques-
tion whether they should be permitted to push
the Government into adopting a policy which
can be described only as ignoring the realities.

What are these territories about which the Op-
position is arguing so vociferously? What is their
historical past? What is their present status? If we
look into the past we find that, apart from the
brief period between the wars, they have never
had freedom as we know it. They were under
Russian administration from 1745 until approxi-
mately between the First and Second World
Wars. The U.S.S.R. has never considered that it
was acquiring new territory. The Russian
Government said that because it took over from
the Csars in 1917 it was taking over territory
which it already administered. That is the Rus-
sian argument, with which one may agree or dis-
agree. What needs to be said is that the Soviet
Union, because of the historical past, regards the
3 Baltic territories as just as much a part of its ter-
ritory as Britain regards Scotland, Wales or
Northern Ireland.

Senator Young—Genocide is not practised in
Northern Ireland.

Senator WILLESEE—Let me repeat what I
said. Stop running away with yourself. I said that
the Soviet Union regards it in that way. Do not
panic about it, for goodness sake.
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Senator Carrick—Does that make it
respectable?

Senator WILLESEE—I am not staying that
that has made it respectable. I am quoting the
facts, and this is what you will not face up to. You
live in the dreamland of the old cold war era.

Senator Carrick—What about Rhodesia?

Senator WILLESEE—If you do not wish me
to state the facts, perhaps I had better sit down
and you can get up, as Senator Greenwood has
done, and go into all the imaginings of the world.
The Baltic states have the same status as other
Soviet republics such as Georgia and Moldavia
which have at different times in the past also
enjoyed full independence. We are talking of 3
republics which, apart from a brief period from
1920 to 1940, have in the case of Latvia and
Estonia, never had independence, or in the case
of Lithuania has been independent only for a
brief period and then shared with another
power. We are talking of 3 republics which still
have their own name and a semi- autonomous
status even if under a political system which is
alien to ours. I stress again that it is the policy of
this Government to recognise realities. If the Op-
position is not prepared to accord de jure recog-
nition, what status does it propose for the 3
republics? Does it seriously consider that their
fully independent status is likely to be restored in
the near future? People in Australia who hold
that out are practising a cruel deception on
people who have come from those countries.
How long does the Opposition believe that we
should go on refusing to acknowledge that the
territories are a part of the U.S.S.R.? Surely it is
time to face the facts. Honourable senators op-
posite talk about stealth and they say that we
took the decision regarding the incorporation of
these States in some sort of an underhanded way.
But of course what we did was exactly what they
did. We followed the precedent they established
in regard to Goa.

Senator Sim—Oh, no.

Senator WILLESEE—Honourable senators
opposite did exactly the same thing. This is the
fact.

Senator Greenwood—Are you justifying your-
self by doing what a discredited Liberal-Country
Party government did?

Senator WILLESEE—I am telling honour-
able senators opposite from where we got the
precedent. Some say no, what honourable sena-
tors opposite are alleged to have done did not
happen, and others say that it was a disgraceful
episode. Maybe it was. The fa~ "< that this is
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what was done. Honourable senators opposite
did not wait for a substantial period of time to
elapse; they did it after 2% years. Strange to say,
it was the same Ambassador, Sir James Plimsoll,
who went and called formally on the Chief Min-
ister and the Speaker of the Goa Legislative
Assembly. The Indian Government was in-
formed in advance that this visit would constitute
de jure recognition of Indian sovereignty, even
though no public announcement was made at the
time. So it is completely wrong when we do it,
but it is completely right when honourable sena-
tors opposite do it. What the Australian
Government, in effect, has done is to recognise
that the existing situation in regard to the 3 Baltic
states is unlikely to change. De jure recognition
does not mean, as many critics of the Govern-
ment’s decision seem to think, rightful incor-
poration. All along this Government has stressed
that it does not approve of the way in which the
incorporation took place, but the U.S.S.R. has
effective control and is likely to remain in control.
By the same token, if at some future time the Bal-
tic states should again become independent, they
could be recognised at that time. But in the
present circumstances, 34 years after incorpora-
tion, the difference between de facto and de jure
recognition is minimal. Australia has accorded
de facto recognition for 20 years or so. Officials of
the Australian Embassy in Moscow and some
Australian parliamentarians visited the Baltic
states when the previous Government was in
office. To me this was a sneaky and dishonest sort
of a way in which to handle the situation. The
previous Government said that its Ambassador
could not go into those areas in a top level way.
But it sent somebody further down the line, not
to call on any officials but to go in, look around
and come out again. It was letting the Russians
know that it accepted this sort of thing but that it
was not going to say so. To me it was an under-
hand, sneaky sort of a way in which to handle the
situation and it should not have been allowed to
continue. That is one of the reasons why the
decision was altered.

It would be fair to say that the Baltic com-
munities around the world know well that when-
ever they have had consular business affecting
their interests in the 3 republics inquiries have
invariably had to be taken up with the Soviet
authorities if something was to be done. For
example, in preparing legal documents Soviet
description of the states as constituted republics
has been used. The change in status will bring
certain advantages. It will enable us to communi-
cate direct with the 3 governments in the Baltic
states on consular matters. It will be easier to
offer any consular assistance to members of the
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Baltic communities in Australia if they experi-
ence difficulties when they return to their home-
lands. These are not insignificant advantages.
The point has been made that de jure recognition
will affect the status of the members of the Baltic
community in Australia. I do not see how this is
so. Almost all of them are Australian citizens.
They travel to the U.S.S.R. as Australian citizens.
A number of them have visited the U.S.S.R. in
past years and their visits will in no way be
affected by the change in recognition. Equally
important is the fact that the Australian Am-
bassador in Moscow will now be able to visit the
Baltic states and report on developments there.

Much has been said by honourable senators
opposite about the Soviet treatment of these
states. Is it not essential that the Australian Am-
bassador should be able to visit the states and
report to this Government on what he observes?
I have been asked why the decision should have
been taken now. I ask: Why should it not have
been taken? As I said before, the Government
intends to avoid situations where it follows other
countries. It was under no pressure to take this
decision. It seemed to me consistent with our pol-
icy of recognising realities, and I had my Depart-
ment look into the question. Its recommendation
was first seen early last month by the Prime Min-
ister in his capacity as Acting Minister for
Foreign Affairs. He accepted the recommenda-
tion but asked that no action be taken until I also
had a chance to see it. What followed—I concur-
red fully—was that Sir James Plimsoll should
visit the Baltic states and that the Latvian Con-
sul’s name should be withdrawn from the Aus-
tralian Consular list. Both proposals were
implemented. Sir James visited Estonia from 28
to 30 July.

I have stressed that this was a matter on which
the Australian Government made up its own
mind without pressure from any quarter and tak-
ing into account the evidenr realities of the situ-
ation within the 3 republics. As is well known,
not all Western governments are likely to follow
the Australian action. We do not expect them to.
Their interests do not necessarily coincide with
our own. We do not seek to influence them in any
way. Honourable senators opposite are saying
that this action was taken because Mr Whitlam
was going to visit Russia. I pointed out that New
Zealand has done the same thing. although the
late Mr Kirk did not have his mind made up to
go there.

Mr President, why has this matter caused such
a furore? Where were these great civil liber-
tarians when Goa—a matter which they do not
liké to be mentioned—suffered exactly the same
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fate? I will tell you, Mr President, where they
were and why they were not so vocal. The reason
was that there were not in Australia any Goanese
highly organised to put on pressure and to pump
the lever of the machine which puts out the type
of roneod letter that is coming to every member
day after day. The Goanese never had that or-
ganisation. But, of course, to the great civil liber-
tarians sitting opposite there was a difference be-
cause the Baltic people are white. The Goanese
are black and therefore they would not mean
nearly as much.

Senator Sim—That is a disgusting statement.

Senator WILLESEE—It is not a disgusting
thing. You attacked me over it. You attacked me
when I went to black Africa. You criticised be-
cause of that. Why try to hide it? There is a third
matter. You have been very generous, Mr Presi-
dent, in respect of the time for which you have al-
lowed me to speak. I want briefly to advert to this
matter. I will not read or speak from the notes
that I have prepared because I think we have put
enough time into this subject. But I just want to
quote something I said recently in a speech that I
made.

The third aspect of the censure motion accuses
me of promoting foreign policy alignments
which will not serve Australia’s national
interests. I can think of no government which so
traduced Australia’s national interests as did the
late and unlamented coalition government in
which Senator Greenwood served. I believe, by
contrast, that the Australian people wholeheart-
edly support the new independence which this
Government has shown, and has pursued with
success and with distinction. It must be only the
dinosaurs opposite who continue to close their
eyes to the fact that the cold war has ended. In so
doing they seem to fly in the face of their own
Party’s policy as enunciated by Mr Peacock,
their spokesman on foreign affairs, and which
every responsible commentator seems to regard
as an echo of the policies which the Labor
Government has promoted and pioneered.

The context in which Australia’s foreign rela-
tions are conducted has, therefore, become much
more complex and demanding. Merely in order
to see the implications of this, I point out that the
first duty of government is to recognise and com-
prehend the world as it actually is, not as we
might conceive or wish it to be. That is a cardinal
principle of the way this Government has ap-
proached foreign policy. Australia—if it is to
serve the national interest in an effective manner
—can no longer afford to impose on international
events interpretations that are at variance with
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the facts. Until that basic principle, which I
quoted in my speech in Adelaide in June, is ac-
cepted by the Opposition there will be that gulf
between us. I repeat that, of all the portfolios that
one can administer, Foreign Affairs is the one in
which one must face up to realities. As I said,
there is rarely a decision made in which one can
be wholeheartedly behind it, because of the
different temperaments that exist and the
different approaches that are taken. Obviously, if
a middle power is finally to make a contribution
towards peace and the progress of people
throughout the world, it faces up to the realities;
it does not live in the cold war era as the
Opposition is doing.

Senator SIM (Western Australia) (3.45)—All
I say about the Ermolenko affair is that the so-
called explanation of the Minister for Foreign
Affairs (Senator Willessee) has left as many
questions unanswered as answered. I think it is
very unfortunate that the Minister referred to the
people at the Perth airport as a mob of louts be-
cause among that ‘mob of louts’ were many
unionists—members of the Transport Workers
Union—many university students whose al-
legiance, I understand, in some cases is to the
Australian Labor Party, and many other people
of goodwill. If they were upset then they had
every reason to be upset at the events of that
night and of subsequent nights and days. I make
the comment that this whole matter was a sham-
bles. It was a shambles from the very moment
that this young man asked to remain in Australia
and was allowed to be placed in the hands of the
Russians. From that moment when the Russians
sent across a sinister character, Alexandrov,
whom one suspects is a KGB man, we could
never learn the truth. We can never be sure that
from that time this man was not under continu-
ous duress. There is a lesson to be learnt from this
as we can learn lessons from other countries. As
people seek to remain in Australia they should be
immediately isolated and given time to make up
their minds. We should work out some rules for
the future. The lesson might be well learnt.

The week in which Ermolenko was spirited out
of Australia and the week in which there was de
jure recognition by Australia of the incorpora-
tion of the Baltic states into the Soviet Union was
indeed a shameful week. The Minister said that
our attitude was reminiscent of the cold war era.
I must say that I see no relevance between the
Baltic states and the cold war era. Indeed, if our
attitude is reminiscent of the cold war era the
attitude of his Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) just
a few months ago, as I shall indicate in a few mo-
ments, was also reminiscent of the cold war era.
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A few years ago the attitude of his former leader,
Mr Calwell, was reminiscent of the cold war era.
The attitude of Dr Klugman, a respected
member of the Australian Labor Party, who sent
a telegram of protest and who gave it to the Press
is also reminiscent of the cold war era. This extra-
ordinary decision was made by the Prime Minis-
ter in the absence of the Minister for Foreign
Affairs. The Prime Minister seems to have a
habit of making decisions in the absence of the
Minister for Foreign Affairs. I instance the case
of former Senator Gair. But in this case—not in
the case of Senator Gair—the Minister has sup-
ported the decision of the Prime Minister. We
might also ask why the announcement was made
in Moscow and not in Australia. Inmediately the
decision was made why did not the Government
make the announcement? I think we are also en-
titled to ask: If the announcement had not been
made in Moscow would it have been made in
Australia? Would the Australian Parliament and
the Australian people have known of this
decision?

The Minister continually likes to equate the
situation in the Baltic states with that of Goa.
That is just nonsense. Goa was a small Por-
tuguese enclave in India. Admittedly it was taken
by force by India but the people of Goa are eth-
nically largely of Indian origin. In fact, they are
Indian. The people of Lithuania, Estonia and
Latvia are not Russian. There is no proper com-
parison whatever between them. This is an
excuse which the Minister likes to bring out every
now and again. It is a pretty weak excuse. The
Minister accused Senator Greenwood of un-
truths. I do not wish to accuse the Minister of un-
truths but at one stage he did say that in the past
Australia took no action unless the United States
of America or the United Kingdom moved first.
This is just not true. The instance which
immediately cames to mind is Bangladesh.
Australia, long before the United States and the
United Kingdom, was one of the first countries to
recognise the independence of Bangladesh. To
try to convince the Parliament that until this
Government was involved in these events Aus-
tralian foreign policy was discredited throughout
the world and that Australians could not hold
their heads high is just sheer rhetoric and nothing
more. The Minister knows that that is not true. If
he wants to tell the truth let him tell us among
what nations we could not hold our heads high.

The Minister has been excusing the Govern-
ment’s decision in the name of reality because
Russia has effective control of the Baltic states.
Unquestionably that is true. But I come to the
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matter of Taiwan which this Government recog-
nises as a province of China. What government
has effective control of the island of Taiwan? It is
not Mao’s Government. It is the Government of
Taiwan. That is the reality of the matter. So if we
recognise realities let us be consistent and recog-
nise the reality of Taiwan. Let us come to the de-
cision made by the Prime Minister which I have
before me and which the Minister defends as fac-
ing up to reality. Some little while ago a very
respected leader of the Australian Labor Party,
the Honourable Arthur Calwell, on 2 May 1960
wrote to a Mr Delins and in part he stated:

The Australian Labor Party has not recognised and does
not intend to recognise the incorporation of the Baltic states
into the Soviet Union. The peoples of these lands have as
much right to determine their own destiny as any other
people living anywhere else in the world. The Labor Party
has always believed in the principle of self determination

and the next Labor Government wiil be as true to that prin-
ciple as all Labor governments in the past have been.

I am afraid that if Mr Calwell were alive today
he would be hanging his head in shame. He
would see a principle which he said the Labor
Party always stood for no longer having any
relevance. The Minister likes to use the word

“relevance’. Let us come to a later period. I come

to a letter written by the then Leader of the Op-
position, Mr Whitlam, on 18 March 1968 to the
Chairman of the Council of Estonian Societies in
Australia. He stated:

Nearly all members of the Estonian community came to
Australia during the period of the Chifley Labor Govern-
ment or in the following year under arrangements made by
it. That Government never recognised the incorporation of
Estonia into the U.S.S.R. My Party still maintains the same

attitude. So too do the fraternal parties which are in govern-
ment such as the British Labour Party——

It still upholds the principle Mr Calwell spoke
about—

the German Social Democrats—

They uphold the same principles—
the United Socialist Party of Italy——

It upholds the same principles.

Those parties, like the Australian Labor Party, are fellow
members of the socialist internationale with the Estonian
Social Democratic Party in exile.

Those are the words of the present Prime Minis-
ter. I come to a letter dated 17 May 1974 to the
President of the Council of the Latvian Com-
munity. The letter was signed by Mr Kep
Enderby on behalf of E. G. Whitlam. It states:

The policy of the present Australian Government is that,
while not formally recognising the incorporation of
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia into the Soviet Union, it must
be cognisant of the de facto situation and deal with the
Government which has effective control of the territory in
question. This was also the attitude taken by all our prede-
cessors on this matter. On a number of occasions——
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I ask honourable senators to note this——

the Government has made its views known on the question
of civil liberties——

Iemphasise the words “civil liberties —

and on fundamental human rights——

He is referring to the Baltic countries—

its own adherence to them and its wish that those rights
embodied in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights be
extended everywhere.

They are the words of your Prime Minister just a
few short months ago, on 17 May 1974. Are we
now to accept the truth that Government
members no longer believe in the question of
civil liberties and of fundamental human rights?
Mr Whitlam stated, inter alia, in an address to
the United Nations Association on the occasion
of Australia’s celebration of the Twenty-fifth
Anniversary of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights:

The Declaration has come to be recognised as one of the
enlightened events in modern history and it is a fundamental
objective of the Labor Party to ensure that Australia’s poli-
cies are soundly based on respect for and on the protection
a‘n(‘il enhancement of civil liberties and on basic human
rights.

Do Government members no longer believe in
that? The Minister for Foreign Affairs (Senator
Willesee) told us today that you do not. He told
us that you believe in realities; never mind about
civil liberties and human rights. Mr Whitlam
went on to say:

The Soviet Government is aware of the Australian Govern-
ment’s position in this matter and we will continue to seek
opportunities in the United Nations to promote respect for
and observance of basic human rights by all members.

It will be interesting to see when the Minister for
Foreign Affairs and the Prime Minister go to the
meeting of the United Nations whether they will
seek to protect the human rights and civil liber-
ties of the peoples of the Baltic states. We have
heard the Minister for Foreign Affairs state that
our attitude is reminiscent of that adopted in the
cold war era. But it is only a few short months
ago that the Prime Minister, the man who made
this shameful decision, was speaking in these
high moral tones. Why did he change his mind?
We have not been told, except for what has been
said by the Minister today. This is the first time
that we have heard any sort of explanation. We
have been told that this has been done to recog-
nise the realities of the situation. That is the only
reason that we have been given for it.

Senator Greenwood—The Prime Minister
wants a good response when he visits Russia.
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Senator SIM—I think that we must have
rather nasty suspicions in the light of our in-
ability to get any logical explanation. This de-
cision of the Government has been universally
condemned by pretty well every section of the
Press in Australia. It is opposed, as the Prime
Minister himself has admitted, to the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights which gives no
support to the brutal annexation of the Baltic
countries by the military forces of the Soviet
Union. The Government has always claimed
that it supports decolonialisation. This decision
represents a policy of re-colonialisation. Appar-
ently, again, the Government has changed its
policies. The decision becomes more extraordi-
nary when we are told and led to believe that
there was no pressure from the Soviet Union. In
fact, the Soviet Union was just as surprised as we
were. It remains, despite what the Minister has
said and despite the fact that we are one of the
few governments in the world, to use the Minis-
ter’s terms, ‘to face up to realities’—high-sound-
ing stuff this—a decision which is contrary to the
policies of most other countries. From time to
time, the Australian Government has professed
great admiration for the policy of Canada. But
the Canadian Government has refused to recog-
nise the incorporation of the Baltic states into the
Soviet Union. The United Kingdom, the United
States of America and all European countries
with the exception of Sweden, Finland and Swit-
zerland have also refused to recognise the incor-
poration.

Senator Withers—Not even Switzerland.

Senator SIM—Yes, I think that Switzerland
has but no major European power has. The
European powers make it clear that they have no
intention of doing this. There has been no accept-
able explanation from the Minister in the past
and there was none today. If the Prime Minister
hopes that this move is likely to win Russian
respect, I inform him that people with a knowl-
edge of Russia tell me that it is not likely to win
Russian respect. Probably, the Russians pri-
vately will have a good deal of contempt for the
Australian decision. We have a nasty thought in
our minds that the Government and the Prime
Minister made this whole decision to pave the
way for an easy visit by the Prime Minister to
Russia and to show how sympathetic we are to
the Russians. If we are correct in that thought,
then I am afraid that he might find another reac-
tion. In the absence of any other explanation, we
are left with this nasty thought in our minds.

The story of the Baltic states is a horrible one.
It is one of Russian persecution, repression and
of a policy of genocide and mass deportations
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carried out by the Russian secret police. We are
witnessing the destruction of the traditions, cul-
ture and the language of an ancient people. The
Government itself, by its shameful act of recog-
nising the incorporation of the Baltic States into
the Soviet Union, puts its seal of approval,
whether it likes it or not, in the eyes of the world,
on this shameful, brutal Russian policy. It also
exposes once again the double standards of
Government policy. We had some furtive report
that the Government—1I think that the Minister
had to acknowledge this—is providing aid to the
liberation movements in Africa to overthrow
their colonial yoke and injustices. Apart from
anything else, this action represents a blatant
interference in the affairs of other countries. But
if this Government were consistent, if it believed
in the right of self-determination, if it really be-
lieved in the role of self-determination, then it
would be giving aid to the liberation movements
in the Baltic States so that they could overthrow
the savage yoke of the Soviet Union. Apparently,
the Government has one standard for the coun-
tries that have liberation movements that have
Communist Chinese support and another stan-
dard for those countries that wish to overthrow
the brutal yoke of the Communist countries.

All this leads us to ask the question: “Where is
the Government’s foreign policy going?’ Despite
the sort of explanations we have had from the
Minister today, if there are doubts in the com-
munity as to where the Government is leading
us, then it is the responsibility of the Government
to answer those doubts. The Government has
never attempted to explain in clear terms where
its foreign policy is leading us. Certainly, there is
a doubt in the Parliament. There are doubts out-
side the Parliament and doubts are expressed in
the Press. There are doubts amongst many of the
keenest observers and doubts are being expres-
sed overseas. In particular, doubts are being
expressed in the Australian Labor Party. We
have Dr Cairns who has a different policy
altogether from the so-called official policy of the
Australian Labor Party. Doubts are being
expressed by some of our former friends as to
whether Australia is any longer a reliable
partner.

The Government claims that the justification
for its policy is that we are now following an
independent line. Quite apart from the fact that
no country can follow a purely independent
foreign policy, the Government must take
account of the feelings and reactions of other
countries. There is no virtue in an independent
foreign policy for independence sake. It must
serve the national interest of the country. There is
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strong evidence that the policy of Australia,
despite what the Minister for Foreign Affairs has
said, is moving towards non-alignment. Cer-
tainly, that is the policy of Dr Cairns. He has
made that pretty clear. Ifit is not the policy of the
Government, then it should clearly state that it is
not the policy of the Government. There can be
no doubt that the Australian policy is becoming
more and more orientated towards gaining
access, whether in observer status or in some
other status, to the Third World. It is worth not-
ing in this respect that the latest reports from the
People’s Republic of China indicate that that
country’s foreign policy is again being dictated
by its desire to lead the Third World. We are wit-
nessing a procession of Third World leaders
going to Peking to pay obeisance at the feet of
Chairman Mao. It is also worth noting, and the
Government cannot ignore it, that the Chinese
Press has headlines these days such as: ‘The
world in chaos’, ‘The situation has never been
better’. So when we move towards this Third
World we want to be very careful as to where we
are going,

It has been cynically suggested that the recent
actions of the Australian Government, which
raised doubts in our minds as to where the
Government is going, could mean that we are
required by countries of the Third World who
probably have some suspicions in view of our
past to serve an apprenticship before we will be
accepted on an observer status or on some other
status. This may well explain many of the recent
rather odd policy decisions of the Government,
such as the recognition of the incorporation of
the Baltic states, the recognition of North Viet-
nam and the assumption of diplomatic relations
with that country as well as with Algeria which is
the headquarters of the Third World, the attacks
on the United States in relation to Diego Garcia
which were made with complete disregard of the
fact that the actions of the United States are in
response to increased Russian naval presence.

I refer also to the Prime Minister’s speech
earlier when he made representations to both the
Soviet Union and the United States and said that
the situation is hopeful. We would like to know a
bit more about how hopeful it is. No doubt we
won applause from countries of the Third World,
some of whom are providing bases and other fa-
cilities for the Russian naval vessels in the Indian
Ocean. But we must nevertheless question these
policies and the motives behind them. I am not
questioning for one moment the desirability of
Australia establishing good relations with coun-
tries of the Third World or with countries in any
other part of the world, but we have to ask the
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$64 question: Are Australian interests and secur-
ity being safeguarded by these policies? This is
the question that the Government must answer
because there is not one Third World country
which has the power or the will to be interested
in the future security of this country.

Finally, the Government seems to have ac-
cepted the dangerous assumption that detente is
a permanent feature of the world scene. I have
said before that this is indeed a dangerous
assumption because the chances of permanent
detente are no greater than the chances of
instability. It is also accepted that South East
Asia is becoming more stable. That too is a
dangerous assumption and is not supported by at
least the Foreign Minister of Singapore nor, I be-
lieve from my own knowledge, by the countries
in South East Asia. Indeed many of them see the
danger of increasing instability in the region. The
thinking which is illustrated by the Govern-
ment’s policies, that is, that we suffer no danger
of a threat for the next 10 or 15 years, is danger-
ously naive. I noticed the other day that the Min-
ister for Defence, who has been promoting this
thinking, claimed at a meeting at Duntroon that
the official view now did not preclude the
development of threats to Australia within a 10
to 15 year period. This is the man who a short
while ago rejected the possibility of a threat to
Australia within 10 to 15 years. Perhaps Mr Bar-
nard is becoming aware of the realities of the
situation and will do something about our de-
fence forces. There is formidable evidence today
that detente is crumbling. When we look at the
world we find Europe in disarray, China in inter-
nal disarray, instability——

Senator Poyser—How about Tricky Dicky?

Senator SIM—And your friend Tricky Mao.
There is instability in other countries, including
the United States of America. Many observers
believe that we are facing a situation similar to
that the 1930s and that there is a dangerous
world situation developing.

Senator Murphy—This is a lot of nonsense.

Senator SIM—Are you saying that it is non-
sense? You might think it is nonsense but you
live in a world of your own. This is a situation
which is possible and many observers with a
greater knowledge——

Senator Poyser—You have been saying this
for 15 years and it has not happened yet.

Senator SIM—But people were saying in the
1930s that it would not happen. They were still
saying in in 1939. If the honourable senator
wants to go into history, it was Pitt who said that

Censure of Minister for Foreign Affairs

England faced 15 years of peace. Instead it had
15 years of war. Now the Government’s policy, I
think it is fair to say, is a more independent poi-
icy but it is also a more defenceless one. We are
looking to new friends to replace old friends and
these new friends have neither the interests, the
will nor the power to assist us and protect our
interests. At the same time, whether willingly or
unwillingly, the Government is undermining our
relations with the major powers and above all
their confidence in us. Our foreign policy is be-
coming more and more one of doubtful quality.
If we do not understand what the Government is
trying to achieve, that is the fault of the Govern-
ment which makes no attempt to explain in clear
terms to this Parliament or the people what its
objective are. One cannot escape the feeling that
the policies are based more on ideological
grounds than on the real interests of Australia.
Because of this the Minister and the Government
deserve the censure of this House.

