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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 



SIXTH SITTING 

Tuesday, 3rd December 1974 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Opening of the Second Part of the Twentieth Ordinary 
Session of the Assembly. 

2. Examination of Credentials. 

3. Address by the President of the Assembly. 

4. Adoption of the draft Order of Business for the Second 
Part of the Session (Doe. 644). 

5. European union and WEU (Presentation of and Debate 
on the Report of the General Affairs Committee, Doe. 
646). 

6. Nomination of members to Committees. 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 10 a.m. with Mr. NeBBler, PreBident of the ABBembly, in the Chair. 

1. Resumption of the Session and adoption 
of the Minutes 

The President announced the resumption of 
the Twentieth Ordinary Session of the .ABsembly. 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the Fifth Sit
ting on Thursday, 20th June 1974, were agreed 
to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The names of Representatives and Substitutes 
who signed the Register of Attendance are given 
in the Appendix. 

3. Examination of Credentials 

ln accordance with Rule 6(1) of the Rules 
of Procedure, the Assembly took note of the 
letters from the President of the Parliamentary 
Assembly of the Council of Europe stating that 
the Assembly had ratified the credentials of : 

- Mr. Beauguitte as a Substitute of France 
in place of Mr. Destremau; 

- Mr. Daillet as a substitute of France to 
fill a vacant sellJt ; 

- MM. Miiller and Mattick as Representa
tives of the Federal Republic of Germany 
in place of MM. Blumenfeld and Kahn
Ackermann; 
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- MM. Carstens and Offergeld as Substitutes 
of the Federal Republic of Germany in 
place of MM. Muller and Wischnewski; 

- MM. Hengel and Konen as Substitutes of 
Luxembourg in place of MM. Cravatte and 
Elvinger; 

- MM. de Koster, Schlingemann and W alt
mans as Substitutes of the Netherlands in 
place of Mrs. Gardeniers, MM. van der 
Werff and Rang. 

In accordance with Rule 6(2) of the Rules of 
Procedure, and subject to ratification by the 
Council of Europe, the Assembly unanimously 
ratified the credentials of : 

- Mr. Duvieusart as a Substitute of Belgium 
in place of Mr. Gendebien; 

-Mr. Hunt and Dr. Mabon as Representa
tives of the United Kingdom in place of 
Sir Frederic Bennett and Mr. Fox ; 

- Lord Beaumont of Whitley, Sir Frederic 
Bennett, Mr. Carter, Lord Darling of Hills
borough, Mr. Lester and Lord Walston as 
Substitutes of the United Kingdom in place 
of Lord Lloyd of Kilgerran, MM. Hunt, 
Hughes, Jones, Dr. Mabon and Mr. 
Roberts. 

4. Observers 

The President welcomed to the Second Part of 
the Session the following : 
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Parliamentary Observers 

- Senator Grosart from Canada; 

- Mr. E1mholt and Mr. Larsen from Den-
mark; 

- Mr. Sjothun and Mr. Jakobsen from Nor
way; 

- Mr. Inan and Mr. olc;men from Turkey. 

Observer from Greece 

- His Excellency Ambassador Touloupas. 

Obse1·vers from Port·ugal 

- Mr. Caldas ; 

-Mr. Vasco da Gama Fernandes. 

5. Address by the President of the Assembly 

The President addressed the Assembly. 

6. Adoption of the draft Or~Ur of Business 
for the Second Part of the Session 

(Doe. 644) 

The draft Order of Business was agreed to 
with the following amendments to the titles of 
the two reports to be discussed at the afternoon 
Sitting on Wednesday, 4th December : 

- "State of European aerospace activities" 
to read "State of European aviation activ
ities" ; 

- at the end of "StaJte of European nuclear 
energy programmes", add " security 
aspects". 
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7. Channel Tunnel 

(Motion for a Recommendation 
with a request for urgent procedure, Doe. 6S1) 

The President announced that a Motion for a 
Recommendation on the Channel Tunnel had 
been tabled by Mr. de Montesquiou with a request 
for urgent procedure under Rule 43 of the Rules 
of Procedure. 

Speaker : Mr. Prescott. 

Urgent procedure was not agreed to. 

8. European union and WEU 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the General Affairs Committee, Doe. 646) 

The Report of the General Affairs Committee 
was presented by Mr. Krieg, Rapporteur. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers : MM. Farr, Richter, Cermolacce, 
Dankert, Lemmrich, Grieve, de Niet, Leynen, 
Roper. 

Mr. Krieg, Rapporteur, and Mr. Siegler
schmidt, Chairman of the Committee, replied to 
the speakers. 

Speakers (on a request for reference back to 
Committee) : MM. Roper, Krieg (Rapporteur), 
Leynen. 

The reference back to Committee was agreed 
to. 

9. Date and time of the next Sitting 

The next Sitting was fixed for the same day 
at 3 p.m. 

The Sitting was closed at 12.30 p.m. 



APPENDIX SIXTH 8rr.rilii'G 

APPENDIX 

Names of Representatives or Substitutes who signed the Register of Attendance 1 : 

MM. Abens 
Adriaensens 
Ahrens 
Alber 
Amrehn 
Arnaud 
Averardi 
Pignion (Boulloche) 
Brugnon 
Cemeau 
Cohen 
Schlingemann (Comelissen) 
Critchley 
Dankert 
De quae 
Lenzer (Dregger) 
WaU (Lord Duncan-Sandys) 
Enders 
Dardel (de Felice) 
Fletcher 
Grieve 

MM. Hunt 
Kempfier 

Mrs. Godinache-Lamberl 
(Kempinaire) 

MM. Krieg 
Lemmrich 
Letschert 
Leynen 

Dr. Mabon 
MM. Margue 

Mart 
BUc.hner (Mattick) 
Men de 

Mrs. Miotti Carli 
MM. Miiller 

de Niet 
Fa" (Osbom) 

Sir Frederic Ben nett (Page) 
MM. Pendry 

Peridier 
de Koster (Portheine) 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence : 

MM. Bettiol 
Boertien 
Coppola 
Delorme 
Gessner 
Jung 
La. Loggia 
Legaret 
Leggieri 

MM. Mammi 
Mendelson 
Minnocci 
de Montesquiou 
Pecoraro 
Pica 
Preti 
Quilleri 
Salvatore 

MM. Prescott 
Radius 
Richter 
Riviere 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Oermo'!..at:-u (Roger) 

Roper 
M arquardt (Schlaga) 
Schugens 
Schwencke 
Sieglerschmidt 
Small 
de Stexhe 
de Bruyne (Tanghe) 
Lewis (Tomney) 
Treu 
Urwin 
Valleix 
Beauguitte (Vitter) 
Stoffelen (Voogd) 

MM. Schleiter 
Schmidt 
Schmitt 

Mrs. Schuchardt 
MM. Steel 

Talamona. 
Vedovato 

Mrs. Wolf 
Mr. Zamberletti 

1. The names of Substitutes replacing Representative~ ab.nt are p~ in italics, the names of the latter being 
given in brackets. 
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SEVENTH SITTING 

Tuesday, 3rd December 1974 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Changes in the membership of Committees. 

2. Second draft supplementary budget of the admin
istrative expenditure of the Assembly for the 
financial year 1974 (Doe. 647); Draft budget of 
the administrative expenditure of the Assembly for the 
financial year 1975 (Doe. 648); Accounts of the admin-

istrative expenditure of the Assembly for the fin&ncial 
year 1973 - The Auditor's Report and Motion to 
approve the final accounts (Doe. 645 and Addendum) 
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report~ of the Com
mittee on Budgetary Affair• and Adminittration and 
Votes on the draft tezt., Does. 647, 648 and 646 and 
Addendum). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting wa& opened at 3 p.m. with Mr. Nessler, President of the .Assembly, in the Chair. 

1. Attendance Regiater 

The names of Representatives and Substitutes 
who signed the Register of Attendance are given 
in the Appendix. 

2. Point of order 

Mr. Brugnon raised a point of order on the 
decision taken at the previous Sitting on the 
request for urgent procedure for the Motion for 
a Recommendation on the Channel Tunnel, Docu
ment 657. 

Speakers : MM. de Montesquiou, Grieve, Krieg, 
Brugnon, Farr, Sir John Rodgers, MM. Krieg, 
Cohen. 

On a vote by sitting and standing the Assem
bly decided against urgent procedure. 

Speakers : MM. de Montesquiou, Prescott. 

3. Changes in the membership 
of Committees 

In accordance with Rule 8(3) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly ratified the following 
changes in the membership of Committees made 
provisionally by the Presidential Committee on 
the proposal of the Luxembourg Delegation : 
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Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments 

Mr. Konen as a member with Mr. Spautz as 
an alternate. 

General Affairs Committee 

Mr. Abens as a member with Mr. Hengel u 
an alternate. 

Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions 

Mr. Mart as a member with Mr. Hengel as 
an alternate. 

Committee on Budgetary Affairs 
and Administration 

Mr. Hengel as a member with Mr. Margue as 
an alternate. 

Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges 

Mr. Konen as a member with Mr. Abens as 
an alternate. 

Committee for Relations with Parliaments 

MM. Hengel and Spautz as members and MM. 
Mart and Konen as alternates. 

In accordance wiJth Rule 39(6) of the Rules 
of Procedure the Assembly ratified the changes 
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in membership of the six Committees proposed 
by the Delegations of France, the Federal 
Republic of Germany and the Netherlands as 
follows: 

Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments 

France: 

Mr. Beauguitte as a member to fill a vacant 
seat. 

Federal Republic of Germany: 

Mr. Offergeld as a member in place of Mr. 
Schlaga. 

Nether lands : 

Mr. de Koster as a member in place of Mr. van 
der Werff. 

General Affairs Committee 

Federal Rep.ubUc of Germany: 

Mrs. von Bothmer as a member in place of 
Mr. Kahn-Ackermann. 

Mr. Gessner as an alternate in place of Mr. 
Schulte. 

Mr. Schwencke as an alternate to fill a vacant 
seat. 

Nether lands : 

Mr. de Koster as an alternate in place of 
Mrs. Gardeniers. 

Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions 

Prance: 

Mr. Cerneau as an alternate to fill a vacant 
seat. 

Pederal Republic of Germany : 

Mr. Ahrens as an alternate in place of Mr. 
Kahn-Ackermann. 

Netherlands : 

Mr. W altmans as an alternate in place of 
Mr. Rang. 
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Committee on Budgetary Affairs 
and Administration 

Ilederal Republic of Germany: 

Mr. Vohrer as a member in place of Mr. 
Wurbs. 

Mr. Wurbs as an alternate in place of Mr. 
Vohrer. 

Netherlands : 

Mr. Waltmans as a member in place of Mr. 
Peijnenburg. 

Mr. de Koster as a member in place of Mr. 
Portheine. 

Mr. Peijnenburg as an alternate in place of 
Mr. Rang. 

Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges 

France: 

MM. Cerneau and Pignion as members to fill 
vacant seats. 

Mr. Peridier as an alternate in place of Mr. 
Cerneau. 

Federal Republic of Germany : 

Mr. Buchner as an alternate in place of Mr. 
Richter. 

Netherlands : 

Mr. Cornelissen as an alternate in place of 
Mrs. Gardeniers. 

Committee for Relations with Parliaments 

Netherlands : 

Mr. Peijnenburg as a member in place of 
Mrs. Gardeniers. 

Mr. Schlingemann as an alternate in place of 
Mr. Portheine. 

4. Second draft supplementary budget of the 
administrative expenditure of the Assembly 

for the financial year 1974 

(Doe. 641) 

Draft budget of the administrative expenditure 
of the Assembly for the financial year 1976 

(Doe, 648) 



MINUTES 

Accounts of the administrative 
expenditure of the Assembly for the financial 
year 1913 - The Auditor's Report and Motion 

to approve the final accounts 

(Doe. 64S and Addendum) 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Reports 
of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs 

and Administration and Votes on the draft texts, 
Does. 647, 648 and 64S and Addendum) 

The Reports of the Committee on Budgetary 
Affairs and Administration were presented by 
Mr. Dequae, Chairman and Rapporteur. 

Speakers : MM. de Bruyne, Ahrens. 

Mr. Dequae replied to the speakers. 

The second draft supplementary budget of 
the adnllnistrative expenditure of the Assembly 
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for the financial year 197 4 contained in Docu
ment 647 was agreed to unanimously. 

The draft budget of the administrative 
expenditure of the Assembly for the financial 
year 1975 contained in Document 648 was agreed 
to unanimously. 

The Motion to approve the final accounts of 
the Assembly for the financial year 1973 con
tained in the Addendum to Document 645 was 
agreed to unanimously. 

5. Date and time of the next Sitting 

The next Sitting was fixed for Wednesday, 
4th December, at 10 a.m. 

