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Responses to arguments commonly cited against war powers reform  

 

Counter-argument 1.  Minor parties in the Senate might block a resolution for war 

AWPR Response:    

If the opposition voted with the government on a resolution for war, it would pass, regardless of 

how any other party or individual voted.  The smaller parties in the Senate would only become 

relevant if the government couldn’t persuade the opposition that there is a compelling case for 

military action. The two occasions on which that would have happened in living memory are 

Vietnam and Iraq 2003, which is a very sound track record for our proposal. Australia should not 

have joined either of those wars. 

 

Counter-argument 2.  Parliamentary processes would delay deployment of troops 

AWPR Response:  

Most combat elements of the ADF are held at a low state of readiness. Quite properly, most units 

are not maintained in a battle-ready state, and before they can be deployed a major investment in 

both personnel training and materiel is required in order to bring them up to the required standard. 

There is ample time for Parliament to consider and vote on the question. 

Counter-argument 3.  Ministers may be in possession of intelligence which they cannot reveal or 

discuss 

AWPR Response: 

While it is true that a government may be in possession of information that cannot be used in 

parliamentary debate, it is fundamental to our national security that relevant leading members of 

the opposition are cleared to deal with national security classified information, and, at times of 

looming threat, they be made privy to the available intelligence.  

In addition, situations in which there are no warning signs discernible from open sources of a direct 

threat to Australia would be rare.  There is a false assumption that classified information must be 

better and more accurate than information readily available in the public sector. The misuse of 

intelligence reports in 2003 before the catastrophic invasion of Iraq should be a warning to us.  

Counter-argument 4.  Parliamentarians might simply vote on party lines 

AWPR Response: 

Requiring every member and senator to participate and vote before a commitment to war would 

enable their electorates to hold them responsible for the consequences. Whether the majority 

decides for or against a war, the democratic process will have worked. 

 