Senator MURPHY (New South Wales—
Leader of the Government in the Senate,
Attorney-General and Minister for Customs and
Excise) (4.13)—This motion should never have
been moved. The best that can happen is that it
be rejected by the Senate. The worst that can
hapen is that it be passed by the Senate. The Sen-
ate has no power over a Minister. It would be
bad enough if there were a strong enough case
against a Minister for such a motion calling for
resignation to be passed because it is beyond the
Senate’s power to deal with a Minister. It is the
House of Representatives which determines
whether a person should be a Minister of the
Crown. It is the House of Representatives which
determines who shall be the Government and
who shall be the Ministers of the Government. A
decision would in any event be ineffective and
would merely illustrate the Senate’s ineffec-
tiveness to deal, as it is purporting to deal, with
the rights of a Minister, his entitlements or the
propriety of his remaining a Minister. But this is
not a case where one could even justify the Sen-
ate endeavouring, however impotently, to pur-
port to deal with such a question.

This must be one of the weakest cases ever
been put forward in any Parliament against a
Minister. The motion starts off by referring to
something purporting to be a personal charge
against the Minister in relation to his actions in
the Ermolenko affair, but it was realised by those
who moved it that that charge could not stand up
on its own. We were here and heard what the
Minister for Foreign Affairs (Senator Willesee)
said. We witnessed at close hand what his actions
were and it was apparent that this charge just
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could not stand up. So what did they do? They
dragged in something about the Baltic states,
which is a matter that affects the Government as
a whole. It is suggested that in some way the
Minister for Foreign Affairs should be blamed
personally for the decision. Whatever the rights
or wrongs of it may be, it is not proper or decent
to select the Minister for Foreign Affairs in
regard to such a matter for which the whole of
the Government is responsible. The third part of
the censure motion says:

The foreign policy alignments he is promoting will not
serve Australia’s national interest.
Again, whatever the rights or wrongs of the mat-
ter may be, it is most improper and it is not de-
cent to suggest that the Minister for Foreign
Affairs is deserving of censure because of that or
that he ought to resign. If the Opposition wants
to complain about the Government’s foreign
policy it should understand that it is a collective
decision. There is a collective responsibility. The
Opposition ought at least to have had the
decency to direct its motion in regard to these
matters against the whole Government. What
more responsibility has the Minister for Foreign
Affairs in regard to these matters than I have or
any other Minister has? Why select him per-
sonally for censure and ask that he resign when,
whether the decisions were right or wrong, he
was implementing the policy of the Government
for which all the Ministers are responsible? I say
that it is not fair and decent. The Opposition
ought not to have done that in regard to those
other matters.

Whatever justification the Opposition may
have for saying that some personal element was
involved in the first part of the motion—it is de-
batable whether even there it is decent or fair to
select the Minister—certainly in regard to the sec-
ond and third parts the Opposition has shown no
sense of propriety at all in launching this per-
sonal censure against the Minister. It would be a
very sorry day for the Senate and for responsible
government in this community if the Senate were
to pass such a motion couched in that way.
Whatever the rights or wrongs may be, even if
the Opposition were completely justified, there is
no justification whatever in respect of the second
or third matters—or the first matter.

In regard to the Ermolenko affair there is no
basis whatever for criticism of the Minister. He
acted properly throughout. We saw here that he
acted honestly. He did what he thought was
proper. He was conscious of the very difficult
situation that the young man was in. He told the
Senate honestly what had happened, that the
young man had expressed some desire to remain
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in this country and then he had changed his mind
in his expressions. The Minister said that he
wanted to satisfy himself as to what the young
man’s intentions were, and he indicated very
clearly that he was prepared to abide by them.
The Minister was acting in the highest traditions
of civil liberties and the highest traditions of
what we would expect of a Minister. Perhaps he
could have made some easy and quick decision,
but he did not. It must have been a very agonis-
ing time for him to try to determine what was in
the mind of a young man of 18 years who had
expressed himself one way on one occasion and
the other way consistently on other occasions.

The attack upon the Minister as put by Senator
Greenwood is most extraordinary. It is said that
he should have produced some transcript of a
confidential conversation which the young man
had. What right has the Minister to break the
confidence of the young man and to produce to
the Senate or publicly what was said in con-
fidence by the young man, whether to an official
of the Australian Government or to anyone else?
He has no right to break the privacy of the young
man. It would be wrong of him to bring that mat-
ter into the Senate. He made his decision firmly
in the first place that he would not do it and he
was right instinctively and right in the parlia-
mentary and governmental sense.

The next thing that was said, in a very colour-
ful way, was that the Minister has prevented the
courts of this country from determinng the issue
of whether the young man wanted to go back to
the Soviet Union. It is said that the Minister
challenged the courts, challenged the due pro-
cess of law and usurped the role of the courts. It is
said that the matter requires explanation and
some justification. What nonsense! The courts
were never asked to determine the issue of
whether this young man wanted to go back to the
Soviet Union. The Supreme Court of Western
Australia was asked, in a very curious proceed-
ing, to determine the question of whether the
young man was being detained by a Mr
Alexadrov and by an officer of the Common-
wealth Police. That was a proceeding in habeas
corpus, not a proceeding to determine what was
in the mind of the young man as to where he
wanted to go. The proceeding was one of habeas
corpus—to have the young man released from
the custody in which it was alleged he was being
detained. If anything was apparent throughout
this whole affair, that was the most nonsensical
proceeding which was ever conducted.

In relation to the proceeding in which it was
alleged that the Commonwealth Police had
detained the young man in custody, the Supreme
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Court found no difficulty in dismissing the pro-
ceeding with costs. Yet it was alleged here that
Mr Alexandrov and the Commonwealth Police
had detained this young man in custody. Some-
how this seems to have disappeared from the
consideration of the Opposition. Obviously Mr
Alexandrov did not have the young man in cus-
tody. In fact during some part of the week it is
apparent that Mr Alexandrov was out of the
State of Western Australia where the young man
was and was over here in Canberra. Leaving
aside the clear question of diplomatic immunity,
it was nonsense to think that the proceeding
could succeed. By the end of the week when the
Minister is supposed to have been destroying
and challenging the courts and usurping their
role the Commonwealth Police had been dismis-
sed from the proceeding and Mr Alexandrov was
over here in Canberra. It is suggested that in
some way Senator Willesee was defying and
preventing the court from determining the issue
of whether the young man was being detained in
custody by Mr Alexandrov and the Common-
wealth Police officer who had already been dis-
missed from the case, with costs.

It is alleged that the Minister was usurping the
role of the courts and defying the courts. What
did the judge say at the conclusion of the pro-
ceedings? The applicant had agreed that his pro-
ceedings be discharged. He withdrew an absurd
motion for commital for contempt against Mr
Alexandrov and also moved that, in the circum-
stances that had arisen, the writ be quashed. This
was done by the applicant himself.

Senator Withers—What date was that?

Senator MURPHY—That was the end of
these proceedings.

Senator Withers—What date was that? That
was after he had left. Now be honest. That was
after he had left.

Senator MURPHY—Of course it was after he
had left. Listen to the Leader of the Opposition.
Is he going to suggest that in some way Senator
Willesee was usurping the role of the courts in
respect of a proceeding relating to the detention
of the young man? The Commonwealth Police
are alleged to have detained a young man. The
Police and Mr Alexandrov were dismissed from
the proceedings and an order for costs was made
against the applicant. Mr Alexandrov was not
even in the State of Western Australia at the time
Senator Willesee took the action about which the
Opposition is complaining. Nothing else could
happen to this absurd proceeding than what did
happen to it, and the Leader of the Opposition
asks what time it was.
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What did the judge who was in charge of the
proceeding say? Did he say that Senator Willesee
or the Australian Government had been guilty of
some contempt of the court in Western
Australia? Did he make some adverse comment
on the conduct of the Australian Government or,
in particular, on Senator Willesee? Did he do
that? Has Senator Greenwood informed the Sen-
ate of the attitude of the judge of the Supreme
Court of Western Australia at the end of the pro-
ceedings? Mr Justice Wickham made no adverse
comment on the Australian Government or on
Ministers of the Australian Government. Coun-
sel for the Australian Government and counsel
for the Government of Western Australia were
present. The learned judge thanked the counsel
for the Australian Government as well as the
counsel for the Western Australian Government
for the assistance they had given by attending the
hearing at his invitation. A representative of the
Australian Government attended that hearing
and represented Senator Willesee by proxy. Not
one word of criticism was levelled at Senator
Willesee.

The Opposition comes into this chamber and
talks nonsense about Senator Willesee usurping
the role of the courts, preventing the courts of
this country from determining the issue and chal-
lenging the courts. If there had been any chal-
lenge to the courts, any usurping of the authority
of the court of this land, or any endeavour to take
over the role of the courts by Senator Willesee to
prevent the courts from acting, the Supreme
Court of Western Australia would have taken
proceedings for contempt against the Minister.
The Leader of the Opposition in the Senate and
all honourable senators are aware of that. These
people who rush into the courts, as they did, with
a baseless case in an attempt to make political
capital, would not hesitate for 10 seconds before
they would be racing into the court again if there
were the slightest basis upon which Senator
Willesee could be criticised for challenging the
courts, usurping the role of the courts or in any
way preventing the courts from determining any
issue. It is absolute nonsense to suggest anything
to the contrary. How can the Opposition say that
in any way there is a case of contempt of court
against Senator Willesee when no attempt to
usurp the authority of the court has been made
by Senator Willesee.

In Western Australia there is a conservative
government—a government of the calibre of the
Opposition. Why does not that government take
proceedings in the Western Australian courts
against Senator Willesee if there is any basis to
the suggestions that he had challenged the courts
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and usurped their role? Honourable senators op-
posite are aware that that is nonsense. The Oppo-
sition could not get any counsel in Western
Australia to go to court and say that there is any
foundation for these suggestions. This matter has
not been raised in the proper forum which is the
court. Instead, simply because the Opposition
has the numbers and it believes it can make pol-
itical capital out of this matter it comes into the
Senate and tries to ruin the reputation of the Aus-
tralian Minister for Foreign Affairs.

I turn now to the matter of the Baltic states.
Complaints have been made—on political
grounds—about what the Government has done.
It is true that the Government has recognised the
realities of life. It is suggested that in some way
the Government has acted shamefully and fur-
tively in extending recognition to the incorpora-
tion of the Baltic states. What was the reaction of
the previous Government in regard to the Baltic
states? It is very interesting to examine action
taken by the Opposition when it was in govern-
ment. The Opposition has spoken of furtiveness,
but what did it do when it was in government?
Extradition treaties with Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania were entered into in the 1920s by the
United Kingdom. They would have applied also
in Australia. In 1966 Mr Hasluck, as he then was,
answered a question asked by Mr Whitlam
about the countries with which Australia had ex-
tradition treaties. Mr Hasluck’s answer indicated
that the 3 Baltic states were included in the list of
countries with which Australia had extradition
treaties. The answers to Mr Whitlam’s question
is contained in Hansard of 25 August 1966.

On 15 September 1970 Attorney-General
Hughes answered a similar question by Mr
Whitlam. The 3 Baltic states were not included in
the reply. What does this mean? It means that
the Baltic states, with which Australia had extra-
dition treaties, were no longer countries in the
eyes of the then government. The Opposition has
spoken about the furtiveness of this Government.
The action taken by the previous Government in
1970 was a nice way to get the message across
nicely and quietly. What happened to those ex-
tradition treaties if the Government of this coun-
try in 1970 took the view that the Baltic states
were no longer countries? They were no longer
viable and no longer existed as a matter of law.
Yet the Opposition dares to complain about the
performance of this Government in acting re-
alistically in accordance with the concepts of re-
ality in this world.

As to the third matter raised in Senator With-
ers’ motion, there is an attack on the foreign poli-
cies of the Government. The Opposition has
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attacked the policies in a general way without
giving proper particulars of the complaints. An
endeavour has been made to suggest that Sena-
tor Willesee ought to resign because of the initia-
tives and the alignments which have been taken
by the Government. The motion suggests that
the foreign policy alignment promoted by Sena-
tor Willesee will not serve Australia’s national
interest. If there is anything that has happened in
Australian since the change of Government it
has been the improvement of our foreign rela-
tions with other countries. It has been remarked
upon that Australia has come into its own and
has started to arrive at an independent, adult,
mature and respected foreign policy. This has
been commented upon in the newspapers in the
United States, the United Kingdom and all over
the world. Australia can now speak with a voice
which is respected in the world. Senator Willesee
has been material in presenting the views of
Australia and enabling Australia’s voice to be
heard as an independent country. He is to be
congratulated on the way in which he has han-
dled our foreign affairs.

This is not my field of expertise but I am aware
that even Pope Paul, who is not noted for his rad-
ical views, expressed some praise of Australia’s
initiative in the direction of world peace. Others
across the whole broad band of politics have
been stating that the change in Australia is wel-
come. We were ashamed—I think most Aus-
tralians were—by the stance taken by the pre-
vious Government of Australia in world affairs
and the conduct of previous Ministers. The new
foreign policies have been a very welcome
change. I would have thought that the Senate—if
it were to give credence to this motion—would be
only expressing a desire on the part of the Oppo-
sition to return to the bad old days when
Australia was not respected in foreign affairs.
Australia’s voice was not respected in the world
as itis today.

The matter really comes back to the point that
Australia has some very serious problems such as
the problem of inflataion, which we share with
the rest of the world, and the problem of adjust-
ing our country to social reforms and economic
reforms. We have an enormous legislative progr-
ram. Yet the attitude of the Opposition is to de-
cline to face up to those problems, to decline to
co-operate with the Government in solving those
problems and to decline to help to make a new
Australia. Instead, the Opposition wastes the
valuable time of this country—we are the
representatives of this country—in endeavouring
to enter into what seems to be a rather vindictive
attack aimed at the Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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Itis a personal attack on the Minister. The Oppo-
sition has asked for his resignation when every-
one in Australia would accept that the Minister
for Foreign Affairs has done his job to the best of
his ability.

In relation to the matter of Mr Ermolenko, I
think everyone was impressed with the Minis-
ter’s sincerity and his endeavour to deal properly
with the problems of that young man. It must
have been a great shock to honourable senators
opposite when he read out the words of the
reverend gentleman who had been closely
associated with the young man in Western
Australia and who expressed the view that he
had no criticism of the way in which the Govern-
ment had dealt with the affair. Which honour-
able senator opposite would have been able to
deal with this affair in a better way than Senator
Willesee? Honourable senators opposite speak of
human rights, but one of the worst things moved
in this Parliament was the proposition put for-
ward by the Opposition during the course of the
affair. It was shameful. I remind honourable
senators of the proposition that was put forward:

The Senate demands that the Government ensure that
Georgi Ermolenko be able to consider free from duress and

improper pressures whether he wishes to remain in Australia
and specifically

(i) that he be not permitted to leave Australia until such
time as he has had the opportunity (for 24 hours at
least) .

The motion went on to require that he speak to
certain people. The motion was to the effect that
a person who expressed the wish to leave
Australia be not permitted to leave Australia.
That is a clear denial of the rights which are com-
mon to all mankind as set out in the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.

Mr Deputy President, the motion we are dis-
cussing now ought never to have been moved.
Whatever criticisms the Opposition may have of
the Government it ought to have put them in a
straightforward manner. I think that on recon-
sideration those honourable senators opposite
who are responsible for this motion will feel
some sense of shame about it being directed at
Senator Willesee. If they wanted to complain
about the Government and its foreign policies
they should have done that, and done it in a sub-
stantial motion and not in this shameful attempt
to attack a Minister who has earned the respect
of the whole nation.

Senator WITHERS (Western Australia—
Leader of the Opposition) (4.37)—I suppose one
should feel somewhat sorry for the Leader of the
Government in the Senate, Senator Murphy, this
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week. This has been a bad second day. Yester-
day was a bad day because he, who had been
promoting himself for so long as the founder of
the Senate committee system, set out to emascu-
late and destroy it. Today the same honourable
senator, who for years has been running around
this country as the great propounder of the
Declaration of Human Rights, as well as talking
as such in this Parliament, has been very embar-
rassed by what his Government has done about
the Georgi Ermolenko affair. So what did the
Leader of the Government in the Senate do in
this Parliament? He came in and used his usual
tactic. He bluffed, blustered and shouted and
attempted to talk his way out of it. Really he
should be very ashamed of the case he was put-
ting forward if he believes in the Declaration of
Human Rights.

One of the criticisms put forward by the
Leader of the Government was that we should
not be debating this motion at a time when the
country is faced with inflation and a lot of prob-
lems; the country has inflation, it has this and
that, yet here today in the Senate we are discuss-
ing this matter when we should be considering
this great national problem of inflation which his
Government has caused. The Leader of the
Government knows, as every other honourable
senator knows, that by tradition the Senate will
not return to the Budget Papers until 8 p.m. on
Wednesday of next week. What were the great
and important issues that the Government had
listed on the notice paper for today? Senator
Murphy wished to introduce a Bill relating to
members of the Public Service becoming candi-
dates for election to Parliament. He wished to get
leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Service and
Execution of Process Act. No doubt, in his mind
those things would cure inflation. I do not think
they would.

The other thing which was so important so far
as fixing up inflation was concerned was the
appointment of some senators to the Consti-
tutional Convention. I understand that the con-
vention is not to meet until October or some such
date. That was a terribly important matter to
which the Senate ought to have been devoting
itself this day! Of course, the most important Bill,
the second on the notice paper, is the Superior
Court of Australia Bill. For the life of me I cannot
see how that Bill, if it is passed, is going to cure
the great national problem of inflation. Then
there is the Family Law Bill. I suppose that that
has some inflation in it somewhere, but I do not
think it is monetary inflation. I do not know how
the passage of the Family Law Bill, or the debate
on it, is going to cure the great national problem
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of inflation. Therefore, the Leader of the
Government was indulging in humbug.

Senator McLaren—Why not mention the next
Bill?

Senator WITHERS—-The Concilation and
Arbitration Bill?

Senator Poyser—Why do you not return to the
subject matter?

Senator WITHERS—Why do I not return to
the motion before us? I am delighted to hear that
invitation and I will come to it in a moment. Do
not get excited. Senator McLaren invited me to
comment on the Conciliation and Arbitation Bill.

Senator Poyser—Why do you not come back
to the motion?

Senator WITHERS—Senator Poyser would
prefer me to ignore the invitation. Very well, I
will come back to the motion. Senator Murphy
said, when he commenced his speech, that the
motion before us is a stupid sort of motion; that it
should never have been moved; that it is shame-
ful and disgraceful, ineffective and all the rest. If
I remember correctly, not so long ago the then
Opposition moved a number of censure motions.
I remember one moved against the late Senator
McKellar. If ever there was a shameful and dis-
graceful motion brought before the Senate, that
was it. | remember two being brought against
Senator Wright when he was a Minister. Were
those motions shameful and inaccurate and
should they never have been brought? I also re-
call such a motion being moved against Senator
Greenwood. Why did the then Opposition move
those motions? Were they moved because they
were ineffective and because the then Opposition
just wished to play politics? Come, come,
senator, you should do a lot better than that.

I do not think it is improper and it certainly is
not indecent—or it certainly is not decent, to use
the exact words of Senator Murphy—for the Op-
position to move this motion in its present form. I
say without hesitation, Mr Deputy President,
that if any Minister sitting on the front bench op-
posite has earned this sort of treatment it is the
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator Willesee.
Even Senator Murphy has not treated the people
who have asked him questions with the contempt
with which Senator Willesee has treated Oppo-
sition senators who have asked him questions.

Senator Greenwood—He has been slightly
evasive.

Senator WITHERS—That is fair enough. I
admire Senator Murphy’s dexterity in avoiding
answering questions, but I do not think he has
ever been insulting. I do not think any Minister,
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apart from Senator Willesee, has been insulting.
From the day that Senator Willesee became a
Minister he decided that as far as question time
was concerned he was going to wipe the Oppo-
sition off. He not only ignored members of the
Opposition but also waved them aside and
thought he could joke his way through question
time. The main reason why this motion has been
moved is Senator Willesee’s total incapacity in
question time to give the facts and to satisfy the
Opposition.

Senator Devitt—That is the reason, is it?

Senator WITHERS—It is one of the reasons. I
will give the honourable senator an example. If
Senator Willesee came clean with the transcript
in this case he might well answer a lot of ques-
tions. Why will he not do so? He is not prepared
to answer any questions. Do honourable senators
remember one of the things he did on the Thurs-
day when we asked him questions about what
was happening in the Ermolenko affair? When
he knew at that time that a Royal Australian Air
Force plane was on its way, or that it had
arrived, I believe he deliberately misled the
chamber in the answers he gave that day.

Senator Georges—That is a serious charge you
are making.

Senator WITHERS—That is right. He could
have said at that time that he ordered the aircraft
or that it was on its way. Why did he not advert
to it that morning? If he did not mislead the Sen-
ate he deliberately withheld information which
the Senate was entitled to have. That is the way
he has been treating the Senate. He is not a fit
and proper person to be a Minister because he
will not come clean. Why will he not come clean?
His whole course of conduct has been that of a
person who will not come ciean.

Senator Murphy said that this motion should
not have been moved against Senator Willesee
because there is collective responsibility and this
was a collective decision of Cabinet. Mr Deputy
President, that used to be the rule of govern-
ment; but when has that been the rule of govern-
ment since December 1972, or under the
Whitlam-Cairns Administration? That is the
greatest joke of all time. The Prime Minister was
alleged to have said in answer to a question by
the television interviewer David Frost that the
greatest blunder of his administration was the
raid by Senator Murphy on the Australian Secur-
ity Intelligence Organisation. I thought that the
statement was an interesting one. I did not say it.
I asked Senator Murphy a question on that mat-
ter, and Senator Murphy said words to the effect
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that it was an example of collective responsi-
bility. This Government has not really impressed
itself upon the nation as one which believes in
collective responsibility. When the parliamen-
tary salary increases were mooted the members
of Cabinet demonstrated collective responsibility
by fighting amongst themselves in Caucus. Do
not try to excuse the acts of Senator Willesee on
the ground of collective responsibility. Honour-
able members opposite may be able to spell the
words but they would not know what they mean.

Senator Murphy continued to defend Senator
Willesee by saying that Senator Willesee
honestly told the Senate about the whole of the
Ermolenko affair. Mr Deputy President, I do not
think that anybody in Australia is satisfied that
all the facts came out during that sorry week of
the Ermolenko affair. Then we saw confusion be-
tween Senator Murphy and Senator Willesee.
Senator Murphy said that Ermolenko was not
being detained in Australia by anybody. Senator
Murphy said that he was not being detained by
the Commonwealth Police or by the Rus-
sians—he was not being detained. But Senator
Willesee said that Ermolenko had to be flown
out of Australia because he was being detained
against his will.

Senator Wheeldon—Not by the Common-
wealth Police.

Senator WITHERS—But Senator Willesee
said that he was being detained against his will.

Senator Murphy—Come on, you are quib-
bling.

Senator WITHERS—Yes, he was. He was
being detained. Make up your mind. He was
either being detained or not being detained. You
cannot have it both ways. I know that you do not
like it. It is admitted he was not being detained
by the Commonwealth Police.

Senator Wheeldon—By Alexandrov?

Senator WITHERS—We do not know that he
was not being detained by Alexandrov because
Senator Murphy indulged in one of his beautiful
exercises and said that on a date, which he did
not quote in his spech, the motion for a writ of
habeas corpus was quashed at the instigation of
the person who applied for it. He did not say
when it was quashed. When I interjected at least
he admitted that it was quashed after the bird
had been flown out of the country. It would have
been rather ridiculous to persist with the writ
when Ermlenko had gone. That is not exactly
coming clean, is it? But the inference was that the
person applied for the quashing of the writ prior
to Ermolenko going.
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Senator Murphy—Everybody knows that.

Senator WITHERS—Yes, but you attempted
to imply that. Everybody here knew it was not
correct, but those unfortunate people who may
have been listening to you would not know that it
was incorrect. That is why I advert to it at this
stage. The writ was withdrawn after Ermolenko
had been surreptitiously smuggled out of the
country. What is the purpose persisting with it?
Senator Murphy said that the judge thanked
counsel for appearing and for their assistance.
Knowing His Honour, I imagine that that would
be his normal courtesy. I have no doubt that
counsel were of assistance to him in helping to
advise on the law. Senator Murphy tried to put
the proposition that the judge thanked counsel
for the Australian Government because he was
saying: ‘Senator Willesee is a very good man;
therefore I thank his counsel.’

Senator Murphy—I did not say that the judge
challenged or usurped the Minister’s role.

Senator WITHERS-The judge did not
praise him or condemn him.

Senator Wheeldon—That is the important
thing.

Senator WITHERS—But Senator Murphy
said that merely because the judge did not con-
demn him he praised him. You cannot get away
with saying that. That is why I say that it is really
not good enough. I turn now to the transcript.
Why ought not that transcript be tabled in the
Parliament? The Government says that the
reason is that Mr Ermolenko, who is now in Rus-
sia, has some right of privacy.

Senator Wheeldon—No, he is not. He is in
West Berlin. We understand that he is in West
Berlin.

Senator WITHERS—We understand that he
is in West Berlin.

Senator Wheeldon—It is subject to verifica-
tion, but that is our understanding.

Senator WITHERS—That is right. That is the
situation to the best of our knowledge, informa-
tion and belief. Has Mr Ermolenko been con-
sulted? Can Senator Willesee say that he has
written to Mr Ermolenko and Mr Ermolenko
does not want the transcript released? Has he
said that? No. Senator Willesee says: ‘I know
what is in Mr Ermolenko’s mind. He would not
want the transcript released, and that is the
reason that it will not be released.” Mr Deputy
President, that is a terrible reason. At least the
Minister could say that he would attempt to find
out whether the other party would have any
objection. But has he? One is left only with the
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suspicion that the Minister does not want the
transcript to be released because it would harm
his case—to rest upon it. I thought Senator
Murphy was about to say that he would table it,
to which I would have replied: ‘Delighted’. I am
sorry. I thought he was about to rush out, as
Senator Gorton did once to put the VIP mani-
fests on the table. I thought that we were getting
to that stage. But Senator Murphy is not cast in
the same mould. Why does the Government not
table the transcript? The Government says that it
is private. At whose request is it private? Is it pri-
vate at the request of the Government? What
was it?

Senator Keeffle—How about saying something
to the nation?

Senator WITHERS—I am trying to expose
the humbug which the Government has been
putting forward. I realise you do not like this be-
cause the normal method of debate of those op-
posite is to make a set speech. You do not like to
have some of Senator Murphy’s wild assertions
corrected and put in their proper context. That is
why you are making this sort of interjection. That
is why we claim that Senator Willesee is not a fit
and proper person to be a Minister. His conduct
during the whole of the Ermolenko affair is such
that he——

Senator Wheeldon—You say that because
Senator Murphy made a wild speech Senator
Willesee is not fit to be a Minister.

Senator WITHERS—I said that Senator
Willesee’s conduct during the whole of the
Ermolenko affair has been such that he is not a fit
and proper person to be a Minister. It is as simple
as that. I do not run away from saying that. I am
not trying to hang this charge around the
Government’s neck. I am hanging it around the
neck of the person who is completely in charge of
the operation and who should be thoroughly
ashamed of his conduct in that week.