The Sitting was closed at 4.10 p.m. 
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Vohrer (Mme Schuchardt) 
Schugens 

Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Steel) 
MM. Hulpiau (de Stexhe) 

de Bruyne (Tanghe) 
Treu 
Voogd 

MM. Richter 
Riviere 
Roper 
Sa.lvatore 
Schleiter 
Schmidt 
Schmitt 
Schwencke 
Sieglerschmidt 
Small 
Talamona 
Tomney 
Urwin 
Valleix 
Vedovato 
Vitter 

Mrs. Wolf 
Mr. Zamberletti 

1. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being 
given in brackets. 
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EIGHTH SITTING 

Wednesday, 4th December 1974. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

European security and the situation in the Eastern 
Mediterranean (Preaentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Defence QuestionB and Armaments ; 
Addreas by Mr. Deatremau, Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs of France, Doe. 651 and Amendments). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 10 a.m. with Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the two 
previous Sittings were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The names of Representatives and Substitutes 
who signed the Register of Attendance are given 
in the Appendix. 

3. European security and the situation 
in the Eastern Mediterranean 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments; 
Address by Mr. Destremau, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of France, Doe. 661 and Amendments) 

The Report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments was presented by Mr. 
Critchley, Chairman and Rapporteur. 
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The Debate was opened. 

Speakers : Sir Frederic Bennett, MM. Wall, 
Krieg, Roper, Mattick, Dr. Mabon, MM. Muller, 
W altmans, Cermolacce. 

Mr. Destremau, Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs of France, addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Destremau replied to questions put by 
MM. Leynen, Sieglerschmidt and de Niet. 

Speakers : Mr. Inan (Parliamentary Observer 
from Turkey) and His Excellency Ambassador 
Touloupas (Observer from Greece). 

The Debate was adjourned. 

4. Date and time of the next Sitting 

The next Sitting was fixed for the same day 
at 3 p.m. 

The Sitting was closed at 12.45 p.m. 
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APPENDIX 

Names of Representatives or Substitutes who signed the Register of Attendance 1 : 

MM. Abens 
Adriaensens 
Btichner (Ahrens) 
Alber 
Amrehn 
Arnaud 
Piket (Boertien) 
Brugnon 
Cerneau 
Cohen 
W aUmans (Cornelissen) 
Critchley 
Dankert 
Delorme 
Dequae 
Lenzer (Dregger) 
Enders 
Pignion (de Felice) 
Fletcher 
Gessner 
Grieve 

MM. Hunt 
Kempfler 

Mrs. Godi:nn.che-Lambert 
(Kempinaire) 

MM. Krieg 
Lemaire (Legaret) 
Lemmrich 
Letschert 
Leynen 

Dr. Mabon 
MM. Margue 

Mart 
Mattick 
Men de 

Mrs. Miotti Carli 
MM. de Montesquiou 

Miiller 
de Niet 
Wall (Osborn) 

Sir Frederic Bennett (Page) 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence : 

MM. Averardi 
Bettiol 
Boulloche 
Coppola 

Lord Duncan-Sandys 
MM. Jung 

La Loggia 
Leggieri 
Mammi 
Mendelson 

MM. Minnocci 
Peridier 
Portheine 
Prescott 
Preti 
Quilleri 
Radius 
Riviere 
Salvatore 

MM. N egrari (Pecoraro) 
Pen dry 
Reale (Pica) 
Richter 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Oermolacce (Roger) 

Roper 
Marqoordt (Schlaga) 
Schugens 
Sieglerschmidt 
Small 

Lord Beau'TIWTil of Whitley (Steel) 
MM. Hulpiau (de Stexhe) 

Breyne (Tanghe) 
Lewia (Tomney) 
Treu 
Urwin 
Valleix 
Voogd 
Zamberletti 

MM. Schleiter 
Schmidt 
Schmitt 

Mrs. Schuchardt 
MM. Schwencke 

Talamona 
Vedovato 
Vitter 

Mrs. Wolf 

1. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being 
given in brackets. 
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NINTH SITTING 

Wednesday, 4th December 1974 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. European security and the situation in the Ea.stern 
Mediterranea.n (Resumed Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Defence QueBtions and Armaments and 
Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 651 and Amend
ments). 

2. Address by Mr. Matth<ifer, Minister of Research and 
Technology of the Federal Republic of Germany. 

3. StatA of European aviation activities (PreBentation of 
and Debate on the Report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace QueBtions and Vote on 
the draft Recommendation, Doe. 658). 

4. State of Europea.n nuclear energy progra.mmes 
security aspects (PreBentation of and Debate on the 
Report of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace QueBtionB and Vote on the draft Recommenda
tion, Doe. 655 and Amendments). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 3.10 p.m. with Mr. Nessler, President of the .Assembly, in the Ohair. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The names of Representatives and Substitutes 
who signed the Register of Attendance are given 
in Appendix I. 

3. European security and the situation 
in the Eastern Mediterranean 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments and Vote 

on the draft Recommendation, 
Doe. 651 and Amendments) 

Speaker: Mr. OlClmen (Parliamentary Observer 
from Turkey). 

Mr. Critchley, Chairman and Rapporteur, 
replied to the speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft 
Recommendation contained in Document 651. 

An Amendment (No. 3) was tabled by MM. 
Roper, Dankert and van Ooijen : 

In the second paragraph of the preamble to 
the draft Recommendation, after "Turkey" insert 
"and between the communities in Cyprus". 
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Speaker: Mr. Oermolacce. 

The Amendment was agreed to. 

An Amendment (No. 2) was tabled by Mr. 
Krieg: 

1. In the fifth paragraph of the preamble to the 
draft Recommendation, leave out "contributes" 
and inser.t "contributed". 

2. Leave out paragraph 3 of the draft Recom
mendation proper. 

Speakers: MM. Roper, Critchley. 

Mr. Krieg withdrew part 1 of the Amendment. 

Consideration of part 2 of the Amendment 
was postponed. 

An Amendment (No. 7) was tabled by Mr. 
Roper: 

Leave out the fifth paragraph of the preamble 
to the draft Recommendation and insert : 

"Believing that the continued presence of 
British defence installations in Cyprus, in 
accordance with international agreements to 
which representatives of the Cyprus commun
ities are parties, contributes to the defence of 
Europe as a whole;" 

Speakers : MM. Krieg, Roper. 

The Amendment was agreed to. 

An Amendment (No. 8) was tabled by Mr. 
Roper: 
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In the preamble to the draft Recommendation, 
a.Lter the fifth paragraph insert the following 
new paragraph : 

"Convinced that the United Nations force in 
Cyprus, to which three members of the Euro
pean Community have contributed, is playing 
an essential role in the return to normal con
ditions in the island ;" 

The Amendment was agreed to. 

Speaker: Mr. Roper. 

An Amendment (No. 4) was tabled by MM. 
Roper, Dankert and van Ooijen: 

Leave out the sixth paragraph of the preamble 
to the draft Recommendation. 

Speakers : MM. Roper, Critchley, Roper, the 
President, Critchley. 

The Amendment was withdrawn. 

A manuscript amendment was tabled by Mr. 
Critchley: 

Leave out the sixth paragraph of the preamble 
to the draft Recommendation and insert the fol
lowing new paragraphs : 

"Calling for satellite observation capability to 
be made available to the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations; 

Reiterating its earlier recommendation for the 
correct application of the Montreux Conven
tion to prevent the passage of aircraft-carriers 
through the Dardanelles," 

Speaker: Mr. Cermolacce. 

The Amendment was agreed to. 

Speaker : Mr. Krieg. 

An Amendment (No. 5) was tabled by MM. 
Roper, Dankert and van Ooijen. 

In paragraph 1 of the draft Recommendation 
proper, leave out "NATO and" and insert "their 
partners ·and allies in Europe and in particular". 

Mr. Roper proposed to leave out the words "in 
Europe". 

Speaker : Mr. Critchley. 

The Amendment, as amended, was agreed to. 

An Amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Mr. 
Krieg: 
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Leave out paragraph 4 of the draft Recom-
mendation proper and insert : 

"4. Foster the accession of Greece to the 
EEC;" 

An Amendment (No. 6) was tabled by MM. 
Roper, Dankert and van Ooijen : 

In paragraph 4 of the draft Recommendation 
proper, leave out "Foster the association" and 
1nsert "Develop the association agreements". 

Speakers : MM. Krieg, Roper, Krieg, Dr. 
Mabon, MM. Leynen, Krieg, Waltmans, Siegler
schmidt, Leynen, Critchley, Roper. 

Mr. Krieg proposed consolidating Amendments 
Nos. 1 and 6 to form a new paragraph as 
follows: 

"4. Develop the association agreements of 
Greece and Turkey towards the objective of 
their full membership of the European Com
munity." 

Speakers : MM. Leynen, Critchley, Roper. 

The consolidated Amendment was agreed to. 

The Assembly then considered part 2 of 
Amendment No. 2 by Mr. Krieg. 

Speakers : MM. Krieg, W altmans, Krieg, Cer
molacce, Krieg, Roper, Critchley, de Niet. 

Part 2 of the Amendment was negatived. 

An Amendment (No. 9) was tabled by Mr. 
Roper: 

Leave out paragraph 3 of the draft Recom-
mendation proper and insert : 

"3. Recognise the importance of the continued 
presence of British defence installations in 
Cyprus;" 

The Amendment was agreed to. 

Speaker : Mr. de Montesquiou. 

An Amendment (No. 10) was tabled by MM. 
Mattick a.nd Richter : 

1. At the beginning of the draft Recommendation 
proper, insert the following paragraph : 

"1. Request member governments of WEU to 
examine to what extent humanitarian aid for 
the 200,000 refugees on Cyprus could be 
enhanced, particularly, whether through ra.pid 
deliveries from reserve defence stocks the 
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survival of those concerned through the winter 
could be ensured ; furthermore to appeal to 
the responsible States to dissolve the refugee 
camps and to house the refugees in civilised 
quarters;" 

2. Leave out paragraph 5 of the draft Recom
mendation proper. 

Speakers : Mr. Richter, Dr. Mabon, Sir 
Frederic Bennett. 

Mr. Leynen proposed that the figure "200,000" 
be left out. 

Speakers: MM. Schwencke, Critchley, Dr. 
Mabon (on a point of order), Mr. Richter. 

The Amendment was thus amended and 
adopted. 

Speakers : Dr. Mabon (on a point of order), 
Mr. Roper (explanation of vote). 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation. 

Speaker: Mr. Cermolacce. 

Sir John Rodgers, Vice-President of the Assem
bly, took the Chair in place of Mr. Nessler. 

The amended draft Recommendation was 
agreed to on a vote by roll-call (see Appendix II) 
by 48 votes to 3 with 3 abstentions 1. (This 
IWcommendation will be published as No. 256) 2

• 

Speakers (on points of order) : MM. de Mon
tesquiou, Waltmans, Page, Dr. Mabon, Mr. 
Roper. 

I. Voting figures initially announced in the Chamber 
were: Ayes 48; Noes 3; Abstentions 2. After verification 
of the vote the result is: Ayes 48 ; Noes 3 ; Abstentions 3. 

2. See page 28. 
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4. Address by Mr. Matth6fer, Minister of 
Research and Technology of the Federal 

Republic of Germany 

Mr. Matthofer addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. MatthOfer replied to questions put by 
MM. Schwencke, Richter, EndeTs, V alleix, Abens, 
van Ooijen, de Montesquiou. 

5. State of European aviation activities 

(Presentation of the Report of the Committee 
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions, 

Doe. 658) 

Speaker (on a point of order) :Mr. Waltmans. 

The !Wport of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions was 
presented by Mr. Warren, Rapporteur. 

Mr. NessZer, President of the Assembly, 
resumed the Chair. 

6. Date and time of the next Sitting 

Speakers : MM. W altmans, de Montesquiou, 
Lenzer. 

The next Sitting was fixed for Thursday, 
5th December, at 9 a.m. 