Senator BEVITT—You will not frighten him
into resigning.

Senator WITHERS—I know that he will not
resign.

Senator Wheeldon—That is the first correct
thing that you have said all afternoon. He will
not resign.

Senator WITHERS—That is right, because he
has no sense of shame. That is why he will not
resign. A man who could conduct that affair in
the way it was conducted that week has no
shame. I believe that he has no sensitivity for
human rights.
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Senator Devitt—I do not think you have him
worried.

Senator WITHERS—We will not worry Sena-
tor Willesee because he is not a man who is
sufficiently sensitive on these matters to take
note.

Senator Devitt—You are being terribly un-
kind, and it is a poor form of debate.

Senator WITHERS—Oh, no. He has earned
those words because of the way he has con-
ducted himself in this chamber. Let us look at the
Baltic states affair. Senator Murphy said that
some time between 1966 and 1970 3 names were
left off a list of treaties. He implied—leaving the
inference to us—that at some time in that period
the Australian Government recognised de jure
the incorporation of the 3 Baltic states in the
Soviet Union. If that is the best he can do he
ought to give up.

This Government did something that it was
not quite game to make public. How did that
recognition come out? It oozed out—just as the
Budget did—over two or three weeks. It oozed
out—leak, leak, leak. That is what happened as
regards the recognition of the Baltic states. The
Government has said that we must face reality. I
do not think that that argument is sufficient to
convince anybody. My colleague, Senator Sim,
said: ‘What about the realities of Taiwan?’
Everybody admits the reality of Taiwan. I think
that even honourable senators opposite admit
that the Government in effective control is the
Government which claims to be the Government
of Taiwan.

Senator Wheeldon—Are you suggesting that
we recognise Taiwan and not Communist China?

Senator WITHERS—I am not saying that.

Senator Wheeldon—It must be one or the
other because both claim to be the sovereign
government for the whole of China. That is the
choice which you have to make.

Senator WITHERS—No, that is the choice
you were given.

Senator Wheeldon—It is the choice that every-
body has to make. The Government of Taiwan
also claims to be the Government of the whole of
China.

Senator WITHERS—There you go again. Just
because this Government was cowardly enough
to pick up the choice and do as China or Russia
advised——
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Senator Wheeldon—The Russians are not the
Chinese. Make up your mind. Are we pro-
Chinese or pro-Russian? We cannot be both at
the same time.

Senator WITHERS—Can you not? This
Government can because I thought that it had 2
foreign policies—and it certainly had 2 economic
policies on the night when the mini-Budget was
presented about a month ago. Does Senator
Wheeldon mean to tell me that this Government
cannot be 2 things at once? That is the whole
trouble with it; it does not know which side it is
on at the present time. We do not know whose
foreign policy is running this country, whether it
is Senator Willesee’s foreign policy or Dr Cairns’
foreign policy. The Government can be 2 things
at once. There are 2 parts of a party trying to be
one thing or the other, and this is the Govern-
ment’s whole problem. Anyhow, when Senator
Wheeldon rises to speak he will no doubt inform
us as to the whole reason why this action over the
Baltic states was taken. He will no doubt inform
us that he was a party to the discussion and that
he was consulted both as a Minister and a
member of the Government and as a member of
Caucus regarding the whole reason why this
action over the Baltic states took place. We have
not been able to obtain that information from
Senator Willesee and we have not been able to
obtain it from Senator Murphy. Perhaps it will
be 3 times lucky. Being the third Minister to
speak this afternoon, we wait with bated breath
for Senator Wheeldon to give us chapter and
verse as to the total reasons why this decision was
taken. As we are so anxious to discover those
reasons and as we more or less have an assurance
from Senator Wheeldon that he will give them, I
now invite him to stand and give them so that for
the first time the Senate may obtain some infor-
mation as to this whole shabby, sorry, affair.

Senator WHEELDON (Western Australia—
Minister for Repatriation and Compensation)
(4.57)—Mr Deputy President, I would not want
to claim that this is the first time this afternoon
that you are to receive some information about
this sad and sorry affair. It is the third time. You
have received it from Senator Willesee and you
have received it from Senator Murphy. Now you
will receive it from me. But I will concede that
you certainly have not received any information
from any Opposition senators. I must say one
thing in commencing to make my remarks on
this subject, which will be few because this tedi-
ous, dreary debate, in which even the Leader of
the Opposition (Senator Withers) has clearly lost
interest, is not something which ought to be pro-
longed unduly. The one thing which I should do
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at the beginning—and I must say that I feel con-
strained to do it—is to congratulate the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition (Senator Greenwood)
on the very fine feelings for human rights and
civil liberties to which he has so recently been
converted. I can well remember when Senator
Greenwood was the Attorney-General. Far from
applauding demonstrations such as that which
took place at the Perth airport, it was Senator
Greenwood himself who, at a similar demon-
stration which took place, 1 think, at the Mel-
bourne University, sent in the Commonwealth
Police in order to arrest those students who were
taking part in the demonstration. But now he has
changed. He is in favour of demonstrations. He is
in favour of people in mobs preventing the tran-
sit of people through public places—something to
which he told us once that in the interests of law
and order he was opposed. I am interested also
to find that Senator Greenwood is such a recent
convert to the doctrines of civil liberties and free-
dom of speech, because I remember some years
ago—in fact, it was very early on the morning of
Boxing Day of one year—there was a ring at my
front door, and what did I find there? I found a
Commonwealth policeman who had been sent
there at the instructions of the then Attorney-
General, Senator Greenwood, to interrogate me
as to why I had authorised an advertisement in a
newspaper in relation to the National Service
Act. I find it very interesting that Senator Green-
wood, who sent in the Commonwealth Police to
arrest demonstrators at the Melbourne Univer-
sity, and who sent the Commonwealth Police to
investigate and interrogate members of this Par-
liament for exercising this freedom of speech
which he believes is so essential in the Soviet
Union but which at least in the past he did not
think was of any value in this country, has today
emerged as the champion of human rights, the
champion of civil liberties and the man who says
that a person should be able to get up and say
what he likes whenever he wants to say it and
that he should not be interrogated by the police,
that he should be free to insert advertisements in
newspapers and should be free to demonstrate at
the Melbourne University or at the Perth airport
or anywhere else. I only hope that this new liber-
tarian tendency which has become so recently
discernible in the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition will continue into the future, because if it
does it will show a remarkable change and a
remarkable conversion on the part of the so ill-
named Liberal Party.

But let me return to this issue of Mr
Ermolenko. If ever a subject, in my opinion, has
been talked out in this Parliament, it is the sub-
ject of what did or did not happen to Mr
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Ermolenko. We went through it all once before.
It is quite obvious that honourable senators op-
posite want to go through it all again because
they are afraid to confront the real issues which
are facing the Australian people. They are afraid
to discuss the issues concerning the economy.
They are afraid to discuss the propositions which
have been advanced by this Government. They
are afraid to discuss seriously any issues relating
to foreign policy. They want to get back again to
Ermolenko. What was the position with
Ermolenko, as we understand it and as every-
body else understands it? Apparently at some
stage Ermolenko said something to some people
connected with the University of Western
Australia, the Reverend Mr Johnson and the
Reverend Mr Borthwick—although I find that on
the whole honourable senators opposite, show-
ing the same lack of knowledge of the finer
points of ecclesiastical terminology, as they do of
foreign policy, tend to refer to them as the
Reverend Johnson and the Reverend Borthwick.
But the Reverend Mr Johnson and the Reverend
Mr Borthwick at some stage apparently were
told by Mr Ermolenko that he did not want to
leave Australia. I certainly do not want to rehash
this business which has been gone over again
and again inside this Parliament and outside of it
about what they said and what they did not say.
But the fact of the matter is that every possible
precaution was taken by this Government to see
that those persons who were interested in the
security and safety of Ermolenko should find out
what Ermolenko actually wanted to do.

Ermolenko said on a television station in
Perth—he said it to journalists and to all sorts of
people—that he wanted to leave Australia and go
back to the Soviet Union. He did leave Australia
and he did go back to the Soviet Union. It would
be an absolutely impossible situation, as Senator
Murphy and Senator Willesee have said, for the
Australian Government to say: ‘We have got a
civil libertarian in our place, Senator Green-
wood, who has a very keen sense of the rights of
free speech and the free movement of
individuals. He is so sensitive, he gave such an
earnest example of it when he was Attorney-
General, that because we do not want to upset
this man’s delicate sensibilities we are going to
place Mr Ermolenko under arrest and compel
him, whether he wants to or not, to spend 24
hours in the company of the Reverend Mr John-
son and/or the Reverend Mr Borthwick, and
then we will have another look at it after he has
discussed these matters with these clerical
gentlemen.” We were not prepared to do that.
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Ermolenko made it perfectly clear that he
wanted to leave Australia, and he did leave. As it
happens, he is now in West Berlin as a member
of a Soviet musical ensemble which apparently is
giving concerts in West Berlin. Are we to under-
stand from the sort of nonsense that the Oppo-
sition is talking today that the West Berlin
authorities are also a part of this Russian con-
spiracy, or is it perhaps that they are a part of the
Chinese conspiracy, to both of which, with this
tremendous versatility which is attributed to the
Labor Party, members of the Government ap-
parently are capable of being party simul-
taneously? Ermolenko is in West Berlin; let us
find out whether he tries to seek asylum in West
Berlin. Nobody, I think, would accuse the
authorities in West Berlin of being communist
stooges. He is there, he has travelled there; let us
see what happens.

Now there is the other issue which was raised
about Senator Willesee’s terrible attitude
towards the courts in Western Australia, the con-
temptuous attitude that he showed to the
Supreme Court of Western Australia because he
arranged for Mr Ermolenko to leave Australia
while a couple of actions were pending. As it
happens, there were not 2 actions pending. One
of the actions had already been quashed. It was a
most extraordinary piece of litigation, a writ of
habeas corpus being applied for against, I think,
an inspector in the Commonwealth Police. He
was supposed to be holding Ermolenko in cus-
tody, but at that stage the Commonwealth Police
had never seen Ermolenko. There was another
proceeding against Mr Alexandrov of the Soviet
Embassy who, with those remarkable psychic
powers which I had thought had been generally
auributed to the more oriental communists but
apparently are also possessed by communists
from Russia, or by some sort of thought control,
was able to retain Mr Ermolenko in custody
while Mr Ermolenko was in Perth and Mr
Alexandrov was in Canberra. The proceedings
were not against the Minister for Foreign Affairs.
The proceedings were not even against Mr
Ermolenko. They were against Mr Alexandrov.
Also there had been proceedings against an
officer of the Commonwealth Police.

It is of no use for the Leader of the Opposition,
who has now retired from the chamber, to say
that it is quite irrelevant to say that when the
proceedings—the ridiculous proceedings—were
being concluded in the Supreme Court of West-
ern Australia the learned judge thanked the
counsel for the Australian Government for his
assistance and to say that this is merely the usual
courtesy which is shown. That, of course, is not
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the case. If the judge believed that the counsel
for the Commonwealth was representing a client
who had behaved in any way improperly during
the course of the proceedings, then of course he
would have taken the opportunity to point it out;
he would have referred to the fact that the person
whom the counsel for the Commonwealth of
Australia was representing in the proceedings in
the Supreme Court in Perth had acted
improperly. In fact as Senator Murphy has
asked—I believe it has to be asked again—if there
has been some contempt of court, if there has
been some improper action taken by Senator
Willesee or by the Australian Government with
regard to the Supreme Court of Western
Australia, why does not the Tory Government in
Western Australia institute proceedings within
the Supreme Court of Western Australia against
the Minister for Foreign Affairs? It is not going to
do so because it knows that it does not have the
slightest grounds for doing so and it knows that
this is merely a lot of puff and drivel which has
been served up to us today in order to waste the
time of the Australian Parliament.

I come to the second part of this rabble motion
which has been moved by Senator Greenwood.
It reads:

(ii) in breach of a clear undertaking to the contrary given
by the Prime Minister the Government shamefully and fur-
tively extended recognition to the incorporation of the Baltic

states in the USSR, the Minister withholding any announce-
ment or explanation of the decision.

This part of the motion refers to ‘the Baltic
states’. I take it that the Opposition is referring to
the 3 Baltic states of Lithuania, Latvia and
Estonia. I assume that the Opposition does not
mean the other Baltic states of Finland, the Ger-
man Democratic Republic, Poland, Sweden and
Denmark. What is the situation with regard to
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia which are or were
three of the Baltic states? Their incorporation in
the Soviet Union is one of the most shameful acts
in modern European history. It was something
which took place as a result of a disgraceful,
shameful and discreditable treaty signed in Mos-
cow in 1939 between Stalin and Ribbentrop, the
then nazi Foreign Minister.

The argument is used—I think there is a certain
amount of justification for it—that the Soviet
Union needed to take some steps to protect itself
by entering into some sort of treaty with the nazis
because the Western powers at that time had
refused to co-operate with it and had rebuffed its
efforts to organise a common front against the
then menace of the Axis powers—nazi Germany
and fascist Italy. I think there is a certain amount
of justification in this argument, but only a very
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partial amount of justification. I do not believe
that this in any way justified the Soviet Union be-
lieving that it could forcibly incorporate those 3
states inside the Soviet Union and I do not be-
lieve that it entitled the Soviet Union to occupy
the eastern third of Poland and to take part con-
jointly with nazi Germany in a military attack
upon Poland which was then, with whatever
faults there may have been in the existing Polish
Government, fighting alongside the democracies
in defence of the world against nazism and fas-
cism. I do not believe there is the slightest excuse
for it whatsoever.

I also do not believe the arguments which are
sometimes put forward to the effect that it does
not really matter about Lithuania, Latvia and
Estonia because the people who were there were
nazis and generally behaved in an undesirable
manner during the Second World War. I cer-
tainly think that is true of many people from
those countries, as unfortunately it is true of
many people of a number of other countries. I do
not think there is any question that the Latvian
SS, for example, was one of the principal partici-
pants, and possibly the most brutal participant,
in the massacre of the Warsaw ghetto. But the
fact remains that these people were a minority
within Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia. There are
many people from those 3 countries who are now
living as refugees and who are fine democrats. In
fact, the Social Democratic Parties of Lithuania,
Latvia and Estonia are just as illegal as any nazi
or neo-nazi organisation.

I know this from my own experience in Perth.
When I was practising law there I had as clients a
Latvian family who had come to this country as
refugees. They were working class people. They
had been members of the Latvian Social Demo-
cratic Party in Riga. They had taken part in the
anti-nazi resistance and were rewarded for their
troubles by being arrested by the Soviet occu-
pation troops upon the arrival of the Soviet
Army in Latvia. I do not think there is any ques-
tion that the treatment of the ethnic minorities,
the culture and the language of Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania under the Soviet Union is some-
thing of which the Soviet Union cannot at all be
proud.

What is it that the Government is doing? The
Government is recognising a fact. It is an unpal-
atable fact. I find it a lugubrious duty and I wish
that one did not have to recognise this fact, but it
is a fact. The same argument, I suppose, can be
used—I am not trying to change the subject; I be-
lieve it is a parallel argument—when we find that
there are certain people who say that the state of
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Israel should not exist because the Zionist move-
ment somehow was wrong and the settlement
should never have gone there. I do not agree with
that and I never have agreed with it. But, even if
such an argument should be maintained, the fact
remains that the state of Israel is there; it exists as
a state and it has to be recognised as a state. It
has to be given de jure recognition as a state and
one has to deal with it as a state, whatever one
might or might not have thought about the
Zionist movement, although, I repeat that I have
always been a sympathiser of the Zionist move-
ment.

What we are doing with regard to Lithuania,
Latvia and Estonia is recognising an unpalatable
fact of life; that is, that they have been incor-
porated within the Soviet Union and there is no
foreseeable chance, beyond a third world war, of
those 3 states coming out of the Soviet Union.

Senator Greenwood—What is the reason for
the change of attitude?

Senator WHEELDON—Senator Greenwood
has asked what are the reasons for the change of
attitude. I am telling him my reasons for my
change of attitude, which I believe reflect those
of the Government. We are not welcoming the
fact that these countries have been incorporated
in the Soviet Union. What is it that the Oppo-
sition is asking us to do? Is it asking us to raise an
expeditionary force to go to Latvia, Lithuania
and Estonia and to fight there? Is that was Oppo-
sition senators are asking us to do? No, they are
merely asking us to carry on with a farce or a
fraud and to say to the people of the 3 states: ‘De
jure we do not recognise your incorporation
inside the Soviet Union, but de facto we do.’ As
Senator Murphy has indicated with regard to the
matter relating to extradition treaties, the pre-
vious Government de jure recognised that
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia no longer exist by
virtue of the fact that their names were excluded
from the list of countries with which Australia
has extradition treaties. At the present time one
of the most important problems facing the whole
of the world’s people is to bring about what for
some mysterious reason—I have never quite
known why—is called detente, a relaxation, an
end to the cold war, a certain amount of give and
take by the 2 major sides in the present world
conflct.

One of the things that has to be done in order
to bring that about is to face a number of realities
and some of those realities are unpalatable.
There has to be some recognition of the fact that
whether we like it or not or anyone else likes it or
not, or whether it is just or unjust—and I believe
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it is unjust and I do not like it—Latvia, Lithuania
and Estonia have been incorporated into the
Soviet Union. To continue to say they are not
part of the Soviet Union while the Soviet
Government and I daresay a majority of the
Soviet people believe that they are is something
which lessens opportunities for bringing about
peaceful settlements with the Soviet Union, and
peaceful settlements with the Soviet Union are
essential.

If it were being put forward that something
serious could be done in order to free Latvia,
Lithuania and Estonia from the existing occu-
pation, if some proposition were being put for-
ward as to how this were to be done and there
would not only be a de jure Latvia, Lithuania
and Estonia but a de facto Latvia, Lithuania and
Estonia, certainly I for one would be prepared to
listen to it. But no such proposition has been put
forward. No one has suggested how these coun-
tries are to regain their freedom. All that has
been said is that we should continue to reject the
claim of sovereignty made by the Soviet Govern-
ment. In the circumstances which face us, in the
curcumstances which bring about the necessity
of negotiation and co-operation for world
peace—and I know that well meaning, honest
people will disagree with me on this—I submit
that one of the essentials is to recognise the sov-
ereignty of all of the major powers over those
areas where they can make some strong de facto
claim for such sovereignty.

The third matter that is before the Senate, and
about which I might say not much has been said,
is the claim that the foreign policy alignments
that Senator Willesee is promoting will not serve
Australia’s national interests. What are the
foreign policy alignments that we are making?
They are not referred to. Is it alleged that we
entered into some new alliances with someone,
military or otherwise? If so, with whom? What
are these alliances? What we have done is to
establish diplomatic relations with a number of
countries with which we did not previously have
diplomatic relations. We established diplomatic
relations with the People’s Republic of China. Is
there someone who will say that this should not
be done? Does the Liberal Party say that if it
were elected to government it would cancel
recognition of the Government in Peking and say
that the real Government of China is in Taipei?
This is the alternative. You cannot recognise
both of them. Both the Government in Taipei
and the Government in Peking claim to be the
government of the whole of China. It is an all or
nothing choice. Again it may be, one might say,
an unpalatable choice. But you have to do one or
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the other—you cannot recognise both of them. Is
the Opposition saying that we should go back to
recognising Taipei and that we ought to try to ex-
clude China from the councils of the world, from
the trade which it is engaged in with this country
and other countries?

We have established diplomatic relations with
the German Democratic Republic which is the
tenth industrial power and a growing power in
the world. Is it suggested that we should not have
diplomatic relations with this country? Is it
suggested that we should not have diplomatic
relations with the Democratic Republic of Viet-
nam? Is it suggested that we should not have
diplomatic relations with the government in
North Korea? These are not alignments. But no
other alignments have been referred to. These
are positions for which the Australian Govern-
ment is not apologetic. The Government is proud
that it has taken independently steps to see that
Australia is talking to all of the major forces
within the world. We are not conducting our
foreign policy in accordance with some sort of
ideological quirk. In the same way we have
diplomatic relations with Spain and we had
diplomatic relations with Portugal under its pre-
vious Government. We continue to have diplo-
matic relations with South Africa. We have
diplomatic relations with other countries with
which the former Government would not have
diplomatic relations. We believe that these are
major contributions to world peace. Never has
the reputation of the Australian Government
throughout the world been higher than it stands
at the present time.

The last time there was an Australian Presi-
dent of the United Nations was when Dr Evatt
was the President. The Australian Labor Party
Minister for External Affairs was the President of
the United Nations. What do all indications
show? They show that the next time an Aus-
tralian will be President of the United Nations he
will also be a member of the Australian Labor
Party—Senator Willesee. For 23 years a con-
servative government sat here. Would anyone
have ever suggested that anyone of its motley
collection of Ministers responsible for Foreign
Affairs should have been President of the United
Nations? Of course they would not, uniess it were
an April Fool’s Day party and they were trying
to amuse the delegates. Such a suggestion would
have been greeted with gales of laughter. I
suspect that the primary reasons for this nonsen-
sical series of non sequiturs which have been ser-
ved up to us this afternoon are to waste the time
of the Parliament and to prevent the Australian
Minister for Foreign Affairs from becoming the
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President of the United Nations. We are proud
of our Foreign Minister. He has carried out the
policies of the Australian Labor Party. He has
carried out the policies of the Australian Govern-
ment which have been supported by the over-
whelming majority of Australian people. This
Party and the Government stand behind the
Minister for Foreign Affairs and totally repudiate
this ridiculous motion which has been moved this
afternoon.

Senator CARRICK (New South Wales)
(5.22)—The Senate is debating a censure motion
against the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator
Willesee. That motion has 3 parts. Firstly, it is a
motion of censure of Senator Willesee regarding
his mishandling of the affair of the young Rus-
sian violinist Ermolenko who let it be known that
he sought refuge in Australia. Secondly, the cen-
sure is directed against the Minister for the action
taken in the furtive and gratuitous recognition of
sovereignty by Soviet Russia of the 3 Baltic
states, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia. Thirdly, it
is a censure motion aimed to direct criticism
against the Minister and his Government be-
cause of the way in which the Minister is leading
Australia away from the policies of the Western
world into the pro-communist and radical poli-
cies of the Third World.

It is a serious matter to move a censure motion
against a Minister of State. The Attorney-
General, Senator Murphy, made much of the
fact that we had done so. He said how outrage-
ous it was and that it was quite improper for an
Opposition to move a censure against a Minister
on his actions and on the policies of the Govern-
ment. What strange quirks happen in that man’s
mind.

On 14 August 1968 Senator Murphy moved a
censure motion against the Minister for Repatri-
ation on the grounds of his personal and policy
behaviour. On 19 August 1969 Senator Murphy
moved a censure motion against Senator Wright
for the same reason. On 1 March 1972 Senator
Murphy moved a censure motion against the
then Attorney-General, Senator Greenwood.
Senator Murphy now has the gall to come into
this Parliament and base virtually the whole of
his speech on the fact that it would be improper
for an honourable senator in this chamber to get
to his feet and move censure against a Minister.
The present Attorney-General’s whole life style
is based on his change of life—his political
menopause—in the last 3 years in which what he
saw in Opposition as virtuous he now finds as
vile.
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Today Senator Willesee was given the oppor-
tunity to state his case. In stating his case he con-
demned himself. I want to take this in 2 sections.
Honourable senators tomorrow can look at the
Hansard of the speech of Senator Willesee and
they will find—I wrote the words down as he
made much of this statement—that when refer-
ring to Ermolenko he said: ‘It would have been
very desirable to get him away. It would have
been wonderful’: He said in that part of his
speech how important it would have been for
this young man to have been got away from the
Russian diplomats and be given a chance to be
free from them to make up his mind. He then
went on to indicate that he had found it
impossible——

Senator Georges—Come on.

Senator CARRICK—I repeat his words: ‘It
would have been very desirable to get him away.
It would have been wonderful’. Those were the
words of Senator Willesee. He admitted the fail-
ure of the Minister and the failure of the Govern-
ment, including the Attorney-General, to get this
young man away from what was some three to
four days virtual captivity by officers of the Rus-
sian Embassy. Does anyone deny this?

Senator Gietzelt—Yes, of course we deny it.

Senator CARRICK—Let me draw attention to
the speeches of honourable senators opposite last
year when we were debating a motion of criti-
cism of the U.S.S.R. regarding Sakharov, Sol-
zenitsyn and others. When reluctantly, at least,
Labor senator after Labor senator admitted the
tactics of the U.S.S.R. and said that it was a vile
totalitarian government that used imprisonment,
torture and bloody murder to get its way,
honourable senators opposite, including Senator
James McClelland, agreed that it was utterly
wrong that this should be so. Solzhenitsyn’s

books are today vivid testimony of the fact that if

a man or a free nation is condemned to captivity
under such a country, they are condemned to a
likelihood of a kind of captivity, a kind of tor-
ture, including bloody murder, the like of which

in our lifetime we have not seen. Let members of

the Government get up and say that they do not
agree that the Gulag Archipelago is right. Last
year they said it was right. Three new islets have
now been added to the Gulag Archipelago—Lat-
via, Lithuania and Estonia. De jure sovereignty
has now been given to the Russians and those
States have been added to the chain of 1,000
prison camps which Labor condemns but which
lie across Russia.

Against this background Labor senators sat
last year on the Select Committee on Civil Rights
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of Migrant Australians and took evidence. They
heard many cases. They heard, and there is no
refutation, of what happened, as given in evi-
dence on 9 August 1973, of the fate of 2 Russian
officers of a merchant vessel. One was a medical
officer named Dr Nazid Solovien and the other
was Mr Victor Strahkovsky. Early in February
they sought refuge in Australia. Evidence was
given of how they were hounded and how into
private homes came the second secretary of the
Russian Embassy seeking to intimidate and seek-
ing to force them back. If honourable senators
wanted any more evidence of this, how much
more evidence could they obtain than the evi-
dence of the doctor, as reported on page 372 of
the Hansard transcript. He was found to be very
unhappy and was asked what happened. He
said:

Tulayev, the Second Secretary of the Soviet Embassy
brought me a small tape-recorder and I hear with my own
ears the torture of my child, wife and mother.

Does anyone disbelieve that in this country
agents of the Russian Government are using dur-
ess on people? A lot has been made of the fact
that in other countries, if an Australian were in
this same position, particular things would hap-
pen. Does anyone suggest that if there were an
Australian in the United States of America who
was in a similar position that the officials of the
Australian Embassy would take that Australian,
hold him and not allow him freedom of move-
ment? The simple fact is that Government
members are deliberately confusing 2 things:
They are confusing the right of free access of em-
bassies to their nationals and the right of con-
tinuous access and continuous duress. I say that it
is intolerable if, in Australia, a Minister rises in
the Parliament, as the Minister for Foreign
Affairs has done today, and confesses that he saw
no way of disallowing a situation which, based
on the history of the Russians and even the Rus-
sians in this country, allows a foreign embassy,
not on embassy soil even, to remain in continu-
ous contact with, and therefore placing continu-
ous duress on, that young man. It is no good say-
ing that the young man could have left. Does the
Attorney-General (Senator Murphy) say that
there is no legal process in Australia whereby the
Australian Government could arrange for such a
person to be moved from a situation of apparent
duress and given asylum in a temporary way to
make up his or her mind? Do Government
members really say that? No, indeed, Senator
Willesee says that it would have been very
desirable to get Ermolenko away. He says that it
would have been wonderful. But what did he
seek to do? Nothing at all. Did Senator Willesee
rise in the Senate and say that he went to see
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Smirnov, the Charge d’Affaires, in order to ask
him to remove his officials for a day or two so
that the young man could make up his mind? Is
there any suggestion that there was any ap-
proach to the Russian Embassy to give the young
man a breathing space? Is there any suggestion
at all that an attempt was made to free him of
what really were his captors? Does anyone deny
that they were, in fact, his captors?

Senator James McClelland—Yes.

Senator CARRICK-Senator James
McClelland interjects. He would do well to look
at the speech he made last year in the debate on
the Russian dissenters in which he identified the
techniques of the Russians in terms of their
attempts to strangle the freedom of intellectuals
and others. Now, he does not recognise that
these officers of the Russian Embassy may well
have been doing exactly the same thing. This was
a selective affair. Everything was done to get this
young man out of the country.

The protest, because it was not led by a
member of the Australian Labor Party or a com-
munist, has been called a bad protest. It was
refered to as a mob and, to use Senator
Willesee’s words, a pack of louts. I hope that the
people of Western Australia know that those de-
cent people—the students, the churchmen and
the others—who were out there protesting in
favour of freedom were described in the words of
Senator Willesee as a pack of louts. Of course, he
said it and I asked him to repeat if. This is great
stuff. A protest is valid and in the cause of free-
dom when it is led by a member of the Australian
Labor Party or by a communist. It is as wrong as
hell in the eyes of the members of the Australian
Labor Party and is to be put down if it is led by a
Liberal or a member of the Australian Demo-
cratic Labor Party. Did honourable senators lis-
ten to the smears that came from the Govern-
ment benches when it was suggested that an
official of the Federated Clerks Union was a
member of the Australian Democratic Labor
Party? That is selective freedom if ever there was
any, and it exists in the media today.

It was said that the Government had an air-
craft at the Pearce Air Force Base which I am
told is 20 miles or half an hour by motor car
away from the commercial area. But they did
not, in fact, take Ermolenko to the commercial
aircraft. Is the Government going 'to use Royal
Australian Air Force aircraft to break strikes and
to break up demonstrations that it does not like
in the future? Mr Minister, is that the tactic we
are to have? Look, the simple test on Ermolenko
is this: He was entitled to make up his mind

Censure of Minister for Foreign Affairs

quietly and free of the Russian Embassy. It was
admitted by the Minister that that was his
entitlement. The Minister said—I repeat it—that
it would have been very desirable to get him
away; it would have been wonderful. But it did
not happen. Indeed, the Minister and the
Government did not do it.

So, we have a situation in this country where
today a citizen of another country can be
intimidated and held under duress. Does anyone
deny the testimony of the Russian doctor? Does
anyone not feel horror in his testimony that they
played a tape which allegedly was a recording of
the torture of his wife and child and mother in
order to bring him home? Does anyone put out
of his mind the possibility—and this is in
Australia, and on Australian soil——

Senator James McClelland—Is this
Ermolenko?

Senator CARRICK—This is a Russian citizen
seeking asylum exactly as Ermolenko was and in
similar circumstances with an intervention by
Embassy officials and an allegation of torture
and of duress—exactly the same. Does anyone
suggest that there is not the same parallel? There
can be no greater ground for censure of a Minis-
ter or for a Minister being removed from office
than his abdication of his duties and the revela-
tion by him of his recognition of his duty and his
failure to discharge it. It was he, not the Oppo-
sition, who described this situation. He it was
who spoke of the need and the sheer desirability
to do this and of the failure of the Minister and
the Governmert to do it.

This Minister will make his place in history. He
will do so not only for this tragic case. It is no use,
may I interpolate, to talk of the fact that
Ermolenko may be in West Germany and be free
today. If there is a message in the works of
Solzhenitsyn it is that the Devil sups with a long
spoon; the Devil has a long memory; the Rus-
sians will wait; they will sit it out; they will move
in their own time; they will move when people
have forgotten. This lad and his family for the
rest of their lives must walk in fear of duress, of
torture and of intervention by the Russians. Does
anyone doubt this?

Senator Georges—Yes.
Senator CARRICK—Well, it is well to know

that Senator Georges doubts in fact the whole of
the Solzhenitsyn story.

Senator Georges—Do not put words into my
mouth.

Senator CARRICK—He doubts the whole
basis of the ‘Gulag Archipelago’.
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Senator Georges—Do not twist my words.

Senator CARRICK—ALIL I am doing is repeat-
ing what Solzhenitsyn and Sakharov say as to
what in fact happened. Does Senator Georges
doubt that what has happened to Sakharov and
what has happened to others can happen to
Ermolenko?

With respect to the Baltic situation, may I say
that on 23 August 1939, 2 notorious criminals of
international history—von Ribbentrop and
Molotov—signed a secret protocol on the division
of the spheres of interest in Eastern Europe—I
have the text in front of me—and therefore seized
the 3 States which had been independent and
free States. The Minister for Foreign Affairs in
effect has put his signature to this protocol be-
cause he has made de jure what they made de
facto by force of arms. One of the basic reasons
why we fought World War II was to free nations
such as the Baltic nations—or that was the reason
as I read it. ] understood that we won World War
I1. But the actions of the Senator Willesees of this
world are doing much to translate the result into
losing the peace. In fact what he has done has
been to sell out the small people and the small
nations of this world for the price of a numbers
game in his and his Government’s power poli-
tics, as revealed by Senator Wheeldon. Senator
Wheeldon said: ‘What is wrong with promoting
Senator Willesee for the candidature of president
of the United Nations?” Of course that is a
numbers game. The job is to get around the
world, discrediting all your principles, to seek
from wherever you can a vote, because a vote
from the smallest nation, from the most radical
nation, the most communist nation or the most
tyrannous nation is as good as a vote from Bri-
tain, America or France. This is precisely the
reason, as has been revealed today by Senator
Willesee and Senator Wheeldon—mine own ex-
ecutioners’. Senator Wheeldon said: ‘Yes, he
ought to be president of the United Nations’.
Here we are looking at the sellout of Australia
and other people for that.

My goodness, we had an example only the
other day of the arrogance and the tyrannous
mind of the Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) who
gratuitously said to the world that the people of
Portuguese Timor should be annexed into
Indonesia. I hope that he does not take the same
attitude to the 13 million people of Australia if he
believes that he can play around with the people
of the world like pawns on a chessboard. It so
happens that I know something of Portuguese
Timor and of the Portuguese Timorese. Are we
as Australians willing to say that we will make up
our own minds about people who ethnically, in
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terms of their languages and cultures, are as
different as can be from the people of western
Timor or Indonesian Timor? Are we willing to
say that? Is this the kind of arrogance that we are
to display? Are we going to pass people around
as though they were on a chess board because it
adds up to a numbers game?

Let me look at the situation. Without any an-
nouncement at all we discovered, because it
trickled out, that this Government and the Minis-
ter had agreed to the de jure recognition of the 3
Baltic countries. What an extraordinary thing it
was that the day before the last general election
the Prime Minister of Australia wrote to the
President of the Council of the Lithuanian Com-
munity denying that there would be any de jure
recognition and indicating that the policy would
be as in the past. He had in 1968 made it clear
that his Party would support the Chifley Labor
Government’s attitude and would support all
those parties which belonged to the Socialist In-
ternational. This is the policy. What an interest-
ing thing it is that a telegram from Stockholm on
12 August this year from the chairman and
member of the Council of the Socialist Inter-
national stresses its total opposition to the de jure
recognition of the Baltic States. The only argu-
ment that has been raised has been: ‘Well,
Sweden has done it and Switzerland has done it.’
I invite the Government to come forward and
study the situation in those 2 countries and then
state categorically that those countries have, de
jure, recognised the Soviet incorporation of the
Baltic States. I understand that legally that is
gravely in doubt.

On the day before the elections, conscious of
the importance of the migrant vote—and many
times before that—the Prime Minister said: ‘We
will not recognise the incorporation’. For months
before that all Labor senators had been going
around saying this too. Mr Chifley had said it;
Mr Caldwell had said it; Mr Whitlam had put it
in writing. What has changed since the day be-
fore the election? That was barely two or three
months ago. It is only a handful of months, so
what has changed? Senator Wheeldon advanced
the extraordinary story that the Cold War had
ended. It was apparently still on on 17 May butis
now off. Why? On what desiderata is this so? We
look to Senator Willesee. He said: ‘It is the policy
of the Government to recognise realities’. Well,
the reality is that East Germany is incorporated
into the U.S.S.R. Do we in fact incorporate East
Germany in the U.S.S.R.? The reality is that the
Smith Government has de facto sovereignty over
Rhodesia. Do we recognise that? Need 1 go
around the world? Is it your principle, is it really
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your policy, that you will recognise realities? Is
East Germany a part——

Senator Georges—What about Chile?

Senator CARRICK—Do not intervene away
from the main course. Is East Germany a part?
Let us have a look at this.

Senator James McClelland—It is not a part of
the U.S.S.R.

Senator CARRICK—The senator will have his
opportunity. The incorporation was condemned
by every newspaper, by every writer, by every
main commentator in Australia, and widely, I
think without exception, throughout the free
world. Not bad, when the Labor Government
now says it does not matter and we are the only
ones in step in the regiment. Everybody else is
wrong. Indeed, the cold war ended on 18 May.
Let me read the argument from the Melbourne
‘Herald’ editorial of 7 August. It said:

. This recognition of permanent Russian occupation is
inconsistent and puzzling. We encourage ethnic and political
liberation movements from Vietnam to Bangladesh to
Guinea-Bissau. We refuse to countenance ‘realism’ whether
invoked in the name of defensible frontiers for Israel or of
South African occupation of the diamond-mines of South-

West Africa. We have not given ‘face’ to the Chinese rape of
Tibet.

But to three European republics that stand in the way of
Moscow’s reach for the Baltic, we have gone out of our very
distant way to be contemptuous. Western associates far
closer to the continuing problem refuse to admit any Moscow
right to hold captive ‘constituent’ republics. Can Canberra
refute the claim of Baltic people here that this diplomatic ini-
tiative is a betrayal?

Every one of the newspapers without exception
condemned the recognition. May I read now
from the ‘Sydney Mormning Herald’ editorial of
15 August. It said:

In defending it
That is, the recognition—

. the unfortunate Senator Willesee cannot be said to
have made the best of a bad job. On the contrary, he made
just about the worst possible fist of it. Some of his arguments
were so feeble as to invite derision. When asked, pointedly, if
the decision was not a clear ratification of the agreement be-
tween Hitler and Stalin in 1939, one which signalled the
conquest by force of Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, he said
‘no’. The correct and honest answer would, of course, have
been ‘yes’.

Senator Cavanagh—Who said that?

Senator CARRICK-That is the ‘Sydney
Morning Herald’ editorial.

Senator CARRICK—Every commentator of
any stance in Australia and throughout the free
world has condemned what has been done.
Every commentator has said that it was wrong.
We have in fact done damage to our own image.
We have gone against the policies of the North
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Atlantic Treaty Organisation countries, of Bri-
tain, of Canada, of America. It is no argument to
say ‘Yes, but Switzerland and Sweden have done
so0’. In fact there are grave doubts that they have.
We have done worse than that. This Govern-
ment and this Minister have broken an election
promise. It was bitterly clear to the Australian
people, and this must be faced, that at the elec-
tion of 18 May the Government had given its
word that there would be no de jure recognition
of the incorporation of those states in Russia. Yet
within weeks of that this was done, but not done
publicly. No statement was made by the
Minister.

If I could pause there, no Minister who has
held that important portfolio has added less to
the constructive dialogue on foreign policy. The
Minister virtually refuses to answer questions. If
he does, he treats them contemptuously. If he
does, his usual retort is ‘I do not read
newspapers’. One does not now think that was a
cynical remark. There may well be a basis of
truth in it. Indeed, no Minister has treated the
people of Australia and this Parliament with
more contempt on matters of foreign importance
than this Minister. Where indeed are the basic
foreign statements? Where indeed is the laying
down of a statement on the incorporation? Was
there one? Not at all. What does the Government
say? It says: ‘We did the same as you did in Goa’.
Does anyone suggest that a free and democratic
country—India—in incorporating Goa can offer
to the Goanese the potential duress, the potential
tyranny, that Russia can offer to the Baltic states?
Does anyone suggest that India is a military
threat in that regard? Yet extraordinarily, look-
ing at all this and looking at the racial back-
ground, the Government rests on 2 things: ‘You
people recognised Goa, and Sweden and Swit-
zerland have come to the party’.

Senator Wheeldon—Finland and Switzerland.

Senator CARRICK—No. For many years
Finland had recognised the sovereignty. I was
referring to Sweden and Switzerland and sug-
gesting that the Minister might investigate the
validity in international law of his Government’s
claim that they have recognised the incorpora-
tion of the Baltic states.

Let me draw my argument together. This is a
censure motion based primarily on 3 things: The
mishandling of the Ermolenko affair, the gratu-
itous and furtive incorporation of the Baltic
states in Russia, and the rapid move to the left in
our foreign policy. In relation to the Ermolenko
case the Minister for Foreign Affairs said—in his
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own words a confession of failure and abdica-
tion—that it would have been good to have had
the man free to make up his mind, but it had not
happened. It had not happened and he had done
nothing about it. In relation to the Baltic states, in
the face of the whole of history of this moment
we are prepared to hand over these people de
facto and de jure. It is not good enough to say: ‘It
has happened’. Is it the test that we are willing at
all times to sacrifice our ideals, to sacrifice our
principles and put them away on the entirely
expendient altar of reality? Are we to say: ‘It is
here so it will always be. We will always recog-
nise the existence of the right of the big dog to
take over the small dog, to deny the small dog
freedom*? Is this it? Have we lost the power of
idealism? Have we lost the power of intellectual
honesty? Have we lost the guts of the indepen-
dent Australians?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Senator
MocAuliffe)—Order! The honourable senator’s
time has expired.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND (New
South Wales) (5.53)—Senator Carrick has just
treated the Senate to a most bizarre exercise in
logic which went something like this: He said
that because I spoke in this place last year
against the suppression of freedom in Russia I
must conclude, without evidence, that
Ermolenko was taken prisoner in Perth by the
Russian secret police and prevented from exer-
cising his free will as to whether he would stay in
Australia or leave for Russia. I am not naive
enough to suggest that the Russian secret police
would not be capable of such an exercise. All I
am saying is that I need more than Senator
Carrick’s assertion to accept it as proven fact. Of
course, he offered no such evidence. It may seem
curious to some honourable senators that, at a
time when the Opposition is asserting that the
Australian economy is in a situation of acute
crisis, it finds time to play to the Senate today a
tired old barrel organ tune entitled ‘Variations
on a Theme by Joe McCarthy’. Of course, this is
a theme that has helped honourable senators op-
posite in the past to win elections. It is most
noticeable that every now and then they are
seized with the nostalgia to repeat this formula
which, unfortunately for them, no longer works.

Today’s variation to this theme goes some-
thing like this: The Prime Minister (Mr
Whitlam) is contemplating a visit to the Soviet
Union at the end of this year. Accordingly, for
some strange reason which is not immediately
apparent to me, it is therefore necessary for him
to0 toady to the Soviet Union. Illustrations of this,

18 September 1974 SENATE 1201

unsupported by evidence, are that his Govern-
ment through his Minister for Foreign Affairs
(Senator Willesee) prevented a would-be defec-
tor from leaving this country. Also, out of the
blue, we as a government grant de jure recogni-
tion to Russia’s annexation of the Baltic states.
This is set in the context of some sort of plot. As I
say, it is a variation on a tired and familiar old
theme. Somehow or other, while professing to be
democratic socialists, we are, according to the
Opposition, really tarred with the communist
brush. According to them, it is not surprising that
we should be giving this further illustration on
the eve of the Prime Minister’s visit to Russia.
We are asked seriously to believe that, if the
Prime Minister did not do this, somehow or other
he might not be able to go to Russia; that he
would not be welcome there. I do not know
whether Senator Greenwood and those who
espouse this proposition also suggest that in
some way there is something indecent about this
Government attempting to improve its relations
with Russia. I thought this was an underlying
idea which was not spelt out but which lies deep
in the psyche of the Russia haters across the
floor.

Let us examine in some detail the ingredients
of this charge. It has three separate wings. The
first is that in denial of human rights and con-
trary to the rule of law we did what we did in
relation to Ermolenko. Let us look at this prop-
osition of the denial of human rights. This was
given some emphasis by a well known, well
authenticated and familiar defender of human
rights in the form of a former Attorney-General,
Senator Greenwood. I think the lawyer in him
would agree that this charge, in order to be es-
tablished, demands first of all that Ermolenko be
proved beyond doubt to have wished to stay in
Australia. I listened closely to what Senator
Greenwood had to say. He talked about a female
Jjournalist calling out, presumably in English, to
this young Russian as he emerged from an hotel
and asking whether he wished to return to Russia
and his answering ‘No’. This is a standard of
proof which falls somewhat short of the standard
of proof that Senator Greenwood was demand-
ing of us in the controversy surrounding the
Ustasha and the Croatian terrorists in this
country.

Senators who followed that debate—it was a
long, continuing debate—will recall that Senator
Greenwood was constantly demanding that we
on this side of the chamber should not indulge in
loose accusations and that we should come up
with hard evidence before we dared to make any
such accusations. His standards change when he
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comes to attempt to make this charge of a denial
of human rights stick in the Senate today. He
used such emotive phrases as ‘spirited out of this
country’ and ‘made to do things against his will’.
I suggest that in order to establish the first leg of
his argument—namely, that there has been a de-
nial of human rights—this demanding lawyer
carries an onus of proof which he has not
discharged. He has been content with impres-
sions, with hearsay and with matters which by
any standards, let alone a lawyer’s standards,
fall far short of satisfying the onus of proof that
Ermolenko was denied any human rights. I sug-
gest that we can put aside any serious consider-
ation of that part of Senator Greenwood’s argu-
ment.

This brings me to examine the curious insensi-
tivity which honourable senators opposite have
shown to the human aspects of this story. Here
was a young artist, a young man aged 18 years.
We may assume that he has not spent much of
his life outside his own country. We may assume
that he would be impressionable, as most sensi-
tive young men of his years are. He finds himself
in the beautiful city of Perth. An honourable
senator from this side who spoke earlier forbore
to become lyrical about his own native city, but I
am sure that if he had adverted to this he would
have found in the beauties of his own city a large
explanation.

Sitting suspended from 6 to 8 p.m.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—Prior to
the suspension of the sitting for dinner in discuss-
ing the Opposition’s censure motion on the
handling of the Ermolenko affair by the Minister
for Foreign Affairs I was considering the situ-
ation of an impressionable 18-year old violinist
finding himself for the first time in the beautiful
exhilarating City of Perth—a city which numbers
among its favourite sons such diverse characters
as Senator Wheeldon, Lang Hancock, Bob
Hawke——

Senator Devitt—Alan Bond.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND-The
egregious Alan Bond. Also I might mention, so
as not to be accused as being a sexist, our own
fair Senator Ruth Coleman.

Senator Greenwood—Mr Snedden comes from
Perth also. Why not be bipartisan?

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—I would
think that Mr Snedden also rates a mention
although he could be considered an expatriate,
could he not? Mr Snedden is a fugitive from the
talented circles I have just mentioned. He went to
Victoria. I was suggesting that in considering this
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matter the Opposition had been peculiarly insen-
sitive to the human aspects of this matter. The
fact that Ermolenko may have been so carried
away by the novel circumstances in which he
found himself that he may have expressed a
desire to remain in Australia evidently blinds the
Opposition to the eminently believable prop-
osition that he may also, soon afterwards, have
freely changed his mind. It is not at all surprising
that a young man could have been temporarily
persuaded that he wanted to live in this country
or, indeed, in any country other than the one
from which he had come. It is a sort of naive
simplification of human complexity that leads
the Opposition into believing that because Rus-
sia is a country with manifest shortcomings—
shortcomings to which I have adverted in pre-
vious debates in this chamber—people who have
an opportunity to leave Russia must clutch at the
first opportunity that comes along to get out of
the place.

Speakers on the Opposition side have referred
repeatedly in this debate and in previous debates
to the case of Solzhenitsyn. Surely we could get
no better illustration of the point that I am
attempting to make. If there is anybody who has
reason to underline the negative aspects of Soviet
society it is Solzhenitsyn. He is a man who went
to war, was taken prisoner of war, came back to
his own country and was immediately exiled to
the harshest of concentration camps, spent many
years in hardship in these concentration
camps——

Senator Sir Magnus Cormack—What is nega-
tive about that, for God’s sake?

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—Senator, I
wish you would listen to me and you would
understand.

Senator Sir Magnus Cormack—You began
your preface by saying it was a negative attitude.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—No, I did
not say that, Senator. Would you please listen to
me?

Senator Sir Magnus Cormack—I am listening
to you.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND-I said if
ever there was a Soviet citizen who had reason to
understand and to underline the negative aspects
of Soviet society, it was Solzhenitsyn. He was a
man who underwent all these hardships, a man
who wrote about these hardships, a man who
was persecuted for his beliefs and a man who
had to circulate his literary works in the Soviet
underground. Yet, despite all those hardships
this was a man who had to be forcibly ejected
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from his native country. Despite everything that
he had undergone in the Soviet Union,
Solzhenitsyn still regarded it quite clearly as a
severe punishment to be expelled from the Soviet
Union.

I also refer honourable senators to the works
of another great Soviet literary dissident. I refer
to Boris Pasternak, the author of Dr Zhivago and
of many other less known works, including trans-
lations of Shakespeare and other poets. Paster-
nak was a man who also suffered from the
repressive regime of the Soviet Union. In case
honourable senators on the other side of the
chamber have not got the message that we on
this side understand fully—and understood be-
fore them—the repressive nature of Soviet so-
ciety, I would like to point out that Pasternak was
writing long before Solzhenitsyn. He was a critic
of the Soviet regime. But anybody who has read
his works must be impressed with his passionate
love of his own country and with the intense
patriotism of this man who was fully conscious of
all of the shortcomings of the Soviet regime. If
the Opposition senators had this human under-
standing of the problems of Soviet citizens who
hate the repression of the Soviet regime but who
still love their country, they would not take
nearly such a simplistic view of the vacillations of
this young man or of this little human tragedy
which, to the members of the Opposition appar-
ently, was just a matter of an opportunity to score
some political advantage against the Govern-
ment. This man as I see it, this young impres-
sionable artistic man, went through agonies for a
few days. First of all he thought he would like to
stay here but I think—I have no more conclusive
evidence than the Opposition has—quite believa-
bly, he finally decided that with all its shortcom-
ings, he wanted to go back to his native land.

Senator Greenwood—Who should be the
judge of that sort of question?

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—I am glad
the honourable senator said that. I do not pon-
tificate on this. I do not presume to understand
finally and to be able to prove in the sense that
Senator Greenwood is always insisting I prove. I
do not claim——

Senator Greenwood—I am not pontificating. I
am just asking who should be the judge.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND-He
should. I will come to the other question about
being contrary to the rule of law and the pro-
ceedings in the law courts in the course of
examining this question. I say that none of us sit-
ting here in our ivory tower are entitled to pon-
tificate on the agonies of this young man and to
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suggest that any of us has any positive evidence
about his final wish. To suggest that anybody is
in possession of evidence that he was kidnapped
by the secret police and that our humane, toler-
ant, non-fanatical Minister for Foreign Affairs
whose record will stand up to the epithets that I
have attached to him was somehow acting as a
stooge of the Soviet Union and went along with
the idea of a kidnapping so that our Prime Minis-
ter would have a red carpet when he went to
Moscow is in my view in the realm of spy fiction
fantasy land.

Senator Greenwood—You are being unnecess-
arily partisan in putting that view.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—Senator
Greenwood is one who has asserted, as a man
who insists on hard evidence before anyone is to
be convicted, that the evidence is overwhelm-
ingly in favour of the proposition that this man
was dragged away from Australia against his
free will.

Senator Greenwood—No, I have not said that.
I have said that it was an issue for the courts to
decide.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—-I remind
the honourable senator that he went much
further than that. I took a note of his ipsissima
verba. Senator Greenwood spoke of this man
being spirited out of this country and made to do
things against his will.

Senator Greenwood—No. I asked whether he
was being asked to do things against his will.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—-You did
not say that, Senator.

Senator Greenwood—You read it in Hansard.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—Yes, I
will. My recollection is that Senator Greenwood
asserted positively that there was evidence upon
which we should form a judgment that this man
was spirited out of this country against his will. I
say that the evidence does not go anywhere near
that. Looking at this matter in a human light, it is
eminently understandable that this young man,
having on the spur of the moment decided that
he wanted to stay in Australia, without any press-
ure from GPU men and without any pressure
being exerted on the Australian authorities to
intervene, could have changed his mind and de-
cided that in the final analysis and on balance he
preferred to go back to his own native country.
That, I say, is supported by the evidence of the
conduct, behaviour and literary works of men
who have suffered, as presumably he had not
suffered, at the hands of the regime in the Soviet
Union. I do not find it difficult to believe—as I
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said, I have no more positive evidence than
honourable senators opposite have—and I do not
find it at all incomprehensible that this man
would have decided to go back to the Soviet
Union of his own free will.

The second leg of the charge against us is that
what was done by the Minister for Foreign
Affairs and by this Government was contrary to
the rule of law. I do not think I need to labour
this proposition, because the Attorney-General
(Senator Murphy) amply demolished this argu-
ment in his speech before the suspension of the
sitting for dinner. As I understood Senator
Greenwood, what he was putting was the extra-
ordinary proposition that when a bunch of citi-
zens with good intentions, with the best inten-
tions in the world, but without any instruc-
tions——

Senator Greenwood—But with a host of
affidavit material.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—As a law-
yer Senator Greenwood knows what I mean by
‘instructions’. It means a direction from a client
to take action on his behalf. The proposition put
by Senator Greenwood, as a lawyer and not only
as a senator, is that when a bunch of well inten-
tioned citizens, without instructions from the
foreign national involved, launches proceedings
affecting him in an Australian court, the Govern-
ment of Australia is thereupon prevented from
taking any action in the matter until the court
gives its decision. Indeed, Senator Durack,
another lawyer as well as being a senator, in a
debate in this place on 13 August when this mat-
ter was hot and when the young man was in
Perth going through this agony, went further and
suggested that the Australian Government was
duty bound to prevent him from leaving this
country.