The Sitting was closed at 6.05 p.m. 
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APPENDIX I 

Names of Representatives or Substitutes who signed the Register of Attendance 1 : 

MM. Abens 
Adria.ensens 
BUchner (Ahrens) 
Alber 
Amrehn 
Piket (Boertien) 
Depietri (Brugnon) 
Cohen 
W aUmans (Comelissen) 
Critchley 
van Ooijen (Dankert) 
Delorme 
de Bruyne (Dequae) 
Lenzer (Dregger) 

Lord Dunca.n-Sa.ndys 
MM. Enders 

Fletcher 
Mrs. von Botkmer (Gessner) 
MM. Grieve 

Hunt 
Jung 

Mr. Lagerskausen (Kempfler) 
Mrs. Godinacke-Lambert 

(Kempinaire) 
MM. Krieg 

Lemmrich 
Letschert 
Leynen 

Dr. Ma.bon 
MM. Ma.mmi 

Ma.rgue 
Konen (Mart) 
Mat tick 
Mende 
Mendelson 

Mrs. Miotti Ca.rli 
MM. de Montesquiou 

Miiller 
de Niet 

Sir Frederic Bennett (Osbom) 
MM. Page 

N egrari (Pecoraro) 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence: 

MM. Amaud 
Averardi 
Bettiol 
Boulloche 
Cemeau 
Coppola 
de Felice 
La. Loggia 
Lega.ret 

MM. Leggieri 
Minnocci 
Peridier 
Portheine 
Preti 
Quilleri 
Radius 
Riviere 
Salva.tore 

MM. Pendry 
Reale (Pica.) 
Prescott 
Richter 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Oermo«uce (Roger) 

Roper 
Vokrer (Schmidt) 
Schugens 
Schwencke 
Sieglerschmidt 
Small 

Lord BwlUli1UYTIJ of Whitley (Steel) 
MM. Hulpiau (de Stexhe) 

Ta.nghe 
Lewis (Tomney) 
Urwin 
Valleix 
Voogd 
Za.mberletti 

MM. Schlaga. 
Schleiter 
Schmitt 

Mrs. Schuchardt 
MM. Ta.la.mona 

Treu 
Vedovato 
Vitter 

Mrs. Wolf 

I. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being 
given in brackets. 
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APPENDIX II 

Vote No. 6 by roll-call on the amended draft Recommendation on European security and the 
situation in the Eastern Mediterranean (Doe. 651) 1 : 

Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . • . . . • . 48 

Noes 

Abstentions 

MM. Abens 
Adria.ensens 
Bikkner (Ahrens) 
Amrehn 
Piket (Boertien) 
Cohen 
Critchley 
van Ooijen (Dankert) 
de Bruyne (Dequae) 
Lenzer (Dregger) 
Enders 
Fletcher 

Mrs. von Botkmer (Gesmer) 
MM. Grieve 

Hunt 
Jung 
Lagerskausen (Kempfler) 

Ayes 

Mrs. Godinacke-Lamberl 
(Kempinaire) 

MM. Lemmrich 
Letschert 
Leynen 

Dr. Ma.bon 
MM. Ma.mmi 

Ma.rgue 
Konen (Mart) 
Mende 
Mendelson 

Mrs. Miotti Carli 
MM. Miiller 

de Niet 
Sir Frederic Bennett (Osbom) 
Mr. Page 

Noes 

MM. Depietri (Brugnon) 
WaUmans (Comelissen) 
Oermol.fu:.ce (Roger) 

Abstentions 

MM. Krieg 
de Montesquiou 
Valleix 

3 

3 

MM. N egrari (Pecoraro) 
Pen dry 
Reale (Pica.) 
Richter 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Roper 

Vohrer (Schmidt) 
Schugens 
Schwencke 
Sieglerschmidt 

Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Steel) 
MM. Hulpiau (de Stexhe) 

Tanghe 
Urwin 
Voogd 
Zamberletti 

1. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being 
given in brackets. 
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TEXT ADOPTED AT THE NINTH SITTING 



TEXT ADOPTED 

The Assembly, 

RECOMMENDATION 256 

on European security and the situation 
in the Eastern Mediterranean 

Deploring the loss of life and human suffering in Cyprus ; 

NINTH SITTING 

Believing that any solution to the crisis in the island depends on improved relations between Greece 
and Turkey and between the communities in Cyprus involving mutual concessions on several issues ; 

Recalling the continued increase in Soviet military power, especially at sea; 

Aware that European security is endangered by any weakening of the links between NATO and its 
member countries and by any deterioration in relations between NATO countries; 

Believing that the continued presence of British defence installations in Cyprus, in accordance with 
international agreements to which representatives of the Cyprus communities are parties, contributes to 
the defence of Europe as a whole ; 

Convinced that the United Nations force in Cyprus, to which three members of the European Com
munity have contributed, is playing an essential role in the return to normal conditions in the island ; 

Calling for satellite observation capability to be made available to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations ; 

Reiterating its earlier recommendation for the correct application of the Montreux Convention to 
prevent the passage of aircraft-carriers through the Dardanelles, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

1. Request member governments of WEU to examine to what extent humanitarian aid for the refugees 
on Cyprus could be enhanced, particularly, whether through rapid deliveries from reserve defence stocks 
the survival of those concerned through the winter could be ensured ; furthermore to appeal to the responsible 
States to dissolve the refugee camps and to house the refugees in civilised quarters ; 

2. Endeavour to ensure that the good offices of their partners and allies and in particular of the members 
of the European Community continue to be available to all parties in order to secure a general settlement 
of the Cyprus problem through negotiations between the two communities ; 

3. Impress upon all parties to the conflict the manifold advantages which active membership of NATO 
bestows on each and every member; 

4. Recognise the importance of the continued presence of British defence installations in Cyprus ; 

5. Develop the association agreements of Greece and Turkey towards the objective of their full mem-
bership of the European Community. 
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TENTH SITTING 

Thursday, 5th December 1974 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. State of .European aviation activities (Debate on the 
Report of the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions and Vote on the draft Recom
mendation, Doe. 658). 

2. State of European nuclear energy programmes -
security aspects (Presentation of and Debate on the 
Report of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions and Vote on the draft Recommen
dation, Doe. 655 and Amendments). 

8. Rational deployment of forces on the central front 
(Pruentation of and Debate on the Interim Report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. 
654). 

4. Conditions of service in the anned forces (Pruentation 
of and Debate on the Report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments, Doe. 650 and Amendment). 

5. Address by Lord Goronwy-Roberts, Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary of State for Foreign and Common
wealth Affairs of the United Kingdom. 

6. Address by Mr. Van Elslande, Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and Development Co-operation of Belgium. 

7. Address by Mr. Vredeling, Minister of Defence of the 
Netherlands. 

8. Rational deployment of forces on the central front ; 
Conditions of service in the anned forces (Votes on the 
draft Recommendations and draft Orders, Does. 654 and 
650 and Amendment). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting WCl8 opened at 9 a.m. with Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed t'O. 

2. Attendance Register 

The names of Representatives and Substitutes 
who signed the Register of Attendance are given 
in the Appendix. 

3. State of European aviation activities 

(Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 

Questions and Vote on the draft Recommendation, 
Doe. 658) 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers : MM. Richter, de Bruyne. 

Mr. Warren, Rapporteur, and Mr. de Mon
tesquiou, Chairman of the Committee, replied 
to the speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 
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The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation oontained in Document 658. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to 
unanimously. (This Recommendation will be 
published as No. 257) 1

• 

4. State of European nuclear energy 
programmes -security aspects 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Scientific, Technological 

and Aerospace Questions and Vote on the draft 
Recommendation, Doe. 655 and Amendments) 

The Report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions was 
presented by Mr. Small, Rapporteur. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Waltmans, van Ooijen, Osbom. 

Mr. Small, Rapporteur, and Mr. de Mon-
tesquiou, Chairman of the Committee, replied 
to the speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

I. See page 34. 
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The Asembly proceeded to consider the draft 
Recommendation contained in Document 655. 

An Amendment (No. 1) was tabled by MM. 
Waltm.ans and de Bruyne : 

Add the following paragraph at the end of the 
draft Recommendation : 

"4. To study the consequences of a possible 
break-off of nuclear development within ten 
years." 

Speaker : Mr. Small. 

The Amendment was negatived. 

An Amendment (No. 2) was tabled by Mr. 
Alber. 

Add the following pal'8.gl'aph at the end of the 
draft Recommendation : 

"To build nuclear power plants near a frontier 
only after agreement with the neighbouring 
country concerned." 

Speaker : Mr. Small. 

The Amendment was agreed to. 

Speakers: MM. de Montesquiou, Waltmans, 
Cermolacce. 

The vote on the draft Recommendation was 
postponed until the next Sitting. 

5. Address by Lord Goronwy-Roberts, 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State 
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs 

of the United Kingdom 

Lord Goronwy-Roberts, Parliamentary Under
Secretary of State for Foreign and Common-
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wealth Affairs of the United Kingdom, addres
sed the Assembly. 

Lord Goronwy-Roberts replied to questions 
put by MM. Critchley, Leynen, Lewis, Wall, Dr. 
Mabon. 

6. Address by Mr. Van Elalande, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs and Development 

Co-operation of Belgium 

Mr. Van Elslande, Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and Development Co-operation of 
Belgium, addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Amrekn, Vice-President of tke Assembly, 
took tke Ckair in place of Mr. Nessler. 

Mr. Van Elslande replied to questions put by 
MM. Sieglerschmidt, de Niet, Klepsch, Roper, 
Osborn. 

Mr. Nessler, President of tke AssembZy, 
resumed tke Ckair. 

7. Address by Mr. Vredeling, Minister 
of Defence of the Netherlands 

Mr. Vredeling, Minister of Defence of the 
Netherlands, addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Vredeling replied to questions put by 
MM. Roper, Leynen, Tanghe, Critchley. 

8. Date and time of the next Sitting 

The next Sitting was fixed for the same day 
at 3 p.m. 

Tke Sitting was closed at 12.40 p.m. 
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Fletcher 
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Krieg 
La Loggia 
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Mat tick 
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Quilleri 
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Riviere 
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Small 
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MM. Talamona 

Treu 
Valleix 
Vedovato 
Vitter 

Mrs. Wolf 
Mr. Zamberletti 

1. The names of Substitute. replaoing Repreeentative1 ab~&nt are printed in italics, the names of the latter being 
given in bracket.. 
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2- IV 



TEXT ADOPTED TENTH SITTING 

RECOMMENDATION 257 

on the state of European aviation activitiea 

The Assembly, 

Concerned about the consequences of the oil crisis for the European civil air transport market and 
hence for the aviation industry; 

Aware of the part played by air transport in Europe's prosperity and the development of its advanced 
technology ; 

Considering the interdependence of military and civil markets, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CouNCIL 

Invite the member countries to : 

1. Agree on joint specifications for all military aviation procurement; 

2. Take particular account in the formulation of these specifications of the aircraft, engine and equip-
ment capability of European aviation companies ; 

3. Ensure that export market requirements are incorporated in the specifications ; 

4. Give preference, wherever reasonable and possible, to the products of European aviation factories 
so that a self-sustaining design and manufacturing capability able to compete in world markets can be 
retained in Europe ; 

5. Agree with the United States Government on equality of opportunity for the export and import 
of civil and military aerospace products between member countries and the United States and, until such 
agreement is reached, establish such commercial protection of the European market as is necessary to 
protect the jobs of European aerospace workers and the balance of payments of member countries ; 

6. Recognise and establish W estem Europe as a unified, single market for air transport operations 
and aircraft sales ; 

7. Establish a strong and co-ordinated government- and EEC-backed programme of commercial, 
financial and diplomatic support for all aviation export sales. 

34 



ELEVENTH SITTING 

Thursday, 5th December 1974 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Rational deployment of forces on the central front 
(Presentation of and Debate on the Interim Report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. 654 ). 

2. Conditions of service in the armed forces (Presentation 
:Jf and Debate on the Report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments, Doe. 650 and Amendment). 

3. Rational deployment of forces on the central front ; 
Conditions of service in the armed forces (Votes on the 
draft Recommendations and draft Orders, Does. 654 and 
650 and Amendment). 

4. State of European nuclear energy programmes -
security aspects (Vote on the amended draft Recommen
dation, Doe. 655). 

5. The energy crisis and European security (Presentation 
of and Debate on the Report of the General Affairs Com
mittee and Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 656). 

6. National parliaments and the WEU Assembly (Pre
sentation of and Debate on the Report of the Committee for 
Relations with Parliaments and Votes on the draft Recom
mendation and draft Order, Doe. 653). 

7. Advanced technology in Canada - the consequences 
for Europe (Presentation of and Debate on the Report of 
the Committee on Scienti{w, Technological and Aero
space Questions and Votes on the draft Recommendation 
and draft Resolution, Doe. 649). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 3 p.m. with Mr. Amrehn, Vice-President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

1. Adoption of the ,Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The names of Representatives and Substitutes 
who signed the Register of Attendance are given 
in the Appendix. 

3. Changes in the membership of Committees 

In accordance with Rule 39(6) of the Rules 
of Procedure, on the proposal of the United 
Kingdom Delegation, the Assembly agreed to 
the following changes in the membership of 
Committees : 

General Affairs Committee 

Sir Frederic Bennett as a member in place of 
Mr. Page. 

Mr. Page as an alternate in place of Sir 
Frederic Bennett. 

Lord Beaumont of Whitley to fill a vacant 
seat. 
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Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions 

Mr. Carter as a member in place of Mr. 
Osborn. 

Mr. Osborn as an alternate in place of Mr. 
Farr. 

Mr. Lester as an alternate to fill a vacant seat. 

Committee on Budgetary Affairs 
and Administration 

Lord W alston as an alternate to fill a vacant 
seat. 

Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges 

Lord Darling of Hillsborough as a member to 
fill a vacant seat. 

Mr. L€ster as an alternate to fill a vacant seat. 

Committee for Relations with Parliaments 

Mr. Farr as a member to fill a vacant seat. 

Mr. Mendelson as an alternate in place of Sir 
Frederic Bennett. 



4. Rational deployment of forces 
on the central front 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Interim Report 
of the Committee on Defence Queatforw 

and Armament., Doe. 6S4 and Amendment) 

The Sitting Wa8 suspended at 3.05 p.m. and 
resumed at 3.15 p.m. with Mr. Nessler, President 
of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

The Interim Report of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments was presented 
by Mr. Critchley, Chairman of the Committee, 
on behalf of Mr. Dankert, Rapporteur. 

Mr. Amrehn, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair in place of Mr. Nessler. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers : MM. Reale, Critchley. 

'fhe Debate was closed. 

5. Conditions of service in the armed forces 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Defence Questforw 

and Armament., Doe. 6SO and Amendment) 

The Report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments was presented by Mr. 
Klepsch, Rapporteur. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Roper (on a point of order), 
Lemmrich, Wall, Cermolacce. 

Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, 
resumed the Chair. 

Speakers : MM. 'l'a.nghe, Raper, Lemmrich. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft 
Recommendation contained in Document 650. 

An Amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Mr. 
Wall: 

Insert the following paragraph after para-
graph 2 of the draft Recommendation : 

"That it urge member governments who par
ticipate in the NATO Defence Planning Com
mittee to call on that body to conclude its 
examination of the United Kingdom's pro
posed defence review with a public statement 
of its findings as it did on concluding its 
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examination of the Netherlands defence review 
on 9th July 1974 ;" 

Speaker: Mr. Wall. 

The Amendment was withdrawn. 

Mr. Klepsch, Rappocteur, and Mr. Critchley, 
Chairman. of the Committee, replied to the 
speakers. 

The vote on the draft Recommendation was 
postponed. 

6. Address by Mr. Vasco da Gama Fernandes, 
Observer from Portugal 

Mr. V asco da Gama Fernandes addressed the 
Aasembly. 

7. The energy crisis and European security 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the General Affairs Committee, Doe. 6S6) 

The Report of the General Affairs Committee 
was presented by Sir John Rodgers, Rapporteur. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers : MM. Depietri, Osborn, Lester, 
Alber. 

Sir John Rodgers, Rapporteur, and Mr. 
Sieglerschmidt, Chairman of the Committee, 
replied to the speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

The vote on the draft Recommendation was 
postponed 

8. Rational deployment of forces 
on the central front 

(Votes on the draft Recommendation 
and draft Order, Doe. 6S4 and Amendment) 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft 
Recommendation contained in Document 654. 

An Amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Mr. 
lbeale: 

In the first line of the draft Recommendation 
proper, leave out "Urge" and insert "Encourage". 

The Amendment was negatived. 



MINUTES 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation. 

In accordance with p·aragraphs 3 and 4 of 
Rule 36 of the Rules of Procedure, the President 
declared that a majority of the Representatives 
was not present and that the vote would be 
postponed until the next session. 

There not being a quorum, the vote on the 
draft Order was postponed until the next session. 

9. Conditions of service in the armed forces 

(Votes on the draft Recommendation 
and draft Order, Doe. 660) 

There not being a quorum, the votes on the 
draft Recommendation and draft Order were 
postponed until the next session. 

10. State of European nuclear energy 
programmes - security aspects 

(Vote on the amended draft Recommendation, 
Doe. 666) 

There not being a quorum, the vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation was postponed 
until the next session. 

11. The energy crisis and European security 

(Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 666) 

There not being a quorum, the vote on the 
draft Recommendation was postponed until the 
next session. 

37 

ELEVENTH srr.riNG 

12. National parliaments and the WEU 
Assembly 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee for Relations 

with Parliaments and Votes on the draft 
Recommendation and draft Order, Doe. 663) 

The Report of the Committee for Relations 
with Parliaments was presented by Mr. Delorme, 
Rapporteur. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speaker : Mrs. Miotti Carli. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation and draft Order contained in 
Document 653. 

The draft Recommenda.tion was agreed to 
unanimously. (This Recommendation will be 
published as No. 258) 1• 

The draft Order was agreed to unanimously. 
(This Order will be published as No. 44) 2• 

13. Date and time of the next Sitting 

The next Sitting was fixed for Friday, 
6th December, at 10 a.m. 

The Sitting was closed at 6.30 p.m. 

1. See page 4:0. 
2. See page 41. 
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APPENDIX 

Names of Representatives or Substitutes who signed the Register of Attendance 1 : 

MM. Abens 
Adriaensens 
Biichner (Ahrens) 
Alber 
Amrehn 
Piket (Boertien) 
Brugnon 
Cemeau 
Critchley 
Delorme 
de Bruyne (Dequae) 
Klepsch (Dregger) 
Warren (Lord Duncan-

Sandys) 
Enders 
Depietri (de Felice) 
Fletcher 

Mr. Lester (Grieve) 
Mrs. Godinache-Lambert 

(Kempinaire) 
MM. Krieg 

Lemmrich 
Leynen 

Dr. Mabon 
MM. Spautz (Margue) 

Konen (Mart) 
Pawelczyk (Mattick) 

MM. Mende 
Mendelson 

Mrs. Miotti Carli 
MM. de Montesquiou 

Miiller 
van Ooijen (de Niet) 
Os born 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence : 

MM. Amaud MM. Legaret 
Averardi Leggieri 
Bettiol Letschert 
Boulloche Mammi 
Cohen Minnocci 
Coppola Pecoraro 
Comelissen Peridier 
Dankert Portheine 
Gessner Prescott 
Hunt Preti 
Jung Quilleri 
Kempfler Radius 
La Loggia Riviere 

MM. Wall (Page) 
Pen dry 
Reale (Pica) 
Richter 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Oermolacce (Roger) 

Roper 
Offer geld (Schlaga) 
Schugens 
Sieglerschmidt 
Small 

Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Steel) 
MM. Breyne (de Stexhe) 

Tanghe 
Lewis (Tomney) 
Garter (Urwin) 
Stoffelen (Voogd) 

MM. Salvatore 
Schleiter 
Schmidt 
Schmitt 

Mrs. Schuchardt 
MM. Schwencke 

Talamona 
Treu 
Valleix 
Vedovato 
Vitter 

Mrs. Wolf 
Mr. Zamberletti 

1. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being 
given in brackets. 
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TEXTS ADOPTED ELEVENTH SITTING 

RECOMMENDATION 258 
on national parliaments and the WEU Assembly 

The Assembly, 

Regretting that the work of WEU is little known in the parliaments of member countries ; 

Anxious to develop a sense of European solidarity in the parliaments of member countries, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CoUNCIL 

Urge the governments of member countries to present a report, during debates on foreign policy, 
on their position on matters considered by the Council or Assembly of WEU and the action they intend 
to take on Assembly recommendations. 
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ORDER 44 
on national parUaments and the WEU Assembly 

The Assembly, 

Regretting that the work of WEU is little known in the parliaments of member countries ; 

Anxious to develop a. sense of European solidarity in the parliaments of member countries, 

INVITES THE MEMBERS OF EACH NATIONAL DELEGATION 

I. To take steps for parliaments to ask governments to present a report, during debates on foreign 
policy, on their position on matters considered by the Council or Assembly of WEU and the action they 
intend to take on Assembly recommendations; 

2. To promote relations between the Assembly of WEU and national parliamentary committees, inter 
alia by Rapporteurs of the Assembly of WEU being heard by these committees when matters are being 
discussed which have been dealt with in reports submitted to the Assembly of WEU. 
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Friday, 6th December 1974 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

Advanced technology in Canada - the consequences for 
Europe (PrllBentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aeroapace 
Questions and Votes on the draft Recommendation and draft 
RllBolution, Doe. 649). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Mr. NeBBler, Preaident of the ABBembly, in the Chair. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The names of Representatives and Substitutes 
who signed the Register of Attendance are given 
in the Appendix. 

3. Advanced technology in Canada -
the consequences for Europe 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Scientific, Technological 

and Aerospace Questions and Votes on the draft 
Recommendation and draft Resolution, Doe. 649) 

The Report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological 8Jld Aerospace Questions was 
presented by 1\ir. van Ooijen, Rapporteur. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers : l\11\1. Grosart (Parliamentary 
Observer from Canada), Osborn, Richter, dE: 
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Bruyne, 1\iendelson (on a point of order), Carter, 
Small. 

1\ir. van Ooijen, Rapporteur, and 1\ir. de 1\ion
tesquiou, Chairman of the Committee, replied to 
the speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendatian and draft Resolution contained 
in Document 649. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to 
unanimously. (This Recommendation will be 
published as No. 259) 1• 

The draft Resolution was agreed to 
unanimously. (This Resolution will be published 
as No. 54) 2• 

4. Close of the Session 

The President declared the Twentieth 
Ordinary Session of the Assembly closed. 

The Sitting was closed at 11.20 a.m. 

1. See page 46. 
2. See page 47. 
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APPENDIX 

Names of Representatives or Substitutes who signed the Register of Attendance 1 : 

MM. Abens 
Adriaensens 
Piket (Boertien) 
van Ooijen (Dankert) 
Delorme 
de Bruyne (Dequae) 
Enders 
Lagershausen (Kempfler) 

Mrs. Godinache-Lambert 
(Kempinaire) 

MM. Leynen 
Spautz (Margue) 
Konen (Mart) 
Mende 
Mendelson 
de Montesquiou 
Muller 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence: 

MM. Ahrens 
Alber 
Amrehn 
Arnaud 
Averardi 
Bettiol 
Boulloche 
Brugnon 
Cerneau 
Cohen 
Coppola 
Cornelissen 
Critchley 
Dregger 

Lord Duncan-Sandys 
MM. de Felice 

Fletcher 
Gessner 
Grieve 
Hunt 
Jung 
Krieg 

MM. La Loggia 
Legaret 
Leggieri 
Lemmrich 
Letschert 

Dr. Mabon 
MM. Mammi 

Mat tick 
Minnocci 

Mrs. Miotti Carli 
1\IM. de Niet 

Pecoraro 
Pendry 
Peridier 
Pica 
Portheine 
Prescott 
Preti 
Quilleri 
Radius 
Riviere 

MM. Osborn 
Wall (Page) 
Richter 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Schugens 

Small 
Breyne (de Stexhe) 
Garter (Urwin) 

MM. Roger 
Roper 
Salvatore 
Schlaga 
Schleiter 
Schmidt 
Schmitt 

Mrs. Schuchardt 
MM. Schwencke 

Sieglerschmidt 
Steel 
Talamona 
Tanghe 
Tomney 
Treu 
Valleix 
Vedovato 
Vitter 
Voogd 

Mrs. Wolf 
Mr. Zamberletti 

1. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being 
given in brackets. 
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TEXTS ADOPTED 

The Assembly, 

RECOMMENDATION 259 

on advanced technology in Canada 
the consequences for Europe 

TWELFTH SITTING 

Sharing the regrets expressed by the Canadian Senate Special Committee on Science Policy in 
its report on science policy for Canada regarding the absence of international co-operation; 

Considering the Canadian Senate's proposal to create an interparliamentary association for 
scientific and technological affairs open to all OECD member countries and its wish to hear opinions 
on this proposal ; 

Considering also Canada's wish to develop its foreign policy and overseas trade in new direc
tions; 

Aware of the need to collaborate with Canada on: 

(a) the development of V-STOL aircraft; 

(b) nuclear research and development; 

(c) other energy resources within· the framework of the overall energy policy; 
' ' 

(d) computer communications, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

Invite member governments : 

1. To afford the interparliamentary association - as proposed by the Canadian Senate - their 
assistance in the study of the abovementioned subjects; 

2. To instruct the European Space Agency to seek co-operation with Canada on: 

(a) remote sensing systems in satellites to further environmental monitoring, oceanography, 
new reforestation methods and worldwide crop assessment ; 

(b) domestic satellite communications systems. 
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TEXTS ADOPTED 

The Assembly, 

RESOLUTION 54 

on parliamentary collaboration in 
subjects of advanced technology 

TWELFTH SITTING 

Sharing the regrets expressed by the Canadian Senate Special Committee on Science Policy in 
its report on science policy for Canada regarding the absence of international co-operation ; 

Considering the Canadian Senate's proposal to create an interparliamentary association for 
scientific and technological affairs open to all OECD member countries and its wish to hear opinions 
on this proposal, 

INVITES THE PARLIAMENTS OF MEMBER COUNTRIES 

To endorse the proposal to create an interparliamentary association for scientific and technolo
gical affairs and a~ to hold colloquies from time to time between the science and technology 
committees of the national and international parliaments. 
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SIXTH SITTING 

Tuesday, 3rd December 1974 

SUMMARY 

1. Resumption of the Session and adoption of the Minutes. 

2. Attendance Register. 

3. Examination of Credentials. 

4. Observers. 

5. Address by the President of the Assembly. 

6. Adoption of the draft Order of Business for the Second 
Part of the Session (Doe. 644). 

7. Cha.nnel Tunnel (Motion for a Recommendation with a 
request for urgent procedure, Doe. 657). 

Speakers : The President, Mr. Prescott. 