Senator Young— Until such time’! Go on, be
fair about it.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND-I suggest
that Senator Young’s lawyer colieagues have
made a sufficient mess of this proposition with-
out his weighing in as a layman. Mr President, I
think I have said sufficient about the first arm of
this motion. I turn now to the second item in the
motion which seeks to censure the Minister for
Foreign Affairs and, by implication, the Govern-
ment in these terms:

in breach of a clear undertaking to the contrary given by the
Prime Minister the Government shamefully and furtively ex-
tended recognition to the in corporation of the Baltic states in
the U.S.S.R., the Minister withholding any announcement or
explanation of the decision.
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Mr President, I say quite frankly that I get no
pleasure at all from this de jure recognition of the
Baltic states and frankly I wish it had not been
done.

Opposition senators—Hear, hear!

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—But be-
fore honourable senators opposite become too
comforted by that concession I point out that cer-
tain elements in the Liberal and Country Parties
have always exploited, in a quite unconscionable
way, the longings for independence of the Baltic
peoples. Every year, on what is called Captive
Nations Day or Captive Nations Week, we have
been subjected to the spectacle of the more rabid
members of the conservative coalition turning up
in the highly emotive atmosphere of these gath-
erings and addressing the Lithuanians, the Lat-
vians and the Estonians.

Senator Young—Have you been to one?

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—Is Senator
Young suggesting that this is not true? Has he
heard of Mr Darby? Has he heard of Mr
Wentworth? has he heard of ex-Senator
Hannan? Is he suggesting that his representatives
do not go along and inflame these people with
expectations that, as Senator Wheeldon put it,
we will be raising an expeditionary force on their
behalf to go and liberate them from foreign
domination?

In a rational moment today Senator
Greenwood conceded that the only hope for
independence of the Estonians, the Lithuanians
and the Latvians was in the aftermath of a cata-
clysm. As Senator Wheeldon freely, generously
and sincerely conceded today, we on this side of
the Senate believe that these people should be
free. They are victims of history, as are the
Czechoslovakians, the Poles and various other
people. The Irish, at a certain stage and for a
large part of their history, the Chinese and the
Indians also were victims of history. They hap-
pened to be so situated that they were overrun by
foreign conquerors and only short periods of
their national lives have been spent in conditions
of independence. But let us not play games about
this. The only time that subjected nations such as
these gain their liberty is when their tyrants, their
oppressors, are in difficulties.

As Senator Greenwood conceded, the only
hope that these Baltic people have of being
independent of their present oppressors—I freely
concede that the Russians are their oppressors; I
do not mince words about that—is in the after-
math of some cataclysm which I trust none of us
here is barracking for, because the consequences
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of such a cataclysm would be not only the liber-
ation of the Baltic peoples but also more likely
than not the destruction of Western civilisation.
So, as a matter of reality, we say that we have no
power to free these people. We do not go along
to their Captive Nations gatherings and imply, as
ex-Senator Hannan, Mr Darby and Mr
Wentworth do, that in some way or other our
sympathy with them and our advocacy of their
cause will take the foreign yoke from their necks.
We do not fool them. We do not play around at
these games.

Senator Missen—But you can make it worse,
can you not?

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND-I have
conceded that I wish this had not happened. But,
after all, we are not in such disreputable com-
pany. Did we hear any condemnation from the
other side of politics in this country when Britain
hastened to recognise Communist China in 1949,
long before any other country did?

Senator Sir Magnus Cormack—Yes.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND-Sir
Magnus Cormack says ‘Yes’. I would like to
examine the record of his condemnation of that
conduct. I will freely withdraw that comment if
Senator Sir Magnus Cormack can show me evi-
dence of his condemnation of a premature recog-
nition of Communist China by Britain. However,
I suggest that this sort of thing, unwelcome as it
is, is something that has happened in world his-
tory and somehow or other the indignation now
being expressed by Liberal and Country Party
senators——

Senator Sim—By your own Prime Minister
some two or three months ago.

Senator JAMES McCLELLAND—-By the
way, I said ‘Country Party senators’; but
curiously enough we have not heard from them.
Maybe they do not share the fanatical view of
the Liberals on this matter. As I said, one detects,
especially in the remarks of Senator Greenwood,
that he finds it reprehensible that this Govern-
ment should seek to be on good terms with Rus-
sia. After all, in the simplistic view of politics
which one has come to associate with his name,
Russians are baddies; they are communists; they
have a bad record of oppression; they are not
people of whom Senator Greenwood could poss-
ibly approve. We do not approve of them either.
We on this side of the Senate do not in any way
condone the horrors that have been perpetrated
in the name of socialism in the Soviet Union. In
fact, if anything our horror is greater than that of
those on the Opposition side because we believe
that in many ways the Russians have sold out
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many of the things in which we believe but in
which people on the Opposition side do not be-
lieve. We believe that it is possible to have a just
society without the oppression that has been
practised in the Soviet Union and we are not
heard to condone the tyranny that is practised in
that country on individuals or in Russia’s rela-
tionships with other countries. If only life were so
simple that countries would recognise only coun-
tries of whose regimes they approved. Unfor-
tunately life is not like that at all. Although, as I
have frankly conceded, I do not like what has
happened, I ask honourable senators to contem-
plate that we have done no damage to the Baltic
peoples and have not altered their place in the
real world. I would have preferred that we had
not wounded their susceptibilities, but I submit
that the terms of this motion are hysterical and
hypocritical. Because we recognise the incor-
poration of the Baltic states we are taunted that
we are somehow tainted with communism while
the Liberals are the upholders of freedom—not
undifferentiated upholders of freedom. Their
views do not extend, for instance, to the blacks in
Rhodesia or the Bantus in South Affrica.

In closing I suggest that we get this proposition
in perspective. It is a rather unpleasant little
piece of real politic, but it does not adversely
affect the real position of anybody inside or out-
side the Baltic states.

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK (Vic-
toria) (8.22)—Before I discuss the matters that
are engaging the attention of the Senate at the
moment, I must refer to the observations made
by Senator James McClelland which drew his
attention to me. He referred not only to
Solzhenitsyn’s recently published book ‘Gulag
Archipelago’, but also to ‘Cancer Ward’, ‘First
Circle’ and ‘One Day in the Life of Ivan
Denisovich’. Senator James McClelland used the
delightful phrase ‘the negative aspects of Rus-
sian life’. I draw attention to this phrase because
it is a piece of pure Marxist dialectic. It means
that the positive comes from the negative—that is
to say, if it had not been for the system of the
negative aspects of Russian life, Russia would
not have achieved anything positive. That is the
real meaning of that phrase. It is just sheer
double-talk. The ‘National Times’ apparently
invited the polemist of the Communist Party of
Australia to do a critical review of ‘Gulag Archi-
pelago’. The article appears in the edition of 19
August 1974. This week it attracted a long letter
which I do not intend to read.

Senator Wheeldon—He was not from the
Communist Party in Australia. He was from the
Socialist Party of Australia.
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Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—He is a
man called Brown. Senator Wheeldon would
know him very well. Part of the letter in reply to
that article states:

The article is a crafty combination of what may euphemis-
tically becalled deliberate misquotations, irrelevancies and
non-sequiturs, all in the finest traditions of Marxist-Leninist
polemics.

The final paragraph is significant and I com-
mend it to Senator James McClelland for his
further ruminations. It states:

“The Gulag Archipelago’ will serve best as a memorial to
the martyrs of Russia’s past and it will do this if it prevents
the West from being lulled into becoming the martyrs of the
future.

I now address myself to the third paragraph of
the motion, which states:

(iii) that the foreign policy alignments he—
That is, Senator Willesee—
is promoting will not serve Australia’s national interests.

Senator Willesee and I have been members of
the Senate for many years. I think that he has
learned in that time that I hold for him a per-
sonal affection, and I still maintain it. But I do
not accept and have never accepted—Senator
Willesee, I am sure, would be the first to agree
with me—his view on foreign policies. I funda-
mentally disagree with them and have done so
since I first met Senator Willesee in 1951. I have
said before in the Senate that a nation’s foreign
policy should be the policy which is best directed
to serve the national interest. It is a successful
policy only if it preserves and serves the national
interest. The first element must be the protection
of the interests of the nation, including its ca-
pacity to defend itself. It is against that back-
ground that any analysis or examination must be
made in the context of a foreign policy. I am in
the difficulty—all honourable senators on this
side have been in the difficulty—of attempting to
find out what is the real foreign policy of this
country since December 1972. Only by a process
of deduction can one discover the clues which
will lead to what Australia foreign policy really
is.

Senator Wheeldon—That is induction not de-
duction.

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK-T said
‘deduction’, and I will use ‘induction’ too if it
satisfies you. Certain clues enable one to deduce
further what the foreign policy is.

Senator Withers—It could be seduction.

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—I will
explain the seduction in a moment. One obtains
some clue from Senator Willesee’s speech this
afternoon in which he stated—I wrote it down at
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the time—that one of the problems that he and
his Government confront in their foreign policy
is that they are dealing with the shibboleths of
the cold war. He said also: ‘We do not crawl to
great powers’. The shibboleths of the cold war
inevitably refer to matters such as the invasions
of Hungary and Czechoslovakia and other
elements of Russian policy. They are supposed to
be shibboleths. They are not shibboleths. They
are hard, cold facts. As Senator Wheeldon said,
we live in a world of hard facts. But they are not
shibboleths.

The next thing that honourable senators must
realise is that we know we are living in a world of
detente—that is to say, we are living at a time of
pause in the relationships and competition be-
tween the 2 great superpowers. We may be
indeed the beneficiaries of detente between the 2
great powers. But what is detente? It is no more
than a pause. It is a most fragile web that has
been spun by one man—Dr Kissinger.

Senator Wheeldon—Who said anything about
a pause? A detente is not a pause; it is a relaxa-
tion.

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—Mr
President, it is not often that I appeal for protec-
tion, but against the undergraduate humour of
Senator Wheeldon, I now crave your protection.

The PRESIDENT-I must insist that the
Senate come to order. It is disorderly to interrupt
when a senator is speaking.

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—This
detente is so fragile that even an event such as
the attempted coup in Cyprus by the Greek
Government can upset the detente. It is as fragile
as a web that is struck by a bird. Whether we like
it or not, it is in this area that we become depen-
dent for our foreign policy. We cannot create a
system of detente at all. It is created by the agree-
ment of the 2 superpowers. Perhaps the world is
the beneficiary of it, and I hope that we will con-
tinue to be the beneficiary of it. But that is not the
Australian foreign policy.

The next clue that one can get is that some 12
months ago in answer to a question, as I recall it,
Senator Willesee said that our foreign policy—
meaning the foreign policy of his Government
—is based upon fraternal relations and not pa-
ternal relations. Fraternal relations with whom
and with what fraternal party? Of course, this be-
comes clear as the debate continues. Senator
James McClelland just mentioned that the fra-
ternal relationships are the fraternal rela-
tionships with fellow socialist parties or as he
said, splitting hairs, with socialist democratic
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parties. So I must assume now that our rela-
tionship is a unilateral relationship with friendly
socialist nations and not with the nations with
which we have been in the habit of having rela-
tionships in terms of alliances in the past and
nations which have a cultural kinship with us.
They are the nations where the concepts of law
and order, justice and the rights of free men and
freedom of speech are maintained. The policy is
being changed over to a relationship with social-
ist democratic nations, and I cannot think of one
of those nations at the present time which do not
have concentration camps and which are not sus-
tained by a military dictatorship.

Senator Wheeldon—Do they have concen-
tration camps in New Zealand?

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—We are
not talking about New Zealand. Then 1 had to
search for a further clue in this matter. So I went
to the Parliamentary Library this afternoon, be-
cause I have a good memory, and I discovered
an article in the Sydney ‘Bulletin’ of the first
week of January 1973. It was written 3 weeks
after the present Government was elected in
December 1972. It commenced ‘Dr Evatt—a
great patriot’. It is a 3-page article. It was written
by a man named Mr Allan Renouf who, shortly
after he wrote this article, was appointed Sec-
retary of the Department of Foreign Affairs. I
will refer to 2 extracts from this article. On the
third page he said:

I'would also say that it is the policy——
referring to Dr Evatt’s foreign policy—
which Australian governments of the future will be forced to
follow whether it is their inclination or not.

Finally he said:

His most notable achievement in foreign affairs was that
he formulated and implemented for Australia a truly
national foreign policy; the only kind of foreign policy any
country worth its salt can have.

That is what he was saying and that is what the
Government is saying. What was Dr Evatt trying
to do? Dr Evatt believed that Australia’s foreign
policy should be founded on the basis of for-
mulating a foreign policy sustained and based
upon the United Nations. He also believed that
the United Nations should be controlled and
conducted by the small countries and that it
should attempt to curb and take power away
from the 5 great superpowers which have the
power of veto inside the United Nations Organ-
isation and which, in essence, provide the sinews
with which the peace of the world can be sus-
tained. That was Dr Evatt’s theorem. In the pro-
cess he became President of the United Nations.
This caused an enormous amount of activity in
the small Australian foreign service at that time.
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We opened embassies all around the world and
particularly in South America. I think that we
opened 5 embassies in South America. Eventu-
ally, amongst the small nations, Australia was
able to muster enough votes to enable Dr Evatt
to be elected as the President of the United
Nations. I do not think that anyone looking back
over his shoulder—except the writer of the article
to which I have just referred—would regard Dr
Evatt’s foreign policy as being very substantial.
But that is not the point. The point is that this
afternoon Senator Wheeldon said that the Aus-
tralian foreign policy is directed towards
attempting to have my friend Senator Willesee
elected as the President of the United Nations. It
has been accompanied over the last 12 months
by a galvanic effort to increase the number of
missions and legations that we have throughout
the world.

Senator Willesee—That is not true. It is unfair.

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK-We
have recognised the Chinese, we have recognised
the North Koreans and we have recognised
many other countries, such as Algeria. We have
sent an observer to the Committee of 77. Perhaps
honourable senators opposite have not heard of
the Committee of 77. Nearly all of the countries
represented on this Committee are socialist coun-
tries. I am dashed if I know whether they would
qualify as socialist democratic countries. I will
take the Latin American states. Argentina has a
dictatorship. It has prison or concentration
camps. I do not know what the position is in the
Barbados. Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,
Costa Rica, Cuba, the Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Guatemala and Haiti are all dictator-
ships. These are people who espouse the socialist
doctrine or concept. I will refer to some of the
African states which are represented on the
Committee of 77. Algeria is another socialist
state. Other socialist states are Burundi, the
Cameroons, the Central African Republic, the
Congo, Dahomey, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia,
Ghana, the Ivory Coast, Liberia, Madagascar,
Malawi, Morocco, the Niger, Rwanda, Senegal
and Tanzania. They all claim to be part of the
socialist brotherhood, and they are all
dictatorships.

Senator Wheeldon—Are you saying that
Brazil is a socialist country?

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—] am
saying that it is. It is run by the army at the
present time.

Senator Wheeldon—A socialist country?
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Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—There
was a socialist regime there and the army up-
ended it.

Senator Wheeldon—Do you say that Chile is a
socialist country?

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—It was
until Allende was killed. We have the curious
situation in which we have moved away from
ancient loyalties and old associations with coun-
tries with which we had equality of confidence.
They treated us with integrity and we treated
them with integrity. We have moved into the
area of the Third World which is composed of
these people to whom I have referred and who
are centred in the United Nations. It seems to me
that because most of them are of a socialist
democratic nature or a socialist nature they are
the foundations on which we erect our foreign
policy.

Senator Greenwood—Even if they are
dictatorships?

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK-Yes.
This is the first occasion on which the Senate has
had an opportunity to examine Australia’s
foreign policy. This policy has been forced on us
because there has never been a clear and coher-
ent statement as to what Australia’s foreign pol-
icy foundations are. We have come to this final
position. Is this the most effective foreign policy
that can serve the best interests of Australia?
That is the test. No honourable senator opposite
answers that question. We then go on and look a
little further to see what has been happening
over the last 12 months. I find some clues in the
Budget Papers which were presented last night.
If one looks at the document relating to our
foreign aid program one sees the extent to which
the program has been increased over the last 12
months. I have not got the document with me at
the moment.

Senator Poyser—Will I go and get it for you?

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK-It
would be jolly nice if you would do that, Senator
Poyser It will be seen from that document that
our multilateral aid through the United Nations
has increased by over 30 per cent and our aid
under bilateral arrangements also has increased
by a very substantial degree. This has nothing to
do with Papua New Guinea. The figures are
extraordinarily high. According to the Budget
Papers which were presented last night, they are
higher this ensuing year than they were last year.
All this has been done to impress these Third
World people who come within the United
Nations. As a member of this Senate I have ser-
ved in the United Nations as an observer. It
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would be good if all honourable senators could
go to the United Nations which is sitting at the
present time. I would guarantee that there would
not be one honourable senator opposite who
would not get the greatest fright in his life.

Recently a delegation from the Committee of
Twenty-four was invited to Australia. It is an
iltegal committee of the United Nations. What
was that delegation invited here to do? It was in-
vited to inspect sovereign parts of Australia. It
was invited to come and look at the Cocos
(Keeling) Islands. When one of the delegates
was interviewed here in Canberra he was asked
what right he had to be interfering in the internal
affairs of a sovereign nation. He said: ‘We can do
what we like’. As far as I am concerned, they
cannot do what they like.

Senator Poyser—Who said that?

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—One of
the members of that delegation.

Senator Poyser—Which one?

Senator Sir MAGNUS CORMACK—I do not
know. He came from Venezuela or somewhere.
This is the sort of foundation that this Govern-
ment is using in an attempt to erect a foreign pol-
icy. If we can personalise nations, we have
reached a situation in which we are pandering to
our enemies because there is not a friend
amongst those countries. We are rejecting and
destroying our friends, the friends that have
stuck with us for the last 25 years. As faras I am
concerned, that is no foundation for a foreign
policy; it is no foreign policy. I wish Senator
Willesee well if he is to become the President of
the United Nations. When he becomes the Presi-
dent he will find himself surrounded by the
greatest bunch of international gangsters he has
ever seen in his life.

Senator BISHOP (South Australia—
Postmaster-General) (8.43)—We have just lis-
tened to a speech from Senator Sir Magnus
Cormack. We all came to recognise him as a
great President of the Senate, but I think his facts
on foreign affairs at this stage are somewhat out
of date. He put up the argument that has been
put from the Opposition benches, namely, that a
good deal of the foreign relations trends that are
now being developed by the Government and by
Senator Willesee, who is an outstanding Foreign
Minister, have been developed because the Min-
ister wants to be appointed President of the
General Assembly of the United Nations.

All the countries to which Senator Sir Magnus
Cormack referred as having a voice in the elec-
tion of the President of the General Assembly of



Censure of Minister for Foreign Affairs

the United Nations have no voice at all. Every-
body in this place was rather surprised to hear
the honourable senator refer to many democratic
countries, such as Barbados, as being under dic-
tatorship. The last time I was in Barbados I saw a
typical British parliamentary system. It was very
much a copy of the Australian system, with a
strong British influence and parliamentary tra-
ditions. I mention in passing that apparently I
have a relation there in the form of a police pros-
ecutor. He is a coloured person and his name
happens to be Bishop. Certainly the recent his-
tory of the countries referred to is good. The his-
tory has not been one of dictatorship. As Senator
Willesee has pointed out previously, the argu-
ment put up by the Opposition to the effect that
Senator Willesee is bending towards certain
countries with a view to gaining votes is quite
false because these countries are not entitled to
cast a vote.

As everybody knows, since the Labor Govern-
ment came to power there has been a breath of
fresh air in our foreign relations. Senator
Willesee is one of the most distinguished Foreign
Ministers we have had. Opposition senators have
always applauded him. I was rather surprised to-
night to hear honourable senators opposite. who
previously have applauded Senator Willesee as
being a most moderate Minister, accomplished
and reasonable in carrying out most of the jobs
that he has had, say that he should be sacked.
Why should he be sacked? This motion is a stunt
by the Opposition in an endeavour to gain some
political capital. The allegations have been com-
pletely refuted. This is the second time in recent
months that the Opposition has raised this mat-
ter of the Russian who went home of his own
accord. The Opposition has tried to get some
capital out of this matter. I remind the Oppo-
sition and the people of Australia that the Oppo-
sition has used the argument that the Labor
Party as a government and Senator Willesee as
the Minister for Foreign Affairs should have used
force to keep this man Ermolenko in Australia.
What sort of argument is that to put up to a
Foreign Minister?

I remind the Senate that most of our neigh-
bours now record that the Australian Govern-
ment, and Senator Willesee and Mr Whitlam,
have ensured that Australia has a new indepen-
dence. Honourable senators opposite accepted
for years the proposition that detente was all
right. When Nixon was in power it was all right
to go along with the Soviet Union in respect of
great issues in order to maintain a peaceful situ-
ation; but now it is wrong. Honourable senators
opposite want to attack the Soviet Union. They
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want to attack this Government over a situation
which was brought about by accident. As Sena-
tor James McClelland said, it was simply the
adjustment by a young person to a new environ-
ment. That is the situation.

Let us be frank amout this matter. Most of my
colleagues on the other side of the Senate who
have been with me on overseas delegations or
who have been members of other delegations are
conscious of the facts. Recently I went with a
number of members of the Liberal Party to
Burma, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Nepal. If one
were to ask the people in our neighbouring coun-
tries what they thought they would say that the
Australian Government has had a new viewpoint
since Mr Whitlam became Prime Minister and
since Senator Willesee became Foreign Minister.
There is no question about that. The Govern-
ment’s record has been applauded by most of the
responsible foreign commentators and also by
the Press. Our record is good. What is our
record? What are we trying to do?

1 bave sat under the chairmanship of Senator
Sir Magnus Cormack on the Standing Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs and Defence. He is a
most astute chairman. He is intelligent and
usually he is up to date on things. He asks what is
our foreign policy, as though it has not been
stated before by the Prime Minister (Mr
Whitlam). I will remind him of some of the
things which have been placed on record by the
Prime Minister. This is quite separate from the
argument which I have put against the Oppo-
sition’s claim in respect of the American alliance
and what has been done to obtain a peaceful
relationship with the Soviet Union. The Oppo-
sition wants to throw that alliance overboard and
create antagonism.

Senator Sir Magnus Cormack—I did not say
that at all.

Senator BISHOP—There is no doubt that the
honourable senator had qualifications about
detente and what it would mean. He said that
Senator Willesee was looking for new friends so
that he could get their votes

Senator Sir Magnus Cormack—That is right.

Senator BISHOP—Right. I told the honour-
able senator that the countries which he men-
tioned have no vote anyway. He asked what our
foreign policy was. I have with me some state-
ments which the Prime Minister made in
Washington in July 1973.

Senator Jessop—What did he say in May this
year?
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Senator BISHOP—Senator Sir Magnus
Cormack asked what our foreign policy was. I
am trying to give the basis of our foreign policy.
Mr Whitlam said:

. Australia’s past shortcomings, the mistakes in our
international dealings——

He was talking in Washington in July 1973
about, of course, the Liberal-Country Party
coalition—

have sprung in large measure from a vague and generalised

fear of our own environment, the feeling has been alien in
our own continent and our own region.

As a result, we have tended to swing between——
Senator Jessop—When did he say that?

Senator BISHOP—Can I answer the question
raised by Senator Sir Magnus Cormack? The
Prime Minister said:

As a result, we have tended to swing between isolationism
and interventionism, between ‘ Fortress Australia’——

John Gorton’s proposition—

and over-dependence on one great powerful protector; and,
culturaily, between slavish imitation and brash self-
assertion,

We were, as everybody knows, quite slavish to
the United States of America in situations in
which we should not have been. Such action has
since been proven to be quite wrong. Recently
the Prime Minister said:

We have got our political relations right with the United
States, with Japan, with China, with Indonesia—with the
United States, the most powerful nation in earth, with Japan,
our greatest trading partner, with China, the most populous

nation on earth, with Indonesia, the great next door neigh-
bour of ours

I told honourable senators opposite in February
of this year—I suggest that they ask their
colleagues who went with me to the countries I
visited—that in those countries the Australian
Government was applauded because of its pol-
icy. On 3 September Marshall Green, an interna-
tionally known diplomat, said on his return after
meeting the new President Ford: ‘Our relations
will improve. They will get better. They are
good’. So the fact is that Senator Willesee has
been a most astute Minister for Foreign Affairs.
He is as good as any Ministers whom honourable
senators opposite might have produced. Some of
the Ministers for Foreign Affairs from the party
to which honourable senators opposite belong
sometimes put forward a policy not unlike that of
the Labor Party. Of course I refer to our last
Governor-General Hasluck. Many times he said
the sorts of things which we are saying now but
he could not put those suggestions into practice
because he was in the wrong government. I put
to honourable senators opposite: What are you
up to?
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Senator Jessop—We agreed with the Govern-
ment’s policy. We believed that what the Rus-
sians did was wrong and the honourable senator
did too.

Senator BISHOP—What did the honourable
senator want to do?

Senator Jessop—We were both in agreement.
The Government changed its policy.

Senator BISHOP—No, it did not. Whatever
mistakes our Government may have made—we
have made mistakes and so will honourable
senators opposite—and whatever we did for the
first time we created a new, national aspect, a
new form of nationalism which was well ac-
cepted in our region. Because of this the prestige
of our country has been enhanced. One of the
people honourable senators opposite are attack-
ing tonight, and whom they have often
applauded, is the Minister for Foreign Affairs.
He has some qualities which we all know. He has
a certain casual attitude, a diplomatic attitude
which has gone a long way towards strengthen-
ing our friendships. What did honourable sena-
tors opposite want to do? They wanted to use this
situation about the Russian to ask Senator
Willesee to force the Government to retain
within Australia a young person. This is so, what-
ever the variations of the story might be and
there are variations. The fact is that finally it be-
came apparent that the young fellow wanted to
get back to his homeland. But on 13 August
1974, not so long ago, Senator Durack moved
this motion:

That the Senate demands——

Not asks, not requests—

that the Government ensure that Georgi Ermolenko be able
to consider free from duress

(i) that he be not permitted to leave Australia

Senator Young—Finish it off.

Senator BISHOP—That is the essential thing.

Senator Young—Finish it off.

Senator BISHOP-There are other state-
ments,

Senator Webster—Be fair about it.
- Senator BISHOP-I ask honourable senators
to listen to me. I have not finished reading the
motion which honourable senators opposite put
up that Ermolenko be not permitted to leave
Australia.

Senator Young—It continues: ‘until such time’.

Senator BISHOP—That was repeated several
times. Let me read a circular which was put out

by the Federal President of the Liberal Party, Mr
R. J. Southey, on 13 August 1974,
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Senator Rae—I ask the Minister to give us the
full quotation first.

Senator BISHOP—This is the great party
which acts on its own and which receives no
instructions from some central secretariat like the
Labor Party! We agree with that policy in rela-
tion to conferences and executives. But this is a
newsletter of 13 August 1974.

Senator Jessop—I ask the Minister to spell it
out to me. I have not read it yet.

Senator BISHOP—There you are, you will
not let me quote it.

Senator Rae—Firstly, give me the full
quotation of the motion.

Senator BISHOP—AIl right, if the honour-
able senator wants it. The motion states:

(i) that he be not permitted to leave Australia——
That is the important point—

until such time as he has had the opportunity (for 24
hours at least) .

Senator Rae—That is a very different story.

Senator BISHOP-—For heavens sake, what
sort of logic is that in the reasoning of honour-
able senators opposite? They asked Senator
Willesee to restrain by force this young bloke
from leaving this country. If somebody did that
to a visitor from Australia in the Soviet Union
honourable senators would be up in arms, would
they not? We would be, too. If anybody stopped
me from leaving the Soviet Union or China I
know that I would expect my country to defend
me. Honourable senators opposite are saying
that we have the right to stop this lad who had a
certain change of opinion. I do not want to can-
vass that matter because it has been well canvas-
sed. It is obvious that honourable senators
opposite have instructions from their Federal
President. One of the paragraphs in the letter to
which I referred states:

1f the Government wished it could establish circumstances

in which Ermolenko could be placed on neutral ground for a
day or 48 hours

It then continues in another vein with very care-
ful wording in the last paragraph:

The solution is simple—have Ermolenko put on neutral
ground to make up his mind certainly free from the pressures
of 4 Russian companions and guards. We will know how 1o
judge the Government by the results.

Of course the Federal President was urging
honourable senators to try to persuade the
Government to take that action by force if
necessary. Not only did honourable senators and
their Federal President do that. Sir Charles
Court supported the same petition in Perth. A
report in a Western Australian newspaper states:
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Sir Charles said he asked Senator Willesee to arrange for
Ermolenko to be removed from the influence of the Rus-
sians.

What sort of a situation was the Minister in? The
situation is reported in the ‘West Australian’ of
15 August. It states:

There were angry scenes at Perth airport last night—

Senator Willesee reported those scenes. The
report continued:

A torrent of abuse greeted the Transport Workers’ Union

secretary, Mr R. Cowles, the Musicians’ Union secretary, Mr
Harry Bluck, and the Trades and Labor Council secretary,
Mr Jim Coleman Others yelled: ‘Traitors’ and
‘Murderers’.
When Don Willesee was quizzed in Parliament
on 16 August he stated the situation as he saw it.
It seems to me that he completely justified his.
action. After all, a Minister for Foreign Affairs
surely has to be able to act as a Minister, not
swayed by any unusual incidents. He has to act
on behalf of his country in the protocol and tra-
dition of his office as Minister for Foreign Affairs.
He stated——

Senator Baume—Which page is this?

Senator BISHOP—TIt is at page 1069 of the
Senate Hansard of 16 August. It states:

Senator WILLESEE—Senator Durack knows perfectly

well who they are. According to the information I had there
was a strong possibility of very ugly scenes occurring at the
Perth airport should the Government attempt to get the Rus-
sian party on the commercial British Airways flight from that
airport. For example, on the previous evening large crowds
had gathered at the airport, even though the Russians were
not present, and created angry scenes when union officials
were considering their attitude to the ban. A large crowd
gathered at the airport next day in anticipation of the Rus-
sians boarding an aircraft. The Government decided that it
simply could not guarantee the safety of the Russian party in
such circumstances.
That is what Senator Willesee did. In my
opinion, that is the sort of obligation which we
would expect him to carry out. Tonight he has
justified that obligation and he justified it for-
merly. All that has happened since is that
honourable senators opposite, on the second
occasion, have tried to make capital out of the 2
situations. I suggest that one situation has been
completely spent, as Senator Willesee said today.
Tonight this young bloke in fact is fiddling on in
West Berlin. To suggest that we should have
taken action by force to restrain him is futile. But
what did Mr Snedden do? Have any honourable
senators opposite promised to do anything about
this? So far, the only statement we have from the
Leader of the Liberal Party appeared in the
‘Australian’ of 9 September. The report states:

A Federal Liberal Government would review Australia’s
recognition of Russia’s sovereignty over the Baltic States, the

Leader of the Opposition, Mr Snedden, said in Melbourne
yesterday.
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Addressing about 300 members of the Estonian, Latvian
and Lithuanian communities, Mr Snedden stopped short of
saying that he would reverse the decision.

Honourable senators will see that he condemned
the position but did not promise any action. They
are the realities of the situation. I want to con-
clude my remarks by saying that in my opinion
what has been put here tonight was not properly
put in relation to the motion. We heard contribu-
tions from honourable senators who talked
about a number of wide international issues. In
my opinion, Senator Willesee has passed the test
that has been applied to him clearly. He had the
responsibility of acting for his country and did so
in a correct manner. As many of the newspapers
have stated, he has had a golden run as the
Foreign Minister. He is an accomplished Foreign
Minister in the best traditions of our country. It is
hypocrisy for members of the Opposition to try
to condemn him. I suggest that the Senate ought
to get on with the business of assisting the
Government to run the economy.

Senator STEELE HALL (South Australia—
Leader of the Liberal Movement) (9.1)—The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition (Senator
Greenwood) is asking the Senate to recommend
the dismissal of the Minister for Foreign Affairs
(Senator Willesee) on 3 grounds which the
motion moved by Senator Greenwood itemised.
The second paragraph of his motion has been
the subject of very many petitions and represen-
tations that have been made to the Parliament by
citizens around Australia who have their ethnic
roots in the Baltic countries. I am extremely sur-
prised to find that the Opposition would bury the
only real essence of this motion between 2 other
paragraphs which do not belong in the motion at
all. It would be quite impossible and unjust for
the Senate, even though it is a formality of pro-
test to put in the paragraphs which call for the
dismissal of the Minister, to actually call for the
Minister’s dismissal on what has been presented
to the Senate over some hours of discussion
today on what is known about the Ermolenko
affair. No one has proven anything or given any
evidence to the Senate to substantiate any claim
for refuge or asylum made by that person. I
heard Senator Jessop say by way of interjection
that Ermolenko sought asylum. Senator Carrick
said that he sought refuge. But no one has been
able to prove that these things were said. There-
fore, no one has given a reason for his request to
stay in Australia, except that he liked it. That is
the only construction I can put on what the
Opposition is putting up to the Senate.

Senator Jessop—Do you have any alterna-
tives?
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Senator STEELE HALL—I cannot prove any-
thing, any more than Senator Jessop can prove
anything. So Senator Jessop admits——

Senator Baume—Well, forget about it.

Senator STEELE HALL—I am quite happy to
forget about it, but Senator Jessop is not. Senator
Jessop, without the slightest proof, asks in the
Senate that the Minister’s handling of the
Ermolenko affair be one reason for his dismissal
from office.

Senator Rae—But is not the point the fact that
the opportunity which we might all have had was
denied us by his being spirited out of the country
on the day before court proceedings were taken?

Senator STEELE HALL—No, it is not. It is
the very furthering of the argument that Senator
Rae uses now that damages the central core of
this motion. The central core of this motion is the
cause of the Baltic states because that is unargua-
ble as an action.

Senator Rae—We all agree with you.

Senator STEELE HALL—If Opposition sena-
tors realise it, why do they damage it? It is a very
ill-timed or ill-thought out strategic move to bury
between 2 unsupportable propositions the very
real cause of the recognition of Russian sover-
eignty over the Baltic states.

Senator Webster—You are only expressing an
opinion, are you not?

Senator STEELE HALL—Of course I am ex-
pressing an opinion in the Senate. That is why
the people elected me here. Senator Webster can
express his opinion. But I am telling honourable
senators that that is my view and it is the view
held by a considerable number of other people
on this subject. It is very disappointing to find, as
inevitably will occur, that the debate has centred
on other than the Baltic states question. If
honourable senators were to go through Hansard
and add up the amount of time that has been
devoted to the various parts of this long debate
since it commenced some time after 2.15 p.m.
today, they would find that the Baltic states have
been a minor part of the argument. I would like
to join in voting to censure the Minister on his
recommendation to his Government, which ap-
parently was accepted, or to censure him for his
part in making the decision and the responsi-
bility he bears for the Government’s recognition
of the sovereignty of Soviet Russia over the Bal-
tic states. For the Opposition to put 2 useless ad-
ditonal arguments in the motion puts senators
who want to join in that protest in regard to the
Baltic states in a very difficult position. Senator
Greenwood has proven nothing. Every time he
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rises to speak in the Senate in relation to the
Ermolenko affair, his credibility has gone down.
It has gone down——

Senator Jessop—You are sitting on the fence.

Senator STEELE HALL—I do not want to
dignify Senator Jessop’s argument in the Senate.
But if he can prove to the people who elected him
to the Senate and to the people who elected me
here that I sit on fences, I say good luck to him.
As | have said, the situation is very difficult for
people who want to support the representations
of the people in Australia who have their ethnic
roots in the Baltic countries when those who have
brought the motion before the Senate have
buried that case amongst irrelevancies.

The Ermolenko discussion—it is nothing more
than that—is an attempt to put words into the
mouth of someone when we have no idea what
he said. As I have said, no one has given any
reason as to why he wanted to stay here in
Australia, except that he liked it. I know other
people who would like to stay in Australia and
who cannot. There has to be a bigger reason than
just that. As far as the Foreign Minister’s hand-
ling of our alignments overseas are concerned,
obviously that would be a matter of some politi-
cal conflict. But the Senate cannot legitimately
ask for his dismissal at this stage for his handling
of that part of his responsibilities. There is noth-
ing proven in that regard, with supporting argu-
ments which would justify the Senate passing a
motion on that basis. Certainly, paragraphs 1
and 3 are not supportable in the terms in which
they are put to the Senate. What do those of us
do who want to support only the essential middle
ingredient of this motion? Are we to put our-
selves in the very foolish position of asking for
the dismissal of the Minister as a form of protest
to be carried by the Senate by voting for all 3
paragraphs? If we vote that way, it would be not
Jjust an Opposition protest—I hope that the Op-
position understands the importance of that—but
the motion would be carried on the basis that the
Opposition has proven its case in the Erxmolenko
affair and on the basis that we believe the Minis-
ter has harmed Australia’s national interest to
the very serious extent that he should vacate his
office.

Those of us who would like to support the Op-
position are therefore made to look fools on two
out of the 3 propositions contained in the motion.
Senator Greenwood may think that is funny but
it is not very funny because I do not want to join
with the very stupid strategic moves for which he
has been responsible in the Senate. I would have
thought that, following upon the publicity that
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has been given to apparent changes of heart, the
honourable senator may have upgraded his
strategy in presenting his moves to the Senate.
But he has not and he has greatly damaged his
case. Of course, he did not pay me the courtesy of
informing me what his motion would be. I
obtained knowledge of that from the Govern-
ment. Therefore, he has not asked for co-opera-
tion. Certainly, he has not sought it now in the
way in which he has framed his motion. How-
ever, I do join with the protest on the central
theme.

Of course, the damage which the Government
has done is not practical damage in the sense of
having any effect on the sovereignty of the 3 Bal-
tic states. But what it does is divide the Aus-
tralian community and to make very uncomfort-
able a very important section of the Australian
community that has come from those countries
or, as I have said before, has its roots in those
countries. It is quite inexcusable that the Govern-
ment should have taken this action, surely know-
ing that it would cause great disturbance to tens
of thousands of people in Australia who hold
very dear the precepts and the heritage they have
from that part of Europe. Why the Government
stepped far ahead of other companion countries
in making this recognition is something of a mys-
tery to the Senate and something about which
the Minister will not inform it.

Senator Georges—He cannot.

Senator STEELE HALL—He cannot or he
will not. Certainly there has been no real reason
given why we in Australia should be marked in
the world community as stepping forward out of
line with our allies in this respect. I resent the dis-
tress it causes to the people of those origins living
in Australia. I feel very deeply for them, as obvi-
ously do the Opposition senators in general, and
1 join in that protest. I trust that the organisation
that those ethnic groups are entering into will be
effective in demonstrating to the Government
that it cannot lightly throw aside such firmly and
deeply held views of the people who have done a
very great amount in Australia to develop this
country and to change us for the better. So I sup-
port the second part of the amendment.

However, if I vote for this motion I will make
myself very foolish as a senator from South
Australia in giving support to the first and third
parts of the amendment. I would suggest that
Senator Greenwood who moved this motion
would serve his case a great deal better and
would certainly serve the case of people who
have origins in the Baltic countries much more
emphatically in this debate and in its result if he
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sought the permission of the Senate to excise
from this motion the first and third parts, to leave
quite clearly before the Senate the essence of the
argument which ought to be concentrated upon
and which is in the minds of those people in
Australia who are so disturbed about this matter.

Senator Greenwood—Do you support the
Government’s foreign policy by supporting the
third part?

Senator STEELE HALL-Senator
Greenwood was here when I spoke about that
and I do not want to reiterate what I said. Cer-
tainly Senator Greenwood cannot separate the
Foreign Minister from the rest of the Govern-
ment and say that he ought to resign from the
Foreign Affairs responsibility he bears any more
than he can ask other Ministers to resign. Obvi-
ously honourable senators on this side of the
House would like to displace all the Government
Ministers, but that is the system in operation in
any Westminster-type Parliament. But for
heaven’s sake let us concentrate on the issues
and not damage the core of the matter. I ask
Senator Greenwood in a spirit of co-operation to
tighten the message that he wants to have this
Senate deliver to the Government and thereby
give evidence to the public and serve the cause of
those who feel so deeply about it by excising the
extraneous matter.

Senator GREENWOOD (Victoria)—I wish to
make a personal explanation.

The PRESIDENT-Does the honourable
senator claim to have been misrepresented?

Senator GREENWOOD-—Yes. Senator Steele
Hall in the course of his remarks—and he is en-
titled to his views—said that every time I rise on
the Ermolenko affair to speak in this place my
credibility diminishes. I only want——

Senator Georges—He is entitled to say that.

Senator GREENWOOD—He is perfectly en-
titled to his view. I want to say only that this is
the first occasion on which I have addressed my-
self to the Senate—apart from the questions I
have asked—on the Ermolenko affair.

Senator MAUNSELL (Queensland)
(9.15)—1 do not propose at this stage to assist
Senator Steele Hall in deciding on which side of
the fence he should get off. He stated that he
opposes one of our propositions but supports
others. I will not go into the Ermolenko affair. I
think we have had it fully debated in this House
over the last half dozen days of sitting. If by this
stage certain people are not convinced one way
or the other I am quite sure that nothing I will say
will alter their situation. I will go to the third part
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of the amendment because I believe that in it we
have the very crux of the foreign policy of this
Government. We say that the foreign policy
alignments that the Minister for Foreign Affairs
(Senator Willesee) is promoting will not serve
Australia’s national interest. It is all very well for
Government supporters to say, as the Leader of
the Government in the Senate (Senator Murphy)
said, that it is a collective decision. It is obviously
not a collective decision in Cabinet because
Caucus seems to run the Government these days.
So we might say that it is a collective decision of
Caucus. But there are people outside who control
Caucus, so God knows how far we go before we
find where the collective decision is made.

The foreign policy of this Government has
been a disaster not only for this nation but for the
free world. If the Minister is prepared to accept
the responsibilities of the position of Minister for
Foreign Affairs and is prepared to accept all the
decisions from either his Cabinet colleagues,
Caucus or the outside body which controls them,
he has to take the responsibility for those de-
cisions. As I said earlier, I believe that our
foreign policy has been a disaster. Whenever
these matters crop up in this Parliament the com-
munist countries can do no wrong and the West-
ern world can do no right. We have seen this time

. after time. Because of our geographical situation

we need to have strong allies. We need to make
sure that we have friends and we must be sure
that we have agreements with our friends. Of
course, we must have a defence force to back up
those agreements. But what have we done in the
life of this Government? We have isolated our-
selves from our traditional friends, those who
have the same parliamentary system of govern-
ment as we have, who have the same way of life
as we have, and who believe in peaceful co-
existence.

Senator Keeffe—Who are they?

Senator MAUNSELL—Senator Keeffe knows
who they are because they helped him and me
when we were up in the islands in the 1940s. I
know he was there. These are the people who do
not believe in interfering in other people’s and
other nations’ affairs We have rubbished them.
This Government and the nation—of course, we
are all part of it now—have lost respect through-
out the free world, the anti-communist world.
We have lost its respect, but whenever a commu-
nist nation or one of the——

Senator Wheeldon—Like Brazil?

Senator MAUNSELL—That is all right. We
saw Senator Wheeldon gyrating always to the
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Left when he made his contribution to this
debate.

Senator Keeffe—Left of what?

Senator MAUNSELL—I do not know what
he was left of but he was going to the Left further
and further. I do not know whether he could go
any further, he went around so many times. I dis-
agree with the attitude of this Government.

Senator Georges—That is the wrong word.

Senator MAUNSELL~The words should be
that I disagree with the unqualified support that
this Government gives to everything that the
communist countries do. We have had examples
of it here. We had a few questions yesterday and
today about fishing boats off Western Australia.
Men were put in gaol and we complained be-
cause Senator Wriedt said that we did something
about it. Those men happened to be Taiwanese.
But what happened to the Indonesian fishing
boats? They got different treatment altogether.
Whenever there is someone from the Western
world the Government has to give him different
treatment.

Senator Wheeldon—Like Taiwan.
Senator MAUNSELL—Yes, like Taiwan.

Senator Wheeldon—And that is the Western
world.

Senator MAUNSELL~-They have just as
much right to exist in this world as the Chinese or
anyone else but they get different treatment from
this Government. We saw a great example of this
the other day. The only aspect of the Ermolenko
affair T want to refer to is the use of the Royal
Australian Air Force aircraft. The Government
could use a RAAF aircraft to take Ermolenko
out of the country to beat union bans but I have
not seen any move to date to use the armed ser-
vices to avert the fuel crisis in Australia and par-
ticularly in areas of Queensland.

Senator Bishop—You are out of date.

Senator MAUNSELL—I know that Dr
Patterson came down and obtained fuel for the
Navy up in Cairns but there is none there now. It
has all been used. What is the Government doing
now about the problems that we have in
Queensland today? Honourable senators op-
posite know what the supply situation is there.
They also know that Queensland produces 95
per cent of Australia’s sugar.

Senator Wheeldon—What has this to do with
Latvia?

Senator MAUNSELL—It has a lot to do with
Latvia. It has a lot to do with the situation I am
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talking about because the Government, by giv-
ing its support to the communist nations and
their fellow travellers in this country, has given
them an air of respectability.

Senator Keeffe—Who are they?

Senator MAUNSELL—Are they not running
riot in the country today?

Senator Keeffe—Give us a list.

Senator MAUNSELL—Mr Mundey is quite
happy to get up, under the protection of this
Government, and say: ‘Yes, ] am a communist. I
am the President of the Communist Party in
Australia. Just wait. We are going to have an
autumn offensive and we will bring this country
to its knees’. We do not have to wait for an
autumn offensive; we have a spring offensive.
Any one who has any knowledge of what is hap-
pening in the fuel situation with the Transport
Workers Union and the associated unions will
know that the position today is very critical. That
is why I am saying that this Government’s atti-
tude towards the communist nations is not only
bad for us overseas but also, by giving an air of
respectability to the communists in this country,
it has allowed them to use honourable workers,
under the guise of obtaining better conditions
and higher wages for them, to gain control of key
industries, to bring this nation almost to its knees.

Let us face it. We have a situation where we
have a fuel supply of only about 2 days. This is
happening. The Government knows that it is
happening. The sugar industry which is worth
$375m to Queensland, is in jeopardy because it
is necessary to have fuel to run the harvesters and
mills. The crop cannot be harvested next year or
in 6 months time. The same situation applies to
wheat. In Queensland the wheat crop is har-
vested a lot earlier that it is in the other States. It
is about to be harvested now in the north.

Senator Keeffe—Mr Deputy President, I draw
your attention to the Standing Orders. The
speaker has completely deviated from the sub-
ject matter under debate. I fail to see that sugar
has anything to do with the Ermolenko affair.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Senator
Webster)—I suggest to Senator Maunsell that he
connect up his arguments.

Senator MAUNSELL—I thought I had done
that twice. I repeat that because of its alliances
and because of its grovelling to the communist
countries of the world, the Government has
given an air of respectability to the communists
in this country. It has put a cover over them and
has said: ‘You can go and do what you like.’
They are now disrupting the industries of this



1216 SENATE 18 September 1974

country. Senator Keeffe is not interested in what
happens to the sugar industry in Queensland. He
does not care if the sugar is not harvested.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—Order! Senator
Maunsell, if you want to be heard in silence you
should not argue with Senator Keeffe.

Senator MAUNSELL-I will accept your rul-
ing, Mr Deputy President. These are the facts of
the matter. I am concerned that the wheat har-
vest in Queensland will be coming up very
shortly and there will be a shortage of fuel for
harvesting that wheat. After all, one cannot har-
vest wheat by hand. Consequently, I would like
to know exactly what the Government intends in
its policy towards the communist nations. What
is it going to do with the communists in this coun-
try? The whole nation will go to the wall shortly
if this policy continues, and all for what purpose?
Maybe it is to sell a bit of wool to China. We still
do not know the price. Is that the idea? Is the
Government making friends with that nation so
that we can trade with it? That is what Dr Cairns
informs us, He says that we have to be friendly
with these countries. Of course we all agree that
we have to recognise the fact that they exist. But
that does not mean that we have to grovel to
them. To this date we do not know what was
paid for that wool or what was its quality. No-
body has been prepared to tell us but we know
that wool was sold to Communist China.

We also know that the Prime Minister (Mr
Whitlam) and others will shortly be visiting
Soviet Russia. I presume that that has something
to do with the recognition of the Baltic states.
Only a few months ago the Prime Minister said
that he would not have a bar of'it.

Senator Cavanagh—Did you go to Russia last
year?

Senator MAUNSELL—Yes. I will go to any
country to find out for myself because I believe
that one should not stand in this place, make a
decision or give one’s views about any nation
until one has been there. That is the reason I
went there.

Senator McLaren—Give us your views.

Senator MAUNSELL-I have given them
from time to time. I am quite satisfied that this is
a much better country than Russia and much
better governed, even if it is under a Labor
Government. These are the reasons.

Senator Cavanagh—What would Russia be
like if it had our Government?

Senator MAUNSELL—If Russia had your
Government I reckon the Russians would prob-
ably rush off to the United States of America and
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make an alliance with that country straight away.
But if you carry on much longer they might
change their minds.

Mr DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Senator
Webster)—Order! If the honourable senator
addressed the Chair his speech might be more
acceptable.

Senator McLaren—If he spoke on the motion
it would be better.

Senator MAUNSELL—I have been speak-
ing on the motion. I support the motion before
the Chair. As I said before, the Ermolenko affair
has had a great airing in this place. The Oppo-
sition has made many inquiries and has not been
able to obtain much information. This applies
not only to the Ermolenko affair but also to other
matters on which questions have been asked of
the Minister and we have not been able to obtain
the answers that we want. I do not know whether
the Minister was able to persuade the Prime
Minister, Cabinet, Caucus or the outside body
but apparently he was able to change this
Government’s policy in respect of the Baltic
states. The Opposition is completely opposed to
it.

Senator Wheeldon—To what?

Senator MAUNSELL—To the Baltic states
being incorporated in the U.S.S.R. We have
stated that. Honourable senators opposite all
agreed with us two or three months ago. I cer-
tainly believe that the foreign policy that this
Government has been carrying out in the last 18
months or so has been completely dangerous to
the security of this country. It has put us in a situ-
ation where we are being isolated. We have had
a fortress Australia policy. If ever we needed a
fortress Australia policy it is today because we
have been isolated from all our friends. Where is
the fortress Australia? What has happened to the
defence forces of this country? Since this Govern-
ment has been in office they have been run down.
No one can understand the intention of the
dreadful Budget that was brought down last
night but certainly in one direction everyone can
understand it, and that is in the allocation for the
defence forces of this country. There is no doubt
that we cannot expect to have a decent defence
force under last night’s allocation. We must have
a strong defence force if we want to back up the
so-called independent, isolated foreign policy
that this Government has been carrying out. I
support the motion.

Senator CAVANAGH (South Australia—
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (9.30)—I have
listened to a lot of the discussion on this matter
during the day. I thought that was much ado
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about nothing. I have been listening for some
justification of the condemnation by the Oppo-
sition of the Minister for Foreign Affairs (Senator
Willesee). I am indebted to Senator Maunsell
because I think he has shown with more clarity
than other honourable senators that we should
consider the matter. I take it that because there is
a fuel crisis in Australia, because Queensland
grows 95 per cent of the sugar of Australia and
because one Mundey is the President of the
Communist Party this is sufficient and convinc-
ing grounds to show that our Minister for
Foreign Affairs should not hold his portfolio.
Therefore, I shall suggest that we should alter the
position to destroy the sugar production of
Queensland. Perhaps we could get some more
fuel in Australia but I do not know what we
could do about Mundey as President of the Com-
munist Party. Apparently the Minister should not
hope to hold his position while this situation
exists. This is the whole subject of the debate.
This debate has been entered into without any
grievance at all. The motion has been moved for
political propaganda because it is the one day in
the week when the proceedings of the Senate are
broadcast. This morning when the Leader of the
Government in the Senate (Senator Murphy)
moved that the matter be dealt with forthwith, I
supported him because I think if anyone has a
motion of censure——

Senator Withers—You called ‘no’.

Senator CAVANAGH—Just a moment. I
admit that but I will attempt to explain what I
mean. I agree that if a censure motion is moved
against a Minister or a government it should not
be held over somebody’s head but should be
dealt with forthwith. However, we also had a
motion before the Senate that we should suspend
Standing Order 127.

Senator Withers—You did not ask for the
Standing Order to be suspended.

Senator CAVANAGH—The motion I asked to
vote on was that the matter be dealt with forth-
with and that we suspend Standing Order 127.

Senator Lawrie—What is wrong with that?

Senator CAVANAGH-Standing order 127
restricts the debate on a notice of motion to 2
hours after the meeting of the Senate. Had we let
Senator Greenwood babble on in the way that he
did—no one could understand him—and had we
permitted the Minister effectively to reply, as he
did, everyone would have been completely
satisfied. The debate would have been concluded
by now. The fact that we are on the air will mean
that we will continue debating this matter until
11 o’clock. I was in the minority in my vote. We

18 September 1974 SENATE 1217

have suspended standing order 127 and the Op-
position is determined to keep on discussing this
matter because the proceedings of the Senate are
being broadcast. The Opposition has raised this
Communist bogy which it has found to be fruit-
ful in the past. Some Opposition senators, such as
Senator Greenwood, have done themselves an
injury by making accusations. It was said that
every time Senator Greenwood had spoken on
this matter his credibility diminished and
Senator Greenwood then claimed that he had
been misrepresented. He said he had spoken on
this subject only once. But the honourable sena-
tor who criticised him showed that Senator
Greenwood had done considerable damage to
his own reputation on that occasion. He des-
troyed himself completely. His self-destroying
speech plus the defence of the Minister would
have been sufficient for this particular debate.