8. European union and WEU (Presentation of and Debate 
on the Repm·t of the General Afjairs Committee, Doe. 646). 

Speakers : The President, Mr. Krieg (Rapporteur), 
Mr. Farr, Mr. Richter, Mr. Cermolacce, Mr. Da.nkert, 
Mr. Lemmrich, Mr. Grieve, Mr. de Niet, Mr. Leynen, 
Mr. Roper, Mr. Krieg (Rapporteur), Mr. Sieglerschmidt 
(Chairman of the Committee), Mr. Roper, Mr. Krieg 
(Rapporteur), Mr. Leynen. 

9. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the next Sitting. 

The Sitting was opened at 10 a.m. with Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

1. Resumption of the Session and adoption 
of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The Sitting 
is open. 

I declare resumed the Twentieth Ordinary 
Session of the Assembly of Western European 
Union, which was adjourned on Thursday, 20th 
June 1974, at the conclusion of the Fifth Sitting. 

In accordance with Rule 21 of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Minutes of Proceedings of the 
Fifth Sitting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments ?. .. 

The Minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The names 
of the Substitutes attending this Sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be pub
lished with the list of Representatives appended 
to the Minutes of ProceedingSl. 

1. See page 14. 
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3. Examination of Credentials 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -The next 
Order of the Day is the examination of credentials 
of new Representatives and Substitutes. 

The list of new Representatives and Substitutes 
of France, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Luxembourg and the Netherlands was ratified by 
the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of 
Europe or its Standing Committee on 3rd July, 
24th September and 27th November 197 4. These 
ratifications are attested, in accordance with 
Rule 6 (1) of the Rules of Procedure of our 
Assembly, by the statements of the ratification 
of credentials communicated by the President of 
the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of 
Europe. 

The credentials have not, however, yet been 
ratified in the cases of a Substitute of Belgium, 
Mr. Duvieusart, two Representatives of the 
United Kingdom, Mr. Hunt and Dr. Mabon, and 
six Substitutes of that country, Lord Beaumont 
of Whitley, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Carter, 
Lord Darling of Hillsborough, Mr. Lester and 
Lord Walston, who have just been appointed. 

In conformity with the provisions of Rule 6 (2) 
of our Rules of Procedure, it falls to our Assembly 
to examine their credentials. 
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The President (continued) 

These credentials have not been opposed, and 
they are certified by the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Belgium and by the Foreign Secretary 
of the United Kingdom respectively. 

If the Assembly is unanimous, it may ratify 
these credentials without prior reference to a 
Credentials Committee. 

Are there any objections to ratification of the 
credentials of the new Representatives and Substi
tutes of Belgium and the United Kingdom? ... 

The credentials are therefore ratified, subject 
to subsequent examination by the Parliamentary 
Assembly of the Council of Europe. 

Consequently, the foHowing members are 
admitted to take their seats in the Assembly of 
Western European Union : as Substitute of 
Belgium : Mr. Duvieusart ; as Representatives of 
the United Kingdom : Mr. Hunt and Dr. Mabon ; 
as Substitutes of the United Kingdom : Lord 
Beaumont of Whitley, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. 
Carter, Lord Darling of Hillsborough, Mr. Lester 
and Lord W alston. 

4. Observers 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I would 
like to extend a warm welcome to the parlia
mentary observers who are doing us the honour 
of participating in our deliberations : Mr. Grosart, 
Senator from Canada ; MM. Elmholt and Larsen, 
members of the Danish Folketing ; MM. Sjothun 
and Jakobsen, members of the Norwegian Start
ing ; Mr. Inan, Senator, and Mr. Olc;men, Repre
sentative, from Turkey. 

I would also like to welcome Ambassador 
Touloupas, who is attending our session as the 
Observer from Greece, and Mr. Oaldas and 
Mr. Vasco da Gama Fernandes, Observers from 
Portugal. 

S. Address by the President of the Assembly 

The PRESIDENT (Trenslatioo).- Ladies and 
Gentlemen, today we must take a new look at a 
new world. The ideas of yesteryear no longer 
enable us to grasp the magnitude of the problems 
which assail us. 

The present crisis resembles neither the 1929 
crisis, which was mainly economic, nor the poli
tical crises which preceded the two world wars ; 
it has many facets because it is a crisis of civilisa-
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tion. It calls in question both the structure of 
international relationships and man's relationship 
with nature in the production process and the goals 
of society. Social unrest, the gloomy prophecies 
of the Club of Rome, the conjunction of inflation 
and recession, the erratic movements of capital, 
the over-population of certain countries and the 
armaments race are but various sides of the same 
reality, difficult to grasp but which must be 
understood in order to bring our trials to an end. 

In this new crisis is there not a danger of wit
nessing a continuation of the decline of Europe 
which began in August 1914? Is the very idea 
of Europe still alive at a time when each of our 
countries seems to be seeking its salvation by a 
different road ? 

On the eve of the summit conference of Heads 
of State or Government of the nine countries 
composing the European Community, our 
Assembly has no lack of topics for reflection. 

Before proposing a cure we must attempt a 
diagnosis. 

I believe that population pressure, the intensity 
of trade and the aggressiveness of technology have 
created one world where no malady can be con
fined and where any attack on the integrity of 
one part is felt by all. The world economy and 
political society can no longer serve as the stage 
for the blind confrontations whose results have 
determined economic and political developments 
hitherto. Yet the machinery for regulation, co
ordination and concertation which would avoid 
the exacerbation of conFlicts has still to be per
fected. As in the eighteenth century when feudal 
society, made rigid by a hereditary hierarchy and 
corporate charters, was giving way to a freer and 
more flexible society, our world needs enlighten
ment. Like an animal reaching a higher level in 
the scale of evolution of the species, our society 
has a deeper unity and therefore requires a 
greater capacity for analysis and decision. For
merly, the main decision-making centres were in 
Europe. But now the loss of political control over 
vast regions as the result of decolonisation has 
been followed by the loss of economic control. The 
decisions affecting our supplies are now taken 
elsewhere, and the rise in the cost of certain 
imported commodities is leading to a new sharing 
out of the world's wealth to our detriment. This 
economic dependence is accompanied by monetary 
dependence. Under the sway of the dollar, Europe 
is weakened by inflation for which its economic 
policy is not generally responsible. Speculative 
movements of capital are constantly threatening 
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our currencies, while foreign investments question 
our ability to retain control of our own economy. 

Weakened as they are, Europeans no longer 
seem to believe that salvation can come from 
joining their own forces. Will they in future have 
to comply with all the demands of oil exporters or 
follow every shift of American policy which, 
although friendly, is naturally concerned primarily 
with serving the interests of the United States ? 
Shall we have the courage and strength to make 
our own voice heard ? The answer to these ques
tions depends on our determination at both 
national and European level. 

At national level the need to change our econo
mic structure and redeploy our investments calls 
for a clear view of long-term aiins. Thus the 
present energy crisis was foreseeable insofar as 
our governments were counting on securing the 
continuous growth of energy production by a 
continuous increase in oil imports, mostly from 
the Middle East. The dangers of this dependence 
were pointed out long ago, but the diversification 
of energy sources implied temporarily higher 
production costs. This shows the danger of leaving 
the management of the economy to market 
mechanisms for too long a time and of sacrificing 
the solution of long-term problems to short-term 
benefits. 

The pseudo-laws of the market should be aban
doned in favour of an organised market or what I 
shall call a "voluntary market economy". It is for 
governments to define the frame of reference for 
assessing the rationality of economic decisions by 
the private sector. Prosperity and the quality of 
life today depend on applying the kind of political 
determination which in the past enabled us to cope 
with war and devastation. Only by a vigorous 
investment policy - i.e. a speeding up rather 
than a slowing down of the economy - can the 
drain caused by the rising cost of raw materials 
and in particular of oil be stopped. For the source 
of all finance is to be found in labour and not 
in unemployment. 

Essential for national survival, only firmness 
will enable us to continue the construction of 
Europe. Far from being a pretext for national 
renunciation, the European idea iinplies national 
ambition which finds a natural extension in a 
European resolve because Europe, by ensuring 
cohesion and effectiveness, is the condition for the 
success of each of our countries' policies. 
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This view does not seem to be widely held 
today. Being affected in different ways by rising 
oil costs, our countries are tempted to adopt dif
ferent approaches depending on their balance-of
payments positions and their rates of inflation 
or unemployment, but also and perhaps above 
all on the view they take of a desirable relation
ship with the United States. It is our Assembly's 
task to affirm that Europe should not confine 
itself to responding to the consequences of deci
sions taken elsewhere, that it must be strong 
enough to act instead of remaining passive and 
that it must unite in order to be strong. 

Signs of the existence of a European will are 
sometimes evident in economic matters through 
the compromise solutions achieved by the member 
countries of the European Community at the 
price of stiff negotiations. They are also evident 
in certain limited successes in political co-opera
tion, particularly the adoption of common posi
tions in the United Nations or elsewhere. 

But in fact Europe is marking time and may 
even disintegrate if the crisis worsens and the 
necessary action is still not forthcoming. 

The reason is that any wider agreement between 
our countries runs up against differences in the 
underlying thinking of our leaders. There is no 
deep agreement on political aims because there 
is no agreement on the need to express a European 
identity in all fields, including foreign policy and 
defence. 

I therefore express the hope that the summit 
conference to be held next week will not only 
enable a number of emergency measures required 
by the international situation to be adopted but 
will achieve the thorough convergence of political 
wills that is a necessary condition of any technical 
agreement. 

Never has a vigorous affirmation of European 
identity appeared more necessary. Our currencies, 
aur jobs, our society and our survival are at stake. 

Do we wish our countries to stay in the techno
logical race ? Do we wish to keep highly skilled 
manpower in employment ? Then we must give 
priority to the procurement of European aviation 
hardware, both civilian and military. Do we wish 
to have a satellite launching capability so as to 
establish our own telecommunications systems or 
participate in surveying the resources of our 
planet ? Then as many of us as possible should 
take part in the construction of a European laun
cher. Do we wish to exploit the oceans as the 
source of tomorrow's wealth ? Here again we must 
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unite our efforts. In short, we must launch a 
European plan to ensure the survival and pro
motion of advanced technology in Europe. 

The institutions which would enable us to take 
joint decisions exist. They must be infused with 
a European will. There has been talk of Euro
group. For what major items of European hard
ware has this body enabled a procurement or 
manufacturing agreement to be reached ? What 
concrete tasks has it proved possible to give to the 
Standing Armaments Committee ? Why has WEU 
not brought about a European consensus on an 
issue as important as the choice of a joint fighter 
aircraft, the touchstone of European determina
tion in the next few weeks ? Why have the plans 
for European union been allowed to fall by the 
wayside Y The hesitations of one government 
should not discourage others from pressing ahead, 
for time is short. 

Harassed by the day-to-day problems of a parti
culal"ly difficult situation, our governments are 
only too inclined to wait until a problem becomes 
urgent before tackling it and then, when it is too 
late, showing little aptitude for solving it. Only 
too often the West lacks breadth of vision, deter
mination and imagination. That is why I believe 
an Assembly such as ours has a leading rOle to 
play. 

The three tasks of the European assemblies are 
to reflect, to encourage and to propose. They 
shoudd therefore be clear-sighted, display the 
determination they hope to communicate to gov
ernments and the imagination needed for solving 
new problems. Our Assembly has a particularly 
difficult task, because it is the European 
Assembly responsible for defence. Its paramount 
rOle is to consider all political, economic and 
technical problems from the point of view of 
European security and to take a specifically Euro
pean view of military problems. 

But there are very few fields where roUJtine, 
the status quo and the acceptance of facile solu
tions triumph so easily. 

It is all too convenient to say that Europe is 
powerless, that it suffices to pay the economic 
and political price of American protection and 
that a joint European approach to armament 
problems is difficult because industry does as it 
pleases. 

Our Assembly's task is not to comment on the 
action with periodic lamentations like a Greek 
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chorus. Its task is to create among us a strong 
European spirit thanks to the debates which give 
us a better understanding of each other's views 
and establish a durable basis of friendship. This 
is the spirit we must then communicate to our 
governments. Whether the present crisis marks 
the decline of Europe or her recovery depends on 
their determination. I would hope that the recom
mendations made to them by the Assembly on the 
ev·e of the summit conference contain a solemn 
warning and reflect the lofty view we take of the 
abilities of our peoples united in a common 
destiny. (Applause) 

6. Adoption of the draft Order of Business 
for the Second Part of the Session 

(Doe. 644) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -The next 
Order of the Day is the adoption of the draft 
Order of Business for the Second Part of the 
Twentieth Ordinary Session of the Assembly. 

The draft in question is contained in Document 
644 dated 2nd December 197 4. 

Two textual modifications should be made in 
the titles of the reports which are to be debated 
at the sitting on Wednesday afternoon : 

1. The title of Mr. Warren's report should read : 
"State of European aviation activities". 

2. The title of Mr. Small's report should read : 
"State of European nuclear energy programmes 
-security aspects". 

Are there any objections to the draft Order 
of Business contained in Document 644 L 

The Order of Business for the Second Part of 
the Twentieth Ordinary Session is agreed to. 

7. Channel Tunnel 

(Motion for a Recommendation with a request for 
urgent procedure, Doe. 651) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I have 
received from Mr. de Montesquiou a;nd others a 
motion for a recommendation on the Channel 
Tunnel, with a request for urgent procedure. 

The motion for a recommendation is contained 
in Document 657. 

In accordance with Rule 43 of the Rules of 
Procedure, the request has been posted up and 
the text circulated. 

• 
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In accordance with Rule 43 (3) of the Rules 
of Procedure, the debate on the request for urgent 
procedure cannot enter into the substance of the 
question. 

The Presidential Committee is in favour of 
adopting urgent procedure. 

Only one speaker for the request, one speaker 
against and the Chairman of the Committee con
cerned are entitled to be heard. 

I call Mr. de Montesquiou to speak on the 
request for urgent procedure. 

I observe that Mr. de Montesquiou is not 
present. 

I call Mr. Prescott. 

Mr. PRESCOTT (United Kingdom). - But, 
Mr. President, has this motion yet been proposed ? 
Does not our procedure at least require the 
motion to be moved ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- It has been 
suggested to me that the question should be 
deferred until a later sitting. I have been inform
ed that Mr. de Montesquiou will speak at 3 p.m. 

I call Mr. Prescott. 

Mr. PRESCOTT (United Kingdom). -As I 
understand the situation, this is an emergency 
motion which we are expected to consider. Surely 
it would be highly irregular to defer the matter 
until this afternoon. If it is an emergency matter, 
surely the mover should be here to deal with it. 
If not, the matter must by definition fall. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - It is 
obvious that you are right about the actual defini
tion of urgency. I would, however, remind you 
that Mr. de Montesquiou should be present at 
3 o'clock this afternoon. If you are not in agree
ment the problem of urgent procedure is auto
mati~ally eliminated and the question will not 
appear on the agenda ofthis session. 

Mr. PRESCOTT (United Kingdom).- We are 
all full-time politicians. If Mr. de Montesquiou 
cannot be here, I cannot accept 'that the matter 
be deferred until 3 o'clock this afternoon. I sug
gest that the Assembly should take the view that 
the motion should not even be heard and should 
be finished with. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I take 
formal note of your statement. 

• 
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Mr. PRESCOTT (United Kingdom).- Thank 
you, Mr. President. 

8. European union and WEU 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
General Affairs Committee, Doe. 646) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of the report 
of the General Affairs Committee on European 
union and WEU, Document 646. 

I call Mr. Krieg, Rapporteur of the Committee. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - The 
report which I have the honour to present to you 
today on behalf of the General Affairs Committee 
was adopted unanimously on 14th October last. 
It can only be considered as a provisional docu
ment, not only because, in the political sphere, 
there is nothing other than the provisional, but 
also because our Assembly will inevitably be led 
to revert to this subject during the next session. 
We are all aware that a summit conference is to 
be held within the next few days, and it wiH of 
course be necessary for WEU to consider the 
implications of that conference at its next session. 
It is, moreover, obvious that our Assembly will 
wish to recall once again, in more formal fashion, 
the place that WEU should be called upon to 
occupy in the Europe of tomorrow, when meeting 
in session for the first time in the capital of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, on the occasion 
of the celebrations marking its twentieth anni
versary. 

The report which we are now considering is 
therefore only a preparatory document designed 
to enable the reader looking at this subject afresh 
to learn the opinion of the members of this 
Assembly, and next, the joint views of our seven 
governments on the relevant problems. 

A close examination of the attitudes adopted 
during the past years and months, both by the 
European parliamentary assemblies and by the 
governments of our different countries, has led 
the General Affairs Committee to note the diver
gences that exist between the policies advocated 
or adopted by the various parties involved. Never
theless these policies rest on broad agreement 
among the member countries of WEU as to what 
is the essential issue, namely that Europe cannot 
contemplate a defence policy lying outside alliance 
with the United States, as defined by the Atlantic 
Alliance and as reaffirmed in the declaration 
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adopted by the NATO Council at Ottawa in June 
1974. 

All those concerned likewise agree in consider
ing that Europe must make its voice heard along
side that of the United States. The concept earlier 
advanced by President Kennedy, of an Atlantic 
Alliance resting on two pillars, one American and 
the other European, stilJ seems today to muster 
unanimous support, at least among the European 
members of the Alliance. 

It seems to me that this is the basis upon which 
our thinking about the place of WEU in tomor
row's Europe must rest. 

Admittedly, the geographical outline of this 
Europe is still ill-defined. Its institutional struc
ture is even more so, and it would serve no useful 
purpose to concea:l the fact that disagreements 
exist. Nevertheless there should be agreement 
among our seven governments and among all the 
members of this Assembly in considering that the 
modified Brussels Treaty- which, as we know, 
includes commitments for the furnishing of 
mutual aid among the seven signatory countries 
that are more far-reaching and more precise than 
those contained in the North Atlantic Treaty -
constitutes the foundation for a European defence 
policy. 

What form will the political union of tomorrow 
assume? 

The Heads of State or of Government of the 
Nine have decided that a report on European 
union will be examined, but not before 1975. Until 
then, the maintenance of WEU as the body res
ponsible, with aJl its existing terms of reference, 
for implementing the modified Brussels Treaty, 
hardly comes into question. 

"'What place will WEU subsequently occupy in 
the European union ? That is a point about which 
it is more difficult to give a precise answer. 
Nevertheless, there is nothing to indicate that the 
Nine are at present inclined to enter into negotia
tions, which could only be prolonged and difficult, 
in order to reach a fresh agreement in the realm 
of defence. It is far more likely that the modified 
Brussels Treaty will take its rightful place in the 
whole series of agreements on which European 
union will be based. 

We are all aware that two countries among the 
Nine have not acceded to the modified Brussels 
Treaty and are accordingly not members of WEU. 

55 

SIXTH SITTING 

I refer to Denmark and Ireland. It would obvious
ly be far from satisfactory, from a logical point 
of view, to see the European union of tomorrow 
based on a series of texts which WQuld not involve 
to the same extent all the countries subscribing 
to the act of union. Naturally, if it were only the 
wording of the Brussels Treaty, or even the 
manner in which WEU operates, that kept Den
mark and Ireland from participating in a Euro
pean defence policy, it might be reasonable to 
envisage a revision of this treaty or a change in 
the institution itself. 

Everything points to the fact, however, that the 
problem does not lie there. It is the actual prin
ciple of joint defence which is unacceptable, both 
to Denmark and to Ireland, for reasons connected 
with their place in Europe and their relations 
with neighbouring countries. It is unlikely that 
Ireland, which does not belong to the Atlantic 
Alliance, would agree, unless its situation were 
to change profoundly, to take part in a European 
defence organisation which itself would form an 
integral part of the Atlantic Alliance. Denmark, 
for its part, seems anxious not to separate its 
destiny too widely from th<Wt of the other Scandi
navian countries, which cannot or will not join a 
European defence organisation. Consequently, it 
is not through deliberate choice, but because it 
seems to us difficult to envisage any other out
come, at least in the foreseeable future, that we 
are obliged to acknowledge that tomorrow's Euro
pean union will be a limping institution, that it 
will rest on different treaties governing the 
economic sphere and the defence sphere, and that 
it will not comprise exactly the same countries in 
the one sphere as in the other. 

We may feel that this is regrettable. 

We could, as suggested in the recommendation 
which the General Affairs Committee proposes 
for adoption by us, call upon Ireland and Den
mark to associate themselves with a joint defence 
policy and to accede to the Brussels Treaty. We 
cannot compel them to do so ; but nor can we 
defer all progress towards political union in 
Europe until the day, probably distant, when 
they may feel inclined to join. 

Conversely, there are countries which, without 
belonging to EEC, at least for the present, parti
cipate fully in a European defence policy within 
the framework of the Atlantic Alliance. This is 
specifically the position of Greece and Turkey-. 
As we know, Greece decided to leave the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation, as a consequence 
of the events that occurred last summer. Even if 
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the motives which induced that country to take 
such a step are not the same as those which had 
earlier led General de Gaulle to leave the organ
isation, and even if the form of its relations with 
NATO are not the same as those which govern 
relations between France and NATO, neverthe
less, the position of Greece in relation to the 
Atlantic Alliance is, in many respects, similar to 
that of France. But France is a member of WEU, 
while Greece is not. Would Greece now wish to 
become one ? That is not impossible ; and it would 
be expedient, now that the country has witnessed 
the re-establishment of a fully democratic regime, 
to put the question. Greece has applied to accede 
to the European Economic Community. It would 
obviously be in the interests of Europe, which is 
so sharply aware of the threats that may hang 
over its southern flank, to associate Greece more 
closely with its defence policy and, in consequence, 
to secure the adherence of ·that country to 
Western European Union. 

Here are a series of points on which the General 
Affairs Committee was a:ble to reach broad agree
ment among its members. They are the points set 
out in the six paragraphs of the preamble to the 
draft recommendation which it is proposed you 
should adopt. The seven operative paragraphs are 
addressed very directly to the WEU Council, and 
through it to the governments of the seven 
member countries of the organisation. They pro
pose a number of measures, all of which appear 
capable of implementation without delay ; without 
being calculated to prejudge the nature of tomor
row's European union, they are designed for use 
during the transitional period which Europe is 
currently traversing. 

The first of these operative paragraphs is in 
many respects the most important, since it recom- . 
mends that the Council propose that a conference 
of Heads of State or of Government of EEC 
member countries be held to study the require
ments of a European defence policy in the frame
work of the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Some voices were raised within the General 
Affairs Committee to point out that, in their 
view, summit conferences did not represent the 
best means of promoting the advancement of 
Europe. Perhaps they are not wrong. 

It is clear, however, that conferences of that 
type will be held during the next few years, and 
it is hard to see why, if that is the case, problems 
connected with European defence should not be 
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tackled on such occasions. It is possible that those 
members of the EEC who do not wish to parti
cipate in a defence policy may raise objections 
but is it not the role of WEU member countri~ 
constantly to remind their partners that the 
future of Europe depends on a determination to 
ensure the joint defence of a civilisation to which 
all Europeans are attached ? 

Is it conceivable that summit conferences should 
take decisions designed to lead to European union 
without tackling the problems connected with a 
European defence policy ? If they were to do so, 
whaJt union and what Europe would result ? 
Would it not involve the a priori condemnation 
of Europe to political non-existence ? Is not the 
realm of defence one of the very first on which 
countries desiring to build up a close association 
must agree 1 

In asking for a conference of this kind to be 
held, we are obviously calling upon the WEU 
Council to participate in its preparation, since 
no other European body is in a position to do so. 
It will. naturally be incumbent on the government 
of each of the member countries to undertake the 
necessary preparatory studies and to put forward 
some conclusions. These conclusions would, how
ever, have to be harmonised in anticipation of the 
summit conference, and it wouM clearly be the 
responsibility of the WEU Council to undertake 
this harmonisation. 

It is in this perspective that the functions of 
the WEU Council should, in our opinion, be 
viewed today. The modified Brussels Treaty dates 
back more than twenty years ; the international 
situation has undergone profound changes during 
those twenty years, particularly as regards the 
balance of forces and the threats which may hang 
over Western Europe. It is perfectly clear today 
that the fear of seeing Soviet tanks pour through 
Western Germany has markedly receded but at 
the same time the development of Western 
Europe's economic activity has rendered the area 
infinitely more responsive to everything that goes 
on in the rest of the world. Henceforth, the 
security of Europe depends upon a mass of 
factors, and the modified Brussels Treaty has 
assigned to the Council the task of undertaking 
a regular examination of these different factors. 

The draft recommendation presented to you 
mentions several of these factors : the emergence 
of new nuclear powers ; the development of agree
ments among nuclear powers ; the evolving rela
tions between Europe and the United States; the 
whole range of foreign policy issues that affect 
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European defence ; the connection between the 
military efforts undertaken by the countries of 
Western Europe and the development of their 
industrial capacity ; and also the need that many 
countries experience to place strict limits on their 
defence expenCliture. 