Mr Ermolenko at one time expressed the wish
to stay in Australia. Senator James McClelland
developed the argument that Mr Ermolenko
may have wanted to stay in Australia because he
liked the State of Western Australia. It is quite an
attractive State and it may be that he felt some
pleasure in being in the State from which Senator
Wheeldon and Mr Bob Hawke originated.

Senator Withers—And Mr Snedden.

Senator CAVANAGH—AnNd Senator Withers
may have been another reason that Ermolenko
liked the State of Western Australia. Mr
Ermolenko came to Australia to attend a mu-
sicians conference. While he was here he
expressed the wish that he would like to stay. My
wife is 150 miles from home tonight with her
relatives having a good rest after an illness.
When I rang her this evening she said that she
did not want to come home. I do not know
whether that is an indication that she gets bashed
every time she comes home and that we have
some Siberian gaol to put her in. She wishes to
stay because she is in good company with good
friends. No one has examined the question of
why Mr Ermolenko did not want to go home. It
has never been a question of politics. It was not
indicated that he opposed the regime in Russia
or that he wanted political asylum in Australia.
The only information given by Senator Green-
wood in relation to the history of the Ermolenko
case was that one reporter, through a car door,
heard Ermolenko say that he wanted to stay in
Australia. When she said to him: ‘Do you want to
go home?’ he said: ‘No.” Mr Ermolenko is an 18
year old lad. The question of politics did not arise
in this matter. On that particular occasion he
wanted to stay in Australia. I think that when I
was 18 years old there may have been many
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occasions when I would have rather stayed
where I was than go home.

Senator Lawrie—You might have got into
trouble.

Senator CAVANAGH-I have not that option,
now. I am dragged home. One must examine
why an 18 year old lad would want to leave his
country. Our whole migration system in
Australia revolves around people coming to the
country who do not want to go home. Successful
migrants stay in Australia.

It was disclosed in an evening newspaper that
among the associates of Mr Ermolenko in West-
ern Australia there may have been a female com-
panion. The Press indicated that Mr Ermolenko
may have wanted female companionship. I do
not say that anything improper was implied. But
at 18 years of age the opposite sex has a great at-
traction. No matter what country Mr Ermolenko
may have been in, female companionship there
may have been better than playing the violin in
Moscow.

Senator Greenwood—There has been no
suggestion of that hitherto. Is there any basis in
that? Is this something that has been withheld
from us?

Senator CAVANAGH-I do not make state-
ments which have no foundation. Senator
Greenwood based all his arguments on Press
reports.

Senator Davidson—Why did not the Minister
tell us?

Senator CAVANAGH—I will justify that in a
moment. An article was published in the late
edition of the ‘Adelaide News’. A copy of it has
not yet reached me. The ‘Australian’ on 15
August 1974 stated:

Amanda, the mystery girl in the Ermolenko affair, has
been found She is a 17-year-old schoolgirl from
Adelaide and her full name is Amanda Fairs. Mr Ermolenko
had mentioned her christian name shortly after announcing
plans to stay in Australia following the International School
of Music Education Conference in Perth

She explained yesterday how she struck up a friendship
with the five Russians when she went to congratulate them
after their concert.

*Over the following five days [ became friendly with all the
Russians,’ said Amanda. ‘But as for any romance between
myself and Georgi, that’s not true’

Why would Mr Ermolenko mention her name shortly
after announcing his *defection’? Amanda said it was prob-
ably because he just wanted to talk with someone his own
age.

Many things other than politics could be in-
volved in an 18-year-old wanting to stay in
Western Australia. The Leader of the Oppo-
sition, Senator Withers, knows the beauty and
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attraction of that State. What attracted him to
stay there when he was 18 years of age? Perhaps
if he had had the same opportunity as
Ermolenko he would not have wanted to go
home. Never was a question of politics involved
in this matter. This man wanted to stay for some
reason but we do not know the reason. It may or
may not have been that he had a girl friend.
However, at one period he wanted to stay and
because he was a Russian people on all sides
lined up—the Democratic Labor Party, Country
Party members and politicians and the Liberal
Party. They said that he should be kept here
whether or not that was against his will.

This Government and its Minister for Foreign
Affairs decided to investigate the question. As
honourable senators were told, the Minister held
a conference to see whether there was justifica-
tion for attempting to get him home. I want to
refer honourable senators to what appeared in
the Western Australian Press, the ‘West Aus-
tralian’, published in Perth on 15 August. I do
not think Senator Withers would suggest that the
‘West Australian’ falsely reports statements. 1
refer to a report of a Press conference which
Ermolenko held and which was called by Mr
Edgley. It was held at the request of Ermolenko
in order to explain his position. That report
states:

The Russian violinist Georgi Ermolenko (18) yesterday
told a Press conference that he wanted to go home.

At yesterday’s Press conference Mr Ermolenko said his
request to stay in Australia was a mistake. He now wanted to
go back to a normal cultural life in Russia.

The report stated later:

Mr Ermolenko himself asked for the Press conference at
the Parmelia.

At that conference he was asked:
Why do you want to go back to Russia?

His answer was:

Russia is my homeland and without my homeland I can-
not live.

He was also asked:

Why don’t you want to see the men?
His reply was:

I want to go back to my homeland.
He was then asked:

Was anything said about your parents at the Monday
meeting you had with Russian officials?

His reply was:
Discussion? What discussion? No.
He was asked:

Before you came to Australia did you tell your parents of
your plan to stay in Australia?

He replied:
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I was about to make the mistake of staying in Australia
and regret that I nearly made the mistake. Now I want to go
back to my homeland and my work at the conservatorium.
He was then asked:

On Sunday did you want to stay in Australia and why?

This report states that he replied by saying:

I was about to make that mistake.

The next question was:

Are you afraid of what will happen to you when you
return?

He replied:

1am not afraid. When I return to Russia it will be a normal

life, a cultural life.
This man had one desire and that was to go back
to his homeland, and the Opposition is seeking to
justify preventing him from being given the op-
portunity to go back. This newspaper report
states that Ermolenko was asked:

Have you been held against your will by any person?

His reply was:

No. My only wish is to go back to Russia.
The next question was:

Did you say on Monday that you did not want to see Pro-
fessor Dimitn Kabalevsky (the Russian President of the In-
ternational Society for Music Education)?

His reply was:

No. I said I wanted to see Professor Kabalevsky in my
own room.

He was then asked:

Did you want Mr V. G. Alexandrov (the Soviet cultural
attache) to be present?

He replied:
I wanted to see Mr Alexandrov alone.

That was a plea by an individual who wanted to
go back to his homeland. He admitted that at
one time he did say that he would like to stay in
Australia, but then he said that he wanted to go
back to his homeland. The Opposition is con-
demning the Minister for Foreign Affairs be-
cause he made facilities available to meet the
human rights of this individual to travel freely
where he wanted to go. The position is that this
18-year-old youth came here on a professional
engagement with a troupe. He was accompanied
by a manager who had to look after him. Be-
cause of some attraction in Western Australia he
wanted to stay here. However, were not those
with the responsibility of looking after his wel-
fare obliged to consider his people’s comfort and
to persuade him to go home and see his people?
Was that not the sole responsibility in this case?
The professor who was there had the responsi-
bility of persuading him to go back to his people.
This youth had left home and come to a strange
country where he met strange friends, some of
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whom he apparently liked. Was not the Aus-
tralian Government responsible for seeing that
no harm came to this juvenile while he was in our
country? This was the greatest thing that was
done.

However, because this youth was a Russian,
people lined up on one side to condemn the
Government because they could see in this case
some support for a policy which was foreign to
Australia. We on this side of the chamber have
lined up in defence of the Government, not on
the question of politics but on the question of
human rights. There is an insulting suggestion on
the part of those who moved this motion of con-
demnation for an alleged breach of human
rights. As I said before, we have had to put up
with talking about this matter for the whole day.
This debate has dragged on and will last until 11
o’clock tonight because someone wanted to
make political propaganda and to stop us from
getting on with the affairs of the nation. The
mover of this motion no sooner opened his
mouth than the visitor gallery emptied and
members of the Press fell asleep, and for the rest
of the day we have had a vacant chamber. We
prepared speakers to come in here in order to
keep this debate going although there is no
interest in it and no logic in it, and everyone
knows that there is no truth in what has been
propounded. This is the farcical political situ-
ation that we have at present.

Also included in this motion is the question of
the Baltic states. As the Minister for Foreign
Affairs told the Senate, we have to accept the
facts. Also, as I think the Minister for Repatri-
ation and Compensation (Senator Wheeldon)
told the Senate, although we do not agree with
the method of annexation of the Baltic states it is
a fact. If honourable senators opposite condemn
the taking of these smaller Baltic countries by
force they should realise that it is not much
different from the European occupation of
Australia. Honourable senators opposite recog-
nise that Australia is a country populated by
Europeans. That is factual. It has happened.
They cannot condemn what has happened in the
case of the Baltic states if they justify their own
position. They have to recognise facts. I do not
know whether Opposition senators accept the
justification for our occupancy of this country,
but we are here and we are going to stay. Russia
has the Baltic states and is going to keep them.

A woman came to me the other day for some
assistance because she is having difficulty in get-
ting an Australian passport to return home to one
of these countries. There is some doubt about her
place of birth and the time of her birth. She said
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that the documentation was destroyed in the war
years. The only way we can assist her is by mak-
ing representations through the Russian authori-
ties in Australia. This Government is unable to
assist the thousands in Australia for whom
honourable senators opposite are crying croco-
dile tears today, unless they recognise that the
authorities controlling the areas concerned today
are the authorities of the Soviet Union. Honour-
able senators opposite must face the facts. Let us
hope that there are not too many more occasions
when the Opposition seeks to make political
capital solely because it hopes that the public is
listening. I do not think the Government will be
impressed by what has transpired today.

Senator DAVIDSON (South Australia)
(9.51)—The Senate is discussing a motion which
states that the Minister for Foreign Affairs (Sena-
tor Willesee) is deserving of censure and ought
to resign because:

(i) in denial of human rights and contrary to the rule of
law and in order to appease the Government of the
US.S.R. he organised the surreptitious departure of
Georgi Ermolenko from Australia when doubt
existed as to whether he was departing under duress
and when that issue was being considered by the
Supreme Court of Western Australia.

(ii) in breach of a clear undertaking to the contrary given
by the Prime Minister the Government shamefully
and furtively extended recognition to the incorpora-
tion of the Baltic states in the U.S.S.R., the Minister
withholding any announcement or explanation of the
decision.
the foreign policy alignments he is promoting will not
serve Australia’s national interest.

The Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, Senator
Cavanagh, who has just resumed his seat, said
that in his view this matter was holding up the
debate on today’s Senate business. He reduced
such an important matter to a few flippant
references to some romantic issue. I ask the Min-
ister where he was a few weeks ago when in
Adelaide thousands of people crowded into Vic-
toria Square and into St Peter’s Cathedral. My
colleagues Senators Laucke, Jessop and Young
were there. Where was Senator Cavanagh if he
was concerned about the Baltic people? Where
will he be tomorrow when bus loads of people
from Sydney, Melbourne and Newcastle and as
far away as Adelaide and Brisbane will assemble
in front of Parliament House to tell him and the
Government what they think of him and of the
policies which he and the Government have
been following in relation to these Baltic people?
The Minister, as a Minister of the Crown, might
have done better than to reduce the importance
of the issue before the Senate today to the level
that he did. No less a person than his colleague
the Minister for Foreign Affairs, when trying to
defend his feeble action in relation to the Baltic

(iii)
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states, said: ‘They have never had freedom as we
understand it.” In short, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs, representing this Government, is pre-
pared to say that, because the people of the Bal-
tic states have never had freedom ‘as we under-
stand it’, they should never have it or have an op-
portunity to have it.

Later in the debate Senator James McClelland
deplored the fact that the Baltic states had been
taken over by the Soviet Union. All day long
Government senators have deplored the fact that
the Soviet Union had taken over the Baltic states.
Yet not one, either by his words or his contribu-
tion to the debate, has said that the Government
might at least have adopted a more sympathetic,
a more understanding and indeed a more honest
approach when making a decision on this matter.

There are two or three things in this motion
about which we might say something. We be-
lieve that all matters brought forward for debate
in the Senate have degrees of importance and
gravity. This issue has both importance and
gravity. I deplore the fact that Senator Milliner
who is trying to interject and others obviously
regard this matter as having no importance
whatever and certainly no gravity. The impor-
tance of the issue is emphasised because it
includes attitudes to other nations, relations to
foreign policy, the people of those nations and
the relationship between the welfare of those
people, on the one hand, and the Australian
Government’s decisions on the other. The issue
has a gravity because, in giving effect to its
importance, the Government today has in its
relationship with other nations and the people of
those nations taken decisions and implemented
policies that I can describe only as unnecessary,
unjustified, unreal, unsympathetic and even cal-
lous and cruel. I do not shrink from the full
meaning of the words ‘callous’ and ‘cruel’, for
along with other honourable senators and
honourable members I have gathered an ap-
preciation of the treatment and policies of the
Soviet Union in relation both to individuals and
nations and of the intrigue which it employs.
When the Government gives effect, as it has
done, to this sort of policy one must use these
terms, and I do so.

The first paragraph of the motion refers to
something which I can describe only as a denial
of human rights and as events contrary to the
rule of law as it applied to Ermolenko. The case
involving the Russian violinist is a matter of deep
concern. Between Sunday, 11 August, and
Thursday, 15 August, a series of events took
place in Perth, Western Australia, which to my
mind are still of the gravest concern. I submit to
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the Minister that the events have about them all
the atmosphere of unanswered questions and
unresolved issues. The Minister has not satisfied
the inquiries of the Parliament and the Aus-
tralian people. The Ermolenko case gives grave
cause for suspicion and deep personal anxiety
and concern. I believe that the Russian violinist
requested residence in Australia, and I say that it
was refused. The speeches of the Minister and
Government senators on this issue have not
answered my questions or satisfied my anxiety.
When a visitor applies for residence in Australia
many factors are raised. Therefore, we recognise
that in applying to Australian officials for
residence in Australia Ermolenko was in effect
applying for political asylum. In my view the
asylum was refused, and I am not convinced to
the contrary by the Minister’s answers. I am con-
vinced that on this issue the Australian Govern-
ment has lost enormous moral credibility. The
Government which claims to have made
progress in the areas to which I am referring, has
indicated that it has little concern for the people
of the Baltic states and for the future of a 19-
year-old musician.

The best the Government can offer to us by
way of explanation is that at the moment the
man is playing with some orchestra in West
Berlin. He may well be, and I hope that he has
many future engagements and tours of duty
throughout Europe and the rest of the world. I
repeat what has already been said on this side of
the Senate today: There is a long arm of memory
in relation to these people, and there is always
the uncertainty and the question mark relating to
his freedom and that of his family. This debate
was initiated by the irresponsible action of the
present Government during the visit of the Rus-
sian violinist to Australia. We have just had read
to us a recent newspaper report to which no other
honourable senator has referred during the
course of this long debate. What about the report
that the Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs
asked the Soviet charge d’affaires, Mr Smirnov,
for assurances that the young violinist would not
be punished for having sought political asylum
and residence in Australia? Mr Smirnov very
readily gave these assurances.

During the years thousands of Australians
have taken up residence in other countries, but at
no time has it occured to the Foreign Minister of
those countries to ask the Australian charge
d’affaires or ambassador for clemency should
those people desire to return to Australia. Is it
true that our Foreign Minister found it necessary
to ask Mr Smirnov for such an assurance? The
Minister for Foreign Affairs has said nothing
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about it, and neither have the other Ministers
who have spoken in this debate. Significantly
more than one other Minister, including the
Leader of the Government in the Senate (Sena-
tor Murphy), has spoken in the debate, so they
must attach some degree of importance to this
matter. Mr Smirnov apparently was not offended
by the fact that our Foreign Minister asked for
this assurance. In fact, he took it quite seriously.
Does this not prove to the Senate and to the
whole nation that here is a situation in which
both men know that the U.S.S.R. is a country
which could be described as a virtual prison and
where its inhabitants are virtual prisoners and
are kept in check and prevented from any form
of escape by that essential ingredient in any
totalitarian society—the secret police.

Senator Georges—Mr Deputy President, 1
must rise to a point of order. If Senator Davidson
really believes what he is saying it would not be
necessary for him to read his speech. He is in con-
travention of the Standing Orders. He has
another 20 minutes in which to speak and we
should not have to put up with it. Mr Deputy
President, I direct your attention to the fact that
honourable senators are not allowed to read
their speeches.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Senator
Webster)—Order! There is no substance in the
point of order.

Senator DAVIDSON-The story of
Ermolenko is really a story of which the Govern-
ment cannot be proud. I have a report that as late
as the Monday morning Ermolenko indicated
that he did not want to live in the Soviet Union
because in his own words, as I read the report,
Australia was a better place in which to grow up.
The Minister may say what he will, but in the
case of Ermolenko there are too many reports
from too many people and too many questions
have been raised that have not been answered. 1
am not satisfied with the position. There are
reports from officers of the Department of
Foreign Affairs. There are reports from officers
of universities and colleges. There are reports
from officers of trade unions and from others.
The Foreign Minister has not given complete as-
surance that the story that he has put to us is
completely watertight.

I turn to the subject raised in the second para-
graph of Senator Greenwood’s motion. It refers
to the Baltic states. Reference has been made to
it by Ministers and by other honourable senators
who have spoken in this debate. Almost daily
members of Parliament are confronted with
problems and issues that arise from the actions of
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the government of the day. Some of these mat-
ters affect people in a way which may not totally
please them. But the Government’s decision to
recognise the incorporation of the Baltic states in
the Soviet Union is the most extraordinary de-
cision I have heard of for many years. It affects
many tens of thousands of people in Australia.
Of course it affects a great many more people in
the states of Lithuania, Estonia and Latvia.
Maybe there was no Government decision. From
my recollection of the answers which were given
to questions that I asked in the Senate, I do not
know who made a decision, if a decision was
made or how the decision came about. The de-
cision, such as it was, was not related to trade or
economics or defence or even to international
aid. It related to nothing but the people who
lived within the Baltic communities.

The Baltic people who live in Australia
represent a substantial segment of the popu-
lation. They are good Australian citizens. They
are hard-working people. They are successful
and they are contributing to our standard of life.
Their goals are very high. They are people who
were driven from their homeland and who
retained the hope that one day their homeland at
least would be free and that if in the fullness of
time this hope was not fulfilled in the way in
which they wanted it to be fulfilled, at least the
peoples of the free world would recognise the
situation in which they were placed. These
people were driven across the world by cruel
events and the tyranny of a cruel invader. Yet
this Government, for no apparent reason, has by
its decision condoned this cruelty. It has accepted
the circumstances by which the Baltic people
were driven out of their country. It has accepted
the circumstances by which the Baltic people
were forced to creep dangerously by night and to
hide as best they could by day. If honourable
senators opposite have ever shared in the experi-
ences of these people, as I have, they will know
that the things which I say are true.

The Government has placed itself in the com-
pany of the invader. It has placed itself in the
company of the tyrant, the dictator, and the pre-
venter of freedom. It is no wonder that when the
event took place I described the decision to
recognise the incorporation of the Baltic states by
the Soviet Union as cruel and unnecessary. The
Government by its decision greatly undermined
the work which already had been done by the
Western powers, and this is a very important
point for the Senate to remember. The work of
obtaining more freedom in international ar-
rangements and understandings which had been
achieved by the Western powers has been
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greatly undermined. In the future it will make it
more difficult for the Western powers to continue
to work to achieve the freedom and indepen-
dence of the smaller states. All the work that had
been done in the past has been greatly damaged
by Australia’s action.

Because of the involvement of the migrant pol-
icy, the Government’s decision has denied its
own stated policy of ensuring the happiness,
reunion and peace of all migrants to Australia. It
has left the Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians
completely isolated and completely unrecog-
nised. Anyone who has had anything to do with
the Baltic communities will know that the em-
phasis which these groups place on freedom is an
example to all Australians, and their reminder of
the price to be paid for freedom has been com-
pletely disregarded by this Government. Most
serious of all, the Government has shown its own
attitude to the tragic events which led to the
dominance of the Baltic states by the Soviet
Union. The Government’s attitude—and this has
been exemplified today—has been one of
indifference to smaller states which have been
overrun by a merciless great power. The Govern-
ment will see tomorrow what these people think
of the Government’s decision in this matter.
Some 2,000 people will assemble in Canberra to
give effect to their own feelings in this matter and
to let the Government know how strongly they
feel about the Government’s decision to recog-
nise the incorporation of the Baltic states in the
Soviet Union.

It is no wonder that many of us have been con-
strained to describe the decision as being cruel
and unnecessary. It has caused a great deal of
heartache and grief to the Baltic communities
throughout Australia. Those people—and I was
one of them—who went from special meeting to
special meeting of Baltic communities on that
particular Sunday afternoon will know how
these loyal, hardworking, honest and decent
Australians—former Lithuanians, Estonians and
Latvians—were reduced to grief, anxiety, great
sorrow and great disappointment because the
nation which they had trusted had let them
down. When Parliament re-assembled I sought
to get some information on this matter. On 13
August last T asked the Minister for Foreign
Affairs a number of questions in the Senate. The
replies to those questions appear from page 781
onwards of the Senate Hansard of that date.
Other questions in relation to the Baltic com-
munities were asked by my colleague from South
Australia, Senator Young. 1 was not at all
satisfied with the Minister’s answers. I sent tele-
grams to the Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam), and
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the best that he could do was to send me a pho-
tostat copy of pages of Hansard containing the
answers to which I have referred. Among those
answers the Minister said:

It is unlikely that the Soviet Government will grant
independence to these territories.
Here is an admission by the Government that the
Soviet Union is acting against the charter of the
United Nations. One sees in the platform of the
Labor Party that its members subscribe to the
policies of the United Nations charter. Here is an
admission by the Government that the Soviet
Union is acting against the charter of the United
Nations dealing with the self-determination of
people. It is also an admission by the Govern-
ment that the Soviet Union is acting against its
own constitution which provides, amongst other
things, that every union republic shall have the
right freely to secede from the U.S.S.R. Surely
the Minister for Foreign Affairs was not serious
when he said that the recognition of the incor-
poration of the Baltic states by the Soviet Union
will facilitate consular activities, particularly in
relation to the reunion of families. Does he really
believe it? Surely he must know that in relation to
any emigration from the Baltic states permits to
emigrate are issued not by the puppet govern-
ments in the Baltic states but in Moscow itself.
The reasons put forward by the Minister in con-
nection with both these issues are, in my view,
completely unconvincing. I am of the view that
they dishonour clear undertakings. They are out
of step with the rest of the world. They recognise
and condone grave injustices that have been
committed. They deny the Government’s claim
to champion small nations. To cap it all, they led
to a decision which was carried out, as the
motion says, furtively and shamefully. So the
whole issue is one that gives reason for condem-
nation not only because of its cruelty but also be-
cause of its betrayal. When there is betrayal there
is cause for very great concern.

Senator Devitt—Mr Deputy President, I raise
a point of order. I again refer to standing order
406 which says in very simple terms:

No Senator shall read his speech.

I suggest that if we have Standing Orders we
should uphold them.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Senator Web-
ster)—There is no substance in the point of order.
It is my belief that the honourable senator is
quoting from copious notes.

Senator DAVIDSON—I now want to read out
a letter from the Prime Minister. This letter was
written to the President of the Council of the
Lithuanian Community. It is written on 17 May

18 September 1974 SENATE 1223

which was the day before the last election. It was
in reply to an earlier letter from the President of
the Council of the Lithuanian Community in
Australia. In the opening sentence there is
reference to an earlier communication from the
Council. The Prime Minister went on to say:

The policy of the present Australian Government is that
while not formally recognising the incorporation of
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia into the Soviet Union, it must
be cognisant of the de facto situation and deal with the

government which has effective control of the territory in
question.

On a number of occasions the Government has made its
views known on the question of civil liberties and on funda-
mental human rights, its own adherence to them and its wish
that those rights embodied in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights be extended everywhere.

In an address at the United Nations Association on the
occasion of Australia’s celebration of the 25th Anniversary
of the Universal Declaration I said, inter alia, ‘the
Declaration has come to be recognised as one of the enlight-
ened events in modern history” and thatitis a fun-
damental objective of the Labor Government to ensure that
Australia’s policies are soundly based on respect for and on
the protection and enhancement of civil liberties and basic
human rights’. The Soviet Government is aware of the Aus-
tralian Government’s position in this matter, and we will
continue to seek opportunities in the United Nations to pro-
mote respect for and observance of basic human rights by all
members.

Senator Georges—Who signed that letter?

Senator DAVIDSON-It is a statement by the
Prime Minister of this country. It is a statement
by the Leader of the Government in this country.
It is a statement by the man who, according to
the Hansard from which I have quoted, made the
decision in relation to the Baltic states. According
to page 784 of Hansard of Tuesday, 13 August,
when I asked Senator Willesee whether he made
the decision he said: ‘No, the decision was made
when 1 was out of the country’. The inference
was that the decision was made by the Acting
Minister for Foreign affairs. Yet here in this letter
the Prime Minister conveyed to this Council,
which represents some 40,000 to 50,000 people
in Australia and a whole lot of well wishers be-
yond, an assurance that the Labor Government
would promote respect for and observance of
basic human rights by all members of the United
Nations. It is no wonder that there is also support
for the third part of the motion which is now be-
fore the Senate, that is, that the foreign policy
alignments are not serving and will not serve
Australia’s interests.

Senator Poyser—Mr Deputy President, I raise
a point of order under standing order 364. In his
speech Senator Davidson said: ‘I have a report
that on Monday he—I presume that means
Ermolenko—did not want to leave Australia’. I
move:
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That the report that Senator Davidson has in relation to
this matter be tabled.

Senator Georges—And also the Prime
Minister’s letter.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Senator
Webster)—All I can do is ask Senator Davidson
whether he quoted from the report to which
Senator Poyser has referred.

Senator DAVIDSON—Here is the letter. Itis a
photostat copy. I have the report somewhere. It is
a report from Western Australia entitled ‘Peli-
can’. As soon as I have it I certainly will table it.

Senator Poyser—I ask that it be tabled now,
according to the Standing Orders. I do not want
any shenanigans about this.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT—I do not think
there are any shenanigans. The honourable
senator has offered to table the document
immediately he finds it.

Question resolved in the affirmative.

Senator PRIMMER (Victoria) (10.16)—This
debate probably has gone on for far too long.
The motion is of no great moment to this coun-
try. However, as I indicated to my Whip earlier
that I would speak I now desire to say a few
words. Quite frankly, as I have said, this censure
motion is of no great moment to the politics of
this country. The motion will do nothing for the
people of this country. One is hard put to under-
stand the reasons why the Opposition should put
forward such a puerile matter when there are so
many other things with which we could far better
fill in the day. The subject which the Opposition
again brings out from under the bench is the bat-
tered old communist can—the same can as a pre-
vious Prime Minister utilised very effectively in
the 1950s. I fear that that is where the minds of
many of the Opposition senators still are.