It is true that, since the United Kingdom's 
accession to the European Community and the 
development of political consultations among the 
Nine, the WEU countries have come to consider 
these different issues in the context of the EEC 
rather than in that of WEU in the case of political 
problems, and in that of the North Atlantic 
Treaty iin the case of defence problems. 

In a written question put to the Council in 
Oetober 1974, our colleague Mr. Leynen referred 
to a number of foreign policy problems that had 
formerly been dealt with within the framework 
of WEU ; and he asked the Council whether 
it considered that these problems formed the 
subject of adequate deliberation in the political 
consultations held among the Nine. 

In its reply, the Council sta;ted that these 
questions had given rise to frequent and detailed 
exchanges of views in the context of political co
operation among the Nine, in conditions which 
gave entire sa;tisfaction to the governments of the 
seven WEU member countries. 

We are entitled to wonder whether this feeling 
of "satisfaction" was not acquired too cheaply 
and whether, in reality, the whole range of prob
lems to which we have just referred is dealt with 
satisfactorily in the framework of the Atlantic 
Alliance or in that of co-operation among the 
Nine. 

However that may be, the WEU Council 
remains responsible for the implementation of the 
modified Brussels Treaty in its entirety, and it 
has recognised this fact by stating on several 
occasions that it would continue to inform the 
Assembly regarding consultations held in other 
bodies on the implementation of this treaty. 

Nevertheless, we may ask ourselves whether the 
complete lack of activity by the Council at min
isterial level during the year 197 4 enables it to 
fulfiil this role. It is quite obvious that we cannot 
ask the ministers to meet as often as they did in 
the past, or to deal once again in the framework 
of the Seven with problems that they already deal 
with in other places. Are m:l not entitled however 
to ask the Council to continue with periodic min-
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isterial meetings in order to consider whether 
there are really no shortcomings whatever in the 
implementation of the Brussels Treaty by institu
tions other than WEU ? 

It must be confessed that the attitude adopted 
by the Council during the past few months with 
regard to a number of important matters prompts 
one to inquire to what extent our governments 
are still ready to respect the Bl'Wl8ells Treaty and 
the commitments into which they have entered 
during the past few years with respect to the 
Assembly. 

The manner in which the Council refused to 
hold a joint meeting with the General Affairs 
Committee regarding a questionnaire which 
covered a number of economic and political ques
tions justifies a serious examination of this 
question. 

The reply to Recommendation 241 affords 
grounds for fearing that the Council may begin 
to consider as lying outside its competence ques
tions which, although relevant to the modified 
Brussels Treaty, are dealt with in institutions 
other than WEU. But what is a still more serious 
matter, we read in the reply given by the Council 
to Recommendation 254 that the Indian Ocean is 
not within the areas covered either by Western 
European Union or by the Atlantic Alliance. 

It is not for me to ask whether the Atlantic 
Alliance defines an area in regard to which its 
members are allowed or not allowed to discuss 
their foreign policies ; but I can see nothing in 
the modified Brussels Treaty which might permit 
the Council to speak of the existence of an area 
about which it was precluded from deliberating. 

In the past, the Council did not deny itself the 
right to consider the situation in South-East Asia 
or in what it called "the Horn of Africa". What 
is the new factor which enables it now to claim 
that the Indian Ocean lies outside its field of 
competence ? 

We may ask ourselves whether the attitude 
adopted by the Council is not calculated to give 
rise in the next few months to a real conflict 
between it and the Assembly ; for I do not believe 
that the latter can agree to the Council giving a 
fresh interpretation to the Brussels Treaty, one 
that conflicts with what had always been its own 
interpretation and at the same time that of the 
Assembly. 

Finally, the draft recommendation adopted by 
the General Affairs Committee alludes to the close 
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connection which exists between the European 
resolve to constitute an economic entity and the 
need for Europe to co-ordinate the armaments 
poliJCies of member countries. 

The WEU Assembly has very frequently stres
sed the fact, especially through its Committee on 
Scientific, TechnologicaJl and Aerospace Questions, 
that the requirements of the most modem indus
trial developments implied a pooling of efforts 
in the armaments field. This prospect was already 
in the minds of those who drafted the modified 
Brussels Treaty, and it is a problem which con
stantly arises. I refer here to the flurry caused by 
the decision of the Belgian, Dutch, Danish and 
Norwegian Governments to acquire a new combat 
aiTCraft. 

Obviously, the General Affairs Committee did 
not become involved in the technological discus
sion to which this problem gave rise. That was not 
its role. It does, however, express, in the draft 
recommendation presented to you here, its anxiety 
to see the industrial potentia:l of Europe preserved 
and developed through a common armaments 
policy ; and in that connection it recalls elsewhere 
the proposals made before our Assembly last year 
by Mr. Michel Jobert, then French Minister for 
Foreign Affairs. 

Taken as a whole, this draft recommendation 
should not surprise our Assembly. Indeed it 
reflects in its essentials a viewpoint which has 
been consistently defended not only by the 
General Affairs Committee but by the Assembly 
itself. It also reflects viewpoints which our govem
ments have very frequently assured us were theirs. 
It is quite obvious, however, that this has not 
always been, and is not aJways today, the policy 
pursued by those governments. 

We are not among those who think that institu
tional machinery, whatever form it may take, is 
capable of making up for political determination 
when that is lacking. Nevertheless, you wiil find 
mention in the explanatory memorandum of a 
number of reasons which give us reason to believe 
that this political determination should emerge 
afresh during the period we . are traversing, 
because Europe more than ever finds itself facing 
a chwllenge. The chaHenge is that of seeing itself 
deprived of all influence in the world, and aJso 
of seeing itself deprived of any guarantee aB 

regards its own security, at a juncture when it 
has completed its economic reconstruction and 
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when it has the means available to pursue a Euro
pean defence policy. 

Is it not the lack of any such policy which, in 
a difficult economic situation, results in making 
the realm of defence that in which gQvemments 
most readily agree to introduce Draconian cuts, 
not as a matter of deliberate choice but simply 
through drifting into a habit of faci~e solutions Y 
Defence policies are indeed becoming more and 
more costly and less and less credible, and the 
temptation is growing ever stronger for each party 
to be content to make only such sacrifices as are 
essential for maintaining the American nuclear 
umbrella over Europe. 

To abandon hope of a European defence policy 
woUJld be tantamount to denying the existence of 
Europe, relying solely upon the United States not 
only for Europe's defence but also for its 
existence as an economic power and as a power 
in any sense. 

That is what the present report has tried to do : 
to consider what might be achieved today, in our 
own framework, to escape from the temptation to 
give up, which the looming economic crisis 
threatens to render still more acute. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Thank you, 
Mr. Krieg. 

I call Mr. Farr to speak in the debate. 

Mr. FARR (United Kingdom).- I wish first 
to congratulate the Rapporteur upon his excellent 
report which is so topical today. In particular, I 
wish to refer to your opening remarks today, 
Mr. President, which are very much associated 
with the report under consideration. There is no 
doubt that European union and WEU will occupy 
most of our time in one form or another during 
the week. 

I consider that Mr. Krieg in his interesting 
document has very much hit the nail on the head 
regarding a number of subjects. The report can 
be divided into two themes on which he has elected 
to make his remarks. The first of these themes is 
his consideration that the desirability of full 
political and economic union by the nine EEC 
nations should be recognised by WEU. The second 
of the themes he has pinpointed in the report 
refers to the desirability at least of W estem Euro
pean natiQns pooling their defence procurement 
requirements. 

Having divided the subject into those two 
themes, I wish to refer briefly to the second one, 
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namely, the desirability at least of WEU nations 
pooling their defence requirements. This must 
make sense to all members of WEU regardless 
of individual views on political union. If we do 
not have a common united defence procurement 
programme in WEU and, indeed, a common civil 
aircraft procurement programme, because civil 
aircraft production is so closely linked to military 
aircraft production, I believe that our individual 
defence production industries will slowly wither, 
decline and disappear. They will disappear in the 
face of strong and concerted United States action. 

At the same time I offer the thought to the 
Assembly that those who urge European union 
in many cases will precipitate European joint 
independence from the United S·tates not because 
they wish to strengthen Europe but because in 
the foreseeable future any divorce of Europe from 
the protection of the United States umbrella could 
be accompanied by disastrous consequences. In 
this area we must bear in mind when nations 
place orders for new armaments and new air
craft that the United States has a real and 
justifiable interest in what we in Europe buy. 

Certainly let us foster a European aerospace 
industry but let us order the best, and if the best 
is American let us order American. I do not think 
that as adult politicians we can expect the United 
States and its Congress to continue to provide a 
nuclear umbrella at vast cost to the United States 
taxpayers unless occasionally Congress sees some 
tangible return, such as a firm aircraft export 
order. 

I want now to turn to my second point which is 
the desirability, as Mr. Krieg suggests, of full 
political and economic union of the Nine. Mr. 
Krieg, who is an expert on this subject, seemed 
very disappointed that quicker progress towards 
full political and economic union had not been 
made, and he emphasises this fact in his report, 
especially in paragraphs 7 and 8. I would tell 
him that he is not to worry and· that he should, I 
think, be thankful that we can get some form of 
worthwhile co-operation in Europe on our defence 
procurement programme alone. In my view, full 
political union is certainly years away and could 
be decades away, and if we politicians try to 
quicken the pace unnaturally we shall lose the 
sympathy of the electorates who send us to this 
Assembly. 

Because some members of the Assembly are 
rightly spurred by the ideal of full political and 
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economic union of Europe we must not outstrip 
political union at home. Our views could be rejec
ted by an electorate, with possibly very serious 
effects on any future European co-operation in 
any form. To use a racing term, it is no use the 
jockey arriving at the winning post if his horse 
has refused and turned tail two fences back. 

One of the reasons for many of us hesitating to 
advance too quickly along the road to full political 
union is that it would result in a form of pooled 
government or co-operative government of the 
nine EEC nations and consequently, so far as 
Britain is concerned, I believe a far more unstable 
form of government. I believe that political union 
of the Nine could be unstable, and if the Nine 
were extended to Ten or Eleven, as Mr. Krieg 
suggests in his report might be possible, including 
the poss~bility of Greece, and perhaps later 
Portugal, joining, the likelihood of that instability 
would be even greater. 

I therefore feel that the nations represented 
here today, rather than seeking to outstrip public 
opinion and rather than our wringing our hands 
because our peoples do not desire full political 
union, should instead concentrate attention on 
strengthening those forms of co-operation which 
at present exist and, in particular, WEU, and 
especially arms procurement. Let us remember 
that political union and union on defence matters 
are quite separate and should be considered as 
such. Progress politically may be barred at the 
moment, so let us advance together in the field of 
arms procurement which must and can be done if 
our national armaments industries are to survive 
at all. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Thank you. 

I call Mr. Richter. 

Mr. RICHTER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies and 
Gentlemen, I had a rather uneasy feeling, when 
studying the report and listening to Mr. Krieg's 
statement today, that we were re-living the con
frontation that we had in this chamber some time 
ago. I am thinking of the statements made at the 
time by the French Foreign Minister, Mr. Jobert, 
and of what the German Defence Minister, Mr. 
Georg Leber, said. If I do see a continuation here, 
my feeling is that the statement will not enable 
us to resolve the critical issues existing in this 
area. 

In his explanatory memorandum Mr Krieg deals 
very fully with the situation of NATO. Basically, 
he repeats the formulas which Mr. J obett also 
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used in his day. Mr. Krieg also tries - as has 
been done very often - once again to defend 
France's leaving the integrated defence structure 
at the time. But it must however continue to be 
borne in mind that the other partners in the 
Alliance have still by no means got over that 
event. 

The basic attitude with which Mr. Krieg 
appraises the plan of Secretary of State Kissinger 
of 23rd April 1973, which is intended to lead to 
a new Atlantic Charter, is also one which I do 
not share. He sees in that plan primarily an 
attempt to extend the American military role in 
Europe to the economic and political spheres as 
well. I cannot imagine that a majority of our 
colleagues will be prepared to share that view. 
I, at any rate, do not come to such a conclusion. 

Nor am I in the least prepared to accept what 
Mr. Krieg says about the potential of Eurogroup. 
I was present at the twentieth annual session of 
the North Atlantic Assembly from 11th to 16th 
October in London. The occasion included a joint 
meeting of the Military Committee of the North 
Atlantic Assembly and our own Assembly's Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments ; 
and at that meeting an assessment of Eurogroup 
led to an entirely different conclusion from that 
just given us by our Rapporteur. 

In London, the results which Eurogroup was 
able to achieve were judged very favourably. The 
very point which worries our Rapporteur so 
much- Mr. Farr, a moment ago, also referred to 
it - namely, co-operation in arms procurement 
was given in London a cautiously positive assess
ment. The organisation of European Armaments 
Directors has pr<>duced results. In some areas we 
have got away from the practice of everyone 
going it alone. We have a large number of 
bilateral and trilateral programmes. Nearly all 
the major pr<>curement programmes in Europe 
are now, fortunately, being managed at that 
level. 