If there is a matter that this chamber would be
far better off discussing for the betterment of the
geople of this country, it surely is a matter which

as been raised in the Press around the world be-
cause it concerns countries right around the
world. It has been raised in the Press and by vari-
ous political spokesmen in Australian in recent
weeks. I refer to the formation of vigilante
groups and the ultra right wing forces in
Australia. The development of these forces will
play a far bigger role in the politics and history of
this nation, 1f they are allowed to continue than
would the Ermolenko affair or the recognition of
the Baltic states of Eastern Europe. People such
as Mr Colin Hines, the New South Wales Presi-
dent of the Returned Services League, are talk-
ing about the formation of a private army of
100,000 men. We also know from an article by
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Allan Farrelly in the Sydney ‘Sun’ of 19 August
of the formation in Melbourne a year ago of an
organisation known as the Friday The Thir-
teenth Committee which comprises top ranking
intelligence and security officiers and is alleged
to have links with the Citizen Military Forces
and the Army. These are the sorts of organis-
ations that this Parliament would be better off
discussing, rather than the matter that is before
the chamber today.

There has been mention throughout the day
in speeches by Opposition senators—in fact this is
included in the motion—of concern about the de-
nial of human rights. It seems rather strange to
me that Opposition senators raise this matter of
human rights only when it concerns the liberty or
impinges on the rights of a person from the so-
called communist countries or countries of the
Left. Since 1 became a member of this Senate I
have yet to hear any member of the Opposition
express any concern about the liberty of any per-
son from anywhere other than a communist
country. I have yet to hear members of the Oppo-
sition-raise their voices for the Nelson Mandelas
of South Africa or Rhodesia. I have yet to hear
them raise their voices about the civil liberties of
people in South Korea, South Vietnam, Spain,
Portugal or Chile. One can go on virtually ad
infinitum. In fact, at the time of the Ermolenko
incident Opposition senators tried to create in
Western Australia another Petrov affair, which
was one of the most shameful ever perpetrated
on the nation of Australia. However, thanks to
the courage, integrity and honesty of the Minister
for Foreign Affairs (Senator Willesee) and his
officers they were forestalled from creating a
second Petrov incident.

At this stage I think it is rather interesting to
have a look at some of the personnel who were
involved in this incident in Western Australia
and at their political history and backgrounds.
Two of the significant participants in the action
taken in Perth to try to prevent Mr Ermolenko
from leaving Australia were Mr Harding, the
State organiser for the Federated Clerks Union
in Western Australia and Mr P. O’Brien, a lec-
turer in politics at the University of Western
Australia. Both these men have rather interesting
political pasts. Both of them masqueraded as if
they were acting in the interests of Mr
Ermolenko. Both steadfastly held that
Ermolenko did not wish to leave Australia, even
after a large number of eminent and respectable
people had, through personal discussions with
him, testified to the contrary. The political al-
legiance of both these men is significant. They
support extreme right wing political movements.
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They have a history of irresponsible and hell-
bent opposition to the Australian Labor Party
and to the Australian Government. In fact, both
are dedicated to destroying the Australian Labor
Party and the Australian Labor Government.
Firstly, let us have a look at Mr O’Brien. I think
that Victorian senators will recall him rather
well. While he resided in Victoria he created no
end of problems for the Victorian branch of the
Australian Labor Party. I see my colleague Sena-
tor Brown nodding his head in assent. In the
carly 1960s Mr O’Brien, in concert with a group
of right wing academics—a notable member was
Mr Frank Knopfelmacher—took over the Mel-
bourne University ALP Club and then
proceeded to propagandise on behalf of extreme
right wing political elements but under the dis-
honest title of the Australian Labor Party. Arti-
cles under the ALP Club letterhead were
produced to damage the ALP. The same articles
often appeared at Monash University under the
banner of that University’s Australian Demo-
cratic Labor Party Club. This shows the duplicity
of Mr O’Brien. He is well-known for taking
advantage of his position as lecturer in politics at
the University of Western Australia to propagan-
dise to students, under the guise of academic
teachings, his views about the danger to the com-
munity of the policies of the Australian Labor
Party. Mr O’Brien has always defended
American involvement in Vietnam. He has been
a firm advocate of conscription in Australia. He
has firmly stuck to these positions despite the fact
that public enlightenment has left him as one of
the few advocates from the extreme right for this
cause. He has consistently associated himself
with fringe right wing groups such as the World
Freedom League. Those who have known him
describe him as a full-time fanatical anti-com-
munist. During the time that Mr Ermolenko was

in Perth, and after he had left Perth, Mr O’Brien .

played an active role in distorting in newspapers
in Western Australia what had happened. Sud-
denly he became a noted correspondent for the
‘Bulletin’. As well, he ensured that there were
ample public demonstrations at the Perth air-
port. He became known as the leader of a group
at the airport called the Baltic watchers. He is
just one of the types of people with whom the
Minister for Foreign Affairs, his officers and
people of goodwill had to contend.

Let us have a look at one of the other
gentlemen, Mr Harding. Mr Harding has had a
history as a spokesman for the Democratic
Labor Party on the Trades and Labor Council in
Perth. He is a regular proposer of motions to the
Council which are designed not to further union
interests but to emphasise problems and to bring
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down the Australian Labor Government. I
understand that last night at a union meeting Mr
Harding sought to do against the secretary—I
think it is Mr Coleman—of the Trades and Labor
Council in Perth exactly what the Opposition is
trying to do to the Minister for Foreign Affairs.
When the matter was put to the meeting Mr
Harding lost the motion 64 votes to 1. That is
what members of the Trades and Labor Council
think of Mr Harding in relation to the activities
which he carried out during the rather dramatic
week at the Perth airport. Mr Harding alone of
those who personally interviewed Mr Ermolenko
continued to claim that Mr Ermolenko was not
speaking the truth. This fellow Mr Harding is
something of a psychic. He told union members
that he read an appeal for help in Mr
Ermolenko’s eyes. On the instructions of Mr
Harding and other State Federated Clerks Union
officials the Federated Clerks Union members at
Perth airport continued to black ban all flights on
which Mr Ermolenko could have left Perth. Mr
Harding was instrumental in preventing the sec-
retary of the Western Australia Trades and
Labor Council from addressing Federated
Clerks Union employees at the airport. When
those employees finally arranged for the sec-
retary of the Trades and Labor Council to ad-
dress them—in spite of Mr Harding’s efforts—
they had the full facts presented to them for the
first time. They agreed to reverse the instructions
from the Federated Clerks Union officials that
the black ban be maintained.

Both the Federated Clerks Union State execu-
tive and the Federal executive were in continu-
ous consultation with Mr Harding in order to
prevent Mr Ermolenko’s departure. They denied
their union members the opportunity to learn the
facts. The dedication with which Mr Harding
and Mr O’Brien continued efforts to confuse the
situation in Perth and to prevent Mr
Ermolenko’s departure after all others con-
cerned had been satisfied that it was his wish to
leave can be explained only by the personal bi-
partisan commitments of both men to damage
the interests of the Australian Government.
Their interest in Mr Ermolenko’s welfare was a
dishonest cover for their real motives. I think that
is sufficient information for those of us who have
knocked around the political movement for a
number of years to get a fair idea of the motives
of some people who claim that Mr Ermolenko
wanted to stay in this country.

I shall close with a rather short discourse about
the recognition of the Baltic states and what was
said here today by—if I remember correctly—
Senator Greenwood and Senator Carrick. If it
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was not said by both it was said by one of them.
Suggestions were made that Australia would get
votes from the Soviet Union, other countries of
the Soviet bloc or the developing countries in
support of Senator Willesee’s candidature for
President of the United Nations General Assem-
bly in 1975 as a quid pro quo for the Australian
Government’s de jure recognition of the incor-
poration of the Baltic republics into the Soviet
Union. Those suggestions are baseless.

I wish to explain the situation that occurs in
relation to these elections. The election of the
President of the General Assembly is dictated by
the convention that each year the major geo-
graphical groupings of the United Nations
members take turns in choosing from amongst
themselves an agreed candidate for the presi-
dency. For example, in 1974 it is agreed that the
developing countries group in the United
Nations will provide the president of the General
Assembly. It is expected that Algeria will provide
the President as agreed by that group. The
group’s nomination will be accepted by all other
members of the General Assembly without a
vote. In 1975—this is the year in which it has
been suggested that Senator Willesee will throw
his hat into the ring—it is agreed that the Western
Europe and Other Countries group, of which
Australia is a member, will provide the candi-
date. The campaign for the candidacy of Senator
Willesee, therefore, is confined to seeking the
agreement of members of that group to his
candidacy. The members of that group are:
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Britain, Canada,
Denmark, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Finland, France, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden and
Turkey. It is clear then that there is no point in
trying through any action whatsoever to obtain
the support of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics or of any other country outside the
Western Europe and Other Countries group for
Australia’s candidacy.

In closing, I wish to state that I support, as do
all honourable senators on this side of the Sen-
ate, the down to earth, forthright decision that
the Minister for Foreign Affairs made in Perth
some 2 weeks ago. I believe, and I am quite sure
that the bulk of the Australian people believe,
that the action he took was to the best advantage
of the young Russian who was the victim of pol-
itical stunters in Perth who are opposed to the
Australian Labor Party.

The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Marriott)—I call Senator Greenwood
who will be closing the debate.
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Senator GREENWOOD (Victoria)
(10.32)—My rising to speak now has the effect,
as you stated Mr Acting Deputy President, of
closing the debate. I am sure that there are other
speakers on both sides of the Senate who would
have desired to speak in the debate. But with the
mutuality that from time to time governs the
affairs of the Senate, we recognise that there
ought to be a decision taken on this matter this
evening. I will not take up much of the time of
the Senate. The motion which the senate has
been debating states that the Minister for
Foreign Affairs (Senator Willesee) is deserving
of censure and ought to resign because:

(i) in denial of human rights and contrary to the rule of
the law and in order to appease the Government of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics he organised
the surreptitious departure if Georgi Ermolenko from
Australia when doubt existed as to whether he was
departing under duress and when that issue was
being considered by the Supreme Court of Western
Australia.

The facts in relation to that paragraph of the
motion have been well canvassed in the debate. I
think that we were all interested to hear the
account which was given by the Minister for
Foreign Affairs when he spoke in the debate.
However, I make 2 points: Firstly, he ack-
nowledged that at the interview with the Depart-
ment of Immigration officials, Mr Ermolenko, on
the Monday morning, indicated that he wanted
to remain in Australia. As I understand the pos-
ition, he was prepared to take those further steps
which were necessary to give formal effect to that
request. It was at a later stage that he indicated
that he wanted to go home. That later request
created the furore and the doubt as to whether it
was a genuine request because it was a request
which he made only after he came into the cus-
tody of the Russians.

I was interested to hear some spokesmen in the
course of this debate almost suggest—I certainly
interpreted what they were saying as a sta-
tement—that there was nothing thereafter to in-
dicate that Ermolenko did not want to go home.
But a number of statements were made. There
were the statements which were made to a
woman journalist, doubts which were expressed
by interpreters and other persons who believed
from their assessment of what the man was say-
ing that he was not speaking his mind in the vari-
ous interviews they witnessed

Senator Poyser—You are not addressing a
jury now.

Senator GREENWOOD—AII I say is that in
those circumstances the question of whether or

not the man was being held under duress ought
not to be determined by a Minister and ought not
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to be determined by any individual who is under
suspicion that he is serving his own, his Party’s or
his Government’s interests. That issue ought to
be determined by the courts, as it is always deter-
mined in this country where native born Aus-
tralians are concerned.

Senator Cavanagh—Why do you not finish
your remarks so that we can take a vote on the
motion?

Senator GREENWOOD-I detect the usual
sort of sniping interjections from Senator Poyser
and Senator Cavanagh. I know that they find the
recitation of facts such as I am putting forward to
be distasteful.

Senator Cavanagh—You have not put facts
before us yet.

Senator GREENWOOD-I am putting facts
before the Minister which are absolutely incon-
trovertible. No one appears to want to carry for-
ward what are the consequences of those facts.
But as I have said—I think that the case for the
Opposition really depends upon this—the Minis-
ter chose to make his own assessment instead of
leaving the matter to the courts. In a vital matter
of human rights and of individual freedom we
believe that it is completely wrong for a Minister
of the Crown to say that in his view a person is
not being held under duress and to deny to the
courts an opportunity to make that decision. It is
not the Liberal approach. It has never been the
Liberal approach and it never will be the Liberal
approach. We believe that in those circum-
stances the Minister is deserving of censure by
the Senate. The fact that after Mr Ermolenko
had left Australia in the Royal Australian Air
Force aircraft——

Senator Poyser—What was the position when
you conscripted young men to fight in Vietnam?
That was the Liberal approach.

Senator GREENWOOD—Senator Poyser has
been spending the day not in addressing himself
to this motion but in sniping away by interjection
when other honourable senators have been
speaking. One can only hope that the Labor
Party will not send too many senators of Senator
Poyser’s calibre into the Senate chamber if it
does not desire to make that standard of contribi-
tion. We have had the Minister’s statement that
the writ of habeas corpus was discharged by the
court. That was a decision of the court after Mr
Ermolenko had been taken out of the country by
the special Royal Australian Air Force aircraft
which the Minister had arranged. In those cir-
cumstances at that time it is common sense that
the writ which was to be heard by the court
would not be further heard by the court. I fail to
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see what point can be made by way of support
for the Minister’s case.

The second leg of the motion states:

(ii) in breach of a clear undertaking to the contrary given
by the Prime Minister the Government shamefully
and furtively extended recognition to the incorpora-
tion of the Baltic States in the U.S.S.R,, the Minister
withholding any announcement or explanation of the
decision.

What the Government has failed to acknowl-
edge in the course of this debate is why an under-
taking given in May was dishonoured in April.
The basic proposition which we assert is that in
May the Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam), in
response to questions asked of him, said that the
Government did not propose to change the exist-
ing policy. I shall quote from a letter from the
editor of the ‘Latvian News’ which was written
to the Australian Press. I quote from the Hobart
‘Mercury’ of 6 August 1974. The Prime Minister
was asked:

Q: Do you plan to touch on the question at all, during your
coming visit to Moscow?

A: No.

Q: So you are, in fact, saying that your policy in the matter
is the same as that of the previous Government?

A: Yes.

Q: Do you intend to change it?

A: No.
That was stated prior to the election on 18 May.
Why then did the Government change its policy?
We have not been given an answer, and the only
attempt at an answer by the Minister was that the
Government recognised the realities. Were not
those realities which the Government now relies
upon the realities of May 1974? Has anything
happened between May and July which war-
ranted a change?

Senator Cavanagh—Yes, the people voted.

Senator GREENWOOD—Senator Cavanagh
says ‘yes’. What was it?

Senator Cavanagh—The people voted. They
locked you out.

Senator GREENWOOD—Senator Cavanagh
may be giving a revealing answer. When the
Government got the vote of the people it felt it
could make any decision it pleased and so it
repudiated the promise. That is the fundamental
basis of the Opposition’s motion which says that
the Minister 1s deserving of censure because a
promise to uphold the ideal of freedom,
cherished by people who came to this country
and by their descendants, was utterly and
shamefully repudiated. Therefore it is a matter
which we say is deserving of censure. The third
part of the motion is that the Minister should be
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censured and ought to resign because the foreign
policy alignments he is promoting will not serve
Australia’s national interests. We have indicated
the transformation which has taken place in
Australia’s stance and relationship with other
countries in the 18 months in which this Govern-
ment has been in power. The Minister carries the
political responsibility for that decision, and as
he is in this chamber it is appropriate that the
motion be directed to him. It is not novel because
motions moved when a different Government
was in power were directed at Ministers for de-
cisions they took in discharge of obligations
which they had to the Government of which they
were members.

There is one final point to which I refer. It has
been suggested by Senator Steele Hall that he
found himself in a predicament in regard to this
resolution. As he saw the position—and he
expressed it as is his right—he felt there was merit
in the second leg of this three-pronged motion
and would have voted if he had the opportunity
against the first and third legs but in favour of the
second leg. I suggest to him that it is not easy to
be the independent or the individual senator in
this chamber. The motion which the Opposition
has moved is a resolution of the Opposition par-
ties and in putting it forward I am discharging an
obligation which I have as Deputy Leader of the
Opposition in the Senate to put forward the Op-
position’s viewpoint. If Senator Steele Hall
desires to eliminate from the motion any part of
it to which he objects he may move an amend-
ment to the motion. But he has not moved an
amendment. Alternatively he may ask that the
matter be taken separately and if he had I am
sure that we would have conceded the right of an
independent senator to have that approach ac-
cepted. But as I understand it, it is a matter for
the Senate ultimately to decide.

We believe that we would not be fulfilling the
obligation which we as Opposition senators owe
to an electorate which put us into this chamber
on the policies which we expressed to the elector-
ate if we were not to express views totally consist-
ent with the views which we held in Government
and which we put to the Australian people. We
believe that the conduct which the Minister has
shown with regard to these 2 events—the recog-
nition of the Baltic states’ forceful incorporation
into the Soviet Union and the attitude which the
Government adopted with regard to the surrep-
titious departure of the young Russian musician,
Ermolenko, from Australia—is such that the
Minister has a political and personal responsi-
bility which he cannot escape. We believe that
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his conduct was such that he is deserving of cen-
sure and it is for that reason that we have put the
issue before the Senate.

Senator DOUGLAS McCLELLAND (New
South Wales—Minister for the Media and
Manager of Government Business in the Sena-
te)—by leave—In view of the remarks just made
by Senator Greenwood I suggest that the motion
moved by him be put in three separate parts.

Senator GREENWOOD (Victoria)—by
leave—If the Minister proposes it or if Senator
Steele Hall proposes it we will not oppose it. We
have put our motion as we decided.

Senator Cavanagh—I rise to order. After a
motion has been moved and the mover has
replied, is it not your duty, Mr President, to put
the question? Can the Senate then rearrange the
motion? I spoke in this debate but if the motion is
going to be separated it may well be that I will
want to speak on it as it will be put and in this
case it will be a different motion from that to
which I spoke.

Senpator Withers—I rise to order. As I under-
stand standing order 130 you have the right to
divide a difficult question. That is your preroga-
tive. The Opposition is not asking you to divide
the question but I understood that Senator
Douglas McClelland——

Senator Poyser—It was Senator Greenwood.

Senator Withers—Senator Greenwood did
not. As I understand it he said it was an option
that was open to Senator Steele Hall. Mr Presi-
dent, I think that before you put the question any
honourable senator—and I am just speaking to
the point of order and not to the merits of what
might be said——

Senator Poyser—Did you raise the point of
order?

Senator Withers—I raised the point of order. I
think any honourable senator is entitled to rise in
his place and ask you to use your discretion
under standing order 130. That is a contrary
point to that put by Senator Cavanagh that in
effect another procedural matter is before the
chair. I think that is a reasonable interpretation
of standing order 130.

Senator Steele Hall—I rise to order. I under-
stood that Senator Withers was speaking to
standing order 130. In the debate I expressed the
view that the motion was a complicated one with
3 quite divergent viewpoints. I ask under stand-
ing order 130 that you divide the motion into its
constituent parts so that the Senate can give an
individual and properly based view on each part.
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The PRESIDENT-I do not classify the
motion as a complicated motion and if Senator
Steele Hall feels inclined to divide the question I
ask him to seek leave to do so as he raised the
matter here.

Senator Steele Hall—I seek leave to divide the
question.

The PRESIDENT—Is leave granted?

Senator Georges—No. Honourable senators
seem to disagree with me. I would like an expla-
nation before I withdraw my objection. What I
object to about this procedure, although I am
prepared to go along with the Senate, is that we
have debated the composite motion all day.
Although the point was made by Senator Steele
Hall that that part of the motion dealing with the
Baltic states was hidden, complicated and con-
fused and made ridiculous by the other parts of
the motion, nevertheless we debated the motion
as a whole and we should proceed to vote on it as
a whole. If Senator Steele Hall then wants to pro-
ceed with another urgency motion dealing with
the Baltic states or take some other action he is
entitled to do that, but why make this appear
ridiculous? I do not want to be standing out like
an odd person not granting leave if the rest of the
Senate is prepared to grant leave, and if that is
the case I will withdraw my objection.

Senator Douglas McClelland—I wish to speak
to the point of order. A colleague of mine and a
member of the Government is under attack by
the motion that has been moved by Senator
Greenwood.

Senator Sir Kenneth Anderson—In 3 parts.

Senator Douglas McClelland—In 3 parts and
they are on 3 different issues. I have discussed
this matter with the Minister for Foreign Affairs,
who is the subject of the motion, and he has
expressed the opinion that questions should be
put on each of the 3 issues. Therefore I suggest
that the Senate should express its opinion on
these 3 issues separately.

The PRESIDENT—I have asked the Senate to
give leave to Senator Hall. I will put it again. Is
leave granted? There being no dissent, leave is
granted.

Senator STEELE HALL (South Australia—
Leader of the Liberal Movement) (10.50)—I will
move, if that is the appropriate thing to do, that
this question be divided into 3 constituent parts
and taken seriatim in that fashion.

The PRESIDENT—I will now proceed to di-
vide the question into 3 parts. The preamble will
apply separately to each part.
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Question put:

That the preamble and paragraph (a) (Senator

Greenwood’s amendment) be agreed to.

The Senate divided.
(The President—Senator the Hon.
Justin O’Byrne)
Ayes 28
Noes .. 28
AYES NOES
Anderson, Sir Kenneth Bishop, R.
Baume, P.E. Brown, W. W, C.
Bessell. E. J. Button, J. N.
Bonner, N.T. Cameron, D. N.
Carrick, J. L. Cavanagh, J. L.
Chaney, F. M. Coleman, R. N.
Cormack, Sir Magnus Deviut. D. M.
Cotton,R.C. Everett. M. G.
Davidson, G. S. Gietzelt. A. T.
Drake-Brockman, T. C. Grimes, D. J.
Durack, P. D. Hall, R. Steele
Greenwood, 1. J. Keeffe, J. B.
Guilfoyle, M.G.C. McAuliffe, R. E.
Jessop, D.S. McClelland, Douglas
Laucke, C. L. McClelland, James
Lawrie, A.G.E. Mclntosh, G. D.
Marriott, J. E. McLaren, G. T.
Martin, K. J. Melzer, J. 1.
Maunsell, C.R. Milliner, B. R,
Missen, A. J. Mulvihill, J. A,
Rae, P.E. Murphy, L.K.
Scott, D.B. Q’Byrne.J.
Sheil, G. Primmer, C.G.
Sim, J.P. Walsh, P. A.
Townley, M. Wheeldon, J. M.
Webster, J. J. Willesee, D. R.
Withers, R. G. Wriedt, K. S.
Teller: Teller:
Young, H. W. Poyser, A.G.
PAIRS
Wood, L. A. Georges, G
Wright, R. C. Drury, A.J.
Question so resolved in the negative.
Question put:

That the preamble and paragraph (b) (Senator
Greenwood’s amendment) be agreed to.

The Senate divided.
(The President—Senator the Hon.
Justin O’Byrne)
Ayes . . . . . . . . . . 29
Noes . . . . . . . . . . 27
Majority . . . . . . . 2
AYES NOES
Anderson, Sir Kenneth Bishop, R.
Baume, P. E. Brown, W. W.C.
Bessell, E. J. Button, J. N.
Bonner,N.T. Cameron, Donald
Carrick, J. L. Cavanagh, J. L.
Chaney, F. M. Coleman, R. N.
Cormack, Sir Magnus Devitt, D. M.
Cotton,R.C. Everett, M. G.
Davidson, G. S. Gietzelt, A. T.
Drake-Brockman, T.C. Grimes, D. J.
Durack, P.D. Keeffe, J. B.
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AYES NOES
Greenwood, L. J. McAuliffe, R. E.
Guilfoyle, M. G.C. McClelland, Douglas
Hall, R. Steele McClelland, James
Jessop, D. S. Mclntosh, G. D.
Laucke, C. L. McLaren,G. T.
Lawrie, A.G.E. Melzer, J. 1.
Marriott, 1. E. Milliner, B.R.
Martin, K. J. Mulvihill, J. A
Maunsell, C. R. Murphy, L. K.
Missen. A. J. O’Byrne, J.
Rae,P.E. Primmer, C.G.
Scott, D. B. Walsh, P. A,

Sheil, G. Wheeldon, J. M.
Sim, J.P. Willesee, D. R.
Townley, M. Wriedt, K. S.
Webster, J.J.
Withers, R. G. Teller:
Poyser, A.G.
Teller:
Young, H. W.
PAIRS
Wood, . A.C. Georges, G.
Wright, R.C. Drury, A.J.
Question so resolved in the affirmative.
Question put:

That the preamble and paragraph (c) (Senator
Greenwood’s amendment) be agreed to.

The Senate divided.
(The President—Senator the Hon.
Justin O’Byrne)
Ayes . . . . . . . . . . 28
Noes . . . . . . . . . . 28
AYES NOES
Anderson, Sir Kenneth Bishop, R.
Baume, P.E. Brown, W. W.C.
Bessell.E.J. Button, J. N.
Bonner, N. T. Cameron, Donald

Carrick, J. L. Cavanagh, J. L.

Censure of Minister for Foreign Affairs

AYES NOES
Chaney, F. M. Coleman, R. N.
Cormack, Sir Magnus Deviti, D. M.
Cotton, R. C. Everett, M. G.
Davidson, G. S. Gietzelt, A. T.
Drake-Brockman, T. C. Grimes, D. J.
Durack, P. D. Hall, R. Steele
Greenwood, 1. J. Keeffe, J. B.
Guilfoyle, M. G.C. McAuliffe, R.E.
Jessop, D. 8. McClelland, Douglas
Laucke, C. L. McClelland, James
Lawrie, A.G.E. Mclntosh, G. D.
Marriott, J. E. McLaren, G. T.
Martin, K. J. Melzer, J. 1.
Maunsell, C.R. Milliner, B. R.
Missen, A.J. Mulvihill, J. A.
Rae, P.E. Murphy, L. K.
Scott, D. B. O’'Byrne, J,

Sheil, G. Primmer, C. G.
Sim, J.P. Walsh, P. A.
Townley, M. Wheeldon, J. M.
Webster, J. J. Willesee, D. R.
Withers, R.G. Wriedt, K. S.

Teller: Teller:

Young, H. W. Poyser, A. G.
PAIRS
Wood, L. A.C. Georges, G.
Wright,R.C. Drury, A.J.
Question so resolved in the negative.
ADJOURNMENT

The PRESIDENT—Order! It being after 11
o’clock p.m., in accordance with the sessional
order relating to the adjournment of the Senate, I
formally put the question:

That the Senate do now adjourn.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Senate adjourned at 11.8 p.m.