It was also on the basis of the EURONAD that 
the recommendation referred to by Mr. Farr 
emerged in the North Atlantic Assembly. I mean 
the resolution by that Assembly that the NATO 
pal"'iners be recommended to reach a common 
decision when a new weapon system is to be 
chosen as a successor to the F-104 as is the case 
in four member States in Europe. i regard that as 
a really useful basis. 

60 

SIXTH SITTING 

Our Assembly - as was in fact pointed out in 
London - has strengths which we must make use 
of in the future. It has, for example, the pos
sibility, in the specific area of European defence 
of becoming a spokesman for European publi~ 
opinion. ~he ~rength of our AsseJnbly in that 
respect lies m the faot that we can, quite 
definitely, exercise a political control over the 
activities of the executive of WEU. 

The two Committees I have mentioned came 
to another, and for me, not surprising conclusion 
at their London meeting : they considered that 
an expansion of WEU on the basis at present 
being recommended by Mr. Krieg could only be 
achieved with difficulty. I refer here to para
graph 5 of Mr. Krieg's recommendation, in which 
he is recommending the enlargement of WEU. 
In London the difficulty was seen to lie in the 
fact that the Brussels Treaty contained certain 
discriminatory provisions directed primarily 
against the Federal Republic of Germany. 

Until we have an intergovernmental or supra
national European union able to encompass the 
entire European defence effort in all the aspects 
so well described by Mr. Krieg, we shall have to 
learn - as far as I can see - to make simulta
neous use of both bodies, namely WEU and Euro
group. From these two platforms we shall have 
to move step by step towards the results we need. 
What I have primarily in mind is co-ordination in 
arms procurement, which receives very special 
mention in the report. 

.I fully recognise that Mr. Krieg's report con
tains a great many excellent suggestions, and I 
would single out in particular the ideas in para
graphs 66 and 67. I mean the need for keeping 
sufficient troops in Central Europe and the call 
for greater standardisation of armaments. These 
are points to which we must give our full support. 

. I wo~d like to ~e this opportunity- and this 
18 nathmg to do With the report - of voicing my 
pleasure at the fact that, in line with the plea by 
Mr. Krieg, the United Kingdom was able 
yesterday to propose in its new defence review a 
programme which while it reduces commitments 
outside Europe, does ensure the full presence of 
the Rhine army in the Federal Republic of 
Germany. 

. In conclusion I would like to say that, in my 
VIew, the present proposals do not provide a 
balanced picture. If the recommendation were 
passed by a majority vote, it would engender 
confusion, and we should inevitably be losing 
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time. I hope you will therefore understand that I 
cannot support Mr. Krieg's recommendations in 
their present form. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Cermolacce. 

Mr. CERMOLAOCE (France) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the 
recommendation which is before the Assembly for 
discussion is part of a whole campaign to revive 
a project worked out during the worst moments 
of the cold war, a new-style EDC running 
entirely counter to international detente and 
efforts to lay the foundations of world peace and 
consolidate peaceful coexistence on a basis of 
mutual confidence. This proposal is twenty years 
out-of-date and at odds with the spirit of the 
times. Nowhere does it reflect the slightest effort 
to end the ruinous and suicidal armaments race. 
Nowhere is there any effort at disarmament, at 
transcending blocs and dissolving them. 

The recent conversations in Vladivostok 
between the USSR and the United States show 
that significant moves can be made towards polit
ical and military detente and fruitful interna
tional economic co-operation. Our peoples would 
not understand if their countries turned their 
backs on this peaceful evolution. 

The aim of your draft recommendation is, in 
reality, to set up a West European military bloc 
exclusively directed against the socialist countries. 

This war machine - and at least you have the 
courage to say what we have always denounced -
is an appendage of NATO, a sub-bloc which 
would be led by the Uni·ted States of America. We 
consider your recommendation to be dangerous, 
inopportune and misplaced on the eve of the open
ing here in France of talks between the French 
and Russian leaders. These talks are a sequel to 
those held three years ago, following which our 
two countries adopted an important declaration of 
principle on co-operation, which was intended by 
them to serve as an example of co-operation on 
an equal footing between countries with different 
social systems. 

This declaration provided in particular for 
co-operation in the improvement of European 
security, for overcoming the division of the world 
into blocs, for efforts to bring about disarmament 
and the respect of non-interference in internal 
affairs. Of course we realise that this co-operation 
is far from exemplary ; we consider that our 
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political leaders here in France are still a long 
way from making their actions conform to their 
pledges. But we also know that the movement in 
favour of detente, co-operation and peace is so 
strong, not just in France but in the world at 
large, that in the end it will prevail. 

For all these reasons we consider the recom
mendation which has been submitted contrary to 
the spirit of the times. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, some time ago a resolu
tion by the Assembly called attention to the fact 
that little heed was paid to WEU. How could it be 
otherwise at a time when everything points to 
moving towards the broadest possible form of 
co-operation in Europe, when the high-level con
ference on security and co-operation in Europe 
is coming to a conclusion, when we are actively 
participating in the Vienna talks aimed at easing 
tension in Central Europe, and when the nuclear 
and strategic armaments race is being slowed 
down - how could it be otherwise when you talk 
only of blocs and war ? This project is condemned 
by history, which is the reason why I, for one, 
shall not vote for it. 

The PRESIDENT (TranBlation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Cermolacce. 

I ooll Mr. Dankert. 

Mr. DANKERT (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, as a member of the Defence 
Committee I am usually concerned with the 
affairs of generals rather than with general 
affairs, but I must say that Mr. Krieg, or rather 
his report, has somewhat provoked me and forces 
me to reply. 

For the good of the cause I shall reply in 
French - perhaps a more forthright French than 
that of the French but one which will, I hope, 
allow me not only to be more frank but to say 
more during the ten minutes I am allowed. 

The Krieg report is a fairly long one, but I 
honestly believe that it can be described very 
briefly. It is anti-American, an anti-Americanism 
used as a means of solving all our European 
difficulties - and as we know, these difficulties 
do exist. To avoid any misunderstanding, Mr. 
President, 1et me say immediately that I have 
nothing against anti-Americanism as long as it 
serves some useful purpose -let us say, a purpose 
more useful than pro-Americanism. 

I read the Krieg report, then, with great inter
est and was prepared to support it, as I think 
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wou1d many Americans, if its anti-Americanism 
could have solved the problems of Europe. This, 
unfortunately, is not the caBe. Mr. Krieg admits 
that the Europe of the Nine - an entity which, 
for the purpose of simplification, is often called 
Europe - is in a pitiful state. He goes even 
further. In paragraph 20 he states that "the 
union of Western European countries now seems 
threatened" - the question of who is to blame 
is not raised - "and in the circumstances it is 
essential not to tamper with the remaining firm 
foundations on which European co-operation can 
be based, one of the firmest being the modified 
Brussels Treaty." 

A moment ago I heard Mr. Krieg say, in his 
introduction, that there was a tendency for our 
governments no longer to respect the agreements 
made under the Brussels Treaty. But let that 
pass! 

I truly regret that Mr. Jobert was quoted in 
this Hall, and that neither Mr. Leber nor Mr. 
Strauss - victims of discrimination in the 
modified Brussels Treaty - were present. More
over, they are the only ones to respect the treaty. 

I do not think that this is a very good omen 
for the safeguarding of the population of Europe, 
particularly in the present economic circum
stances. 

In this connection I remember having read 
a few weeks ago the document which accompanied 
the budget of my country's Minister for Foreign 
Affairs ; you know him well, for as a member of 
parliament he submitted a number of reports to 
this Assembly. In this document Mr. van der Stoel 
wrote that WEU should of course be kept in being 
so that our dear parliamentarians might practise 
foreign languages ; but that beyond this, there 
were no ministerirul consultations e~ther at Foreign 
Minister or at Defence Minister level. The first 
had the Nine and the others had NATO or Euro
group, and so on. There remained the treaty. 
Mr. van der Stoel believes, as no doubt do the 
majority of his colleagues in the Europe of the 
Nine, that this modified Brussels Treaty is no 
basis for an Nth European effort - far from it ! 

That being so, we can forget paragraphs 4, 5 
and 6 of the draft recommendation. I hope that 
other speakers will dismiss paragraph 3 - and 
not only on behalf of a Germany subjected to 
discrimination ; I shall merely say a few words 
about the anti-Americanism of the Rapporteur, 
which dominates paragraphs 24 and 56. 
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As regards paragraph 24 concerning the 
American ascendency and Europe's lack of 
freedom to act because of the integrated military 
organisation of NATO, I would remind the Rap
porteur that the French and Dutch fought in their 
respective colonies with soldiers who, in the event 
of European war, would form part of the 
integrated structure of NATO ; and I believe that, 
generally speaking, those colonial wars did not 
have the approval of our American partners. 

So far as liberty is concerned, I do not think 
that the situation is different today, with a large 
part of the British Rhine army in Belfast or 
Londonderry, a long way from Bonn. 

I will mention another point at random. The 
Rapporteur accuses the United States of having 
rubber-stamped the 1945 frontiers of Europe on 
the ground of its need for detente and col
Laboration with the USSR. I doubt if the German 
Christian Democrats wouLd agree ; but would a 
more united Europe which was less dependent on 
the United States have achieved different results V 
Would a Europe in confrontation with the United 
States have had the de facto frontiers which it 
has today V It is difficult for me to give an 
exact reply to this question, but the Rapporteur 
persists in suggesting that the European situation 
would be brighter if Europeans could decide to 
introduce a good measure of confrontation into 
their co-operation with the United States. 

It might perhaps have been better .to have 
carefully analysed the degree of confrontation 
that prevails in the present situation, which does 
not result in the breakdown of a co-operation 
which will remain essentiaL to our security for 
a long time to come. I agree that this puts the 
Americans in the situation of protectors, but at 
Least it gives us a degree of protection which we 
would be incapable of providing for ourselves, the 
Brussels Treaty notwithstanding. 

I conclude with a few remarks concerning 
paragraphs 51 and 55, which deal with the suc
cessor to the F-104 Starfighter, a subject which, 
as you know, is dear to me. It is a complicated 
matter and I want to deal only with a few aspects 
which are mentioned in the report. 

First, a remark of a general nature. I think that 
in this paragraph the Rapporteur makes the 
mistake - and he is not the only Frenchman to 
make it - of considering that France is the 
Common Market and the Common Market is 
France. In other words, I think that when we 
speak of Europe we should also speak of Germany, 
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Italy and the United Kingdom, all of whom build 
a fair number of aircraft, including the MRCA, 
and perhaps even of Holland, Luxembourg, 
Belgium, Denmark and Ireland. 

Next, when we speak of European aeronautics, 
we should realise that there are products of this 
industry which fly in France and others which 
have a role in the NATO system, which the report 
insists on describing as integrated. In relation to 
the standardisation which is suggested at every 
meeting of the Assembly, this is not lacking in 
importance. 

We should also remember that from the point 
of view of employment, and contrary to what is 
suggested in paragraph 51, the Belgians, Danish 
and Dutch probably make very little distinction 
between American, French and Swedish aircraft 
- I give them in alphabetical order. For the 
Americans, French and Swedes the issue is not 
quite the same. 

That being said, there remains the problem of 
European aeronautics and the quality of the com
peting aircraft. I do not deny that it is extremely 
important to achieve a very much closer degree 
of co-operation between our armaments industries, 
but here I pass from general affairs to the 
generals. Does this co-operation have to be pushed 
so far as long as it is impossible to build a single 
variable-geometry aircraft in a run of five or 
six hundred at 40 or 50 million francs each, 
instead of two types of aircraft - the MRCA 
and the ACF - which, from a technological point 
of view, differ very little and cost from 70 to 
90 milUons each, at a cautious estimate ? 

General Stehlin pointed out - and he was not 
the first to do so - that this costs the taxpayer 
a great deal, particularly when it is remembered 
that in the UniJted States a more advanced air
craft - though to be sure with a less variable 
geometry - can be procured for about 20 to 25 
million francs. According to the Rapporteur, 
everyone agrees that the performance and cost of 
European aircraft are at least as satisfactory as 
those of their transatlantic competitors. I am 
not sure that everyone does agree. 

And even if I am right and if the F-1 M-53 is 
not as good, always cost for cost, why not buy 
European or French so as to encourage our 
industrial growth, maintain employment in 
France and tighten the bonds of solidarity within 
the Common Market ? Should this not flow from 
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the degree of solidarity already existing in this 
Europe of the Nine ? 

Unfortunately, from the defence point of view, 
this solidarity leaves much to be desired. 

So far as the aircraft are concerned, why should 
not France purchase the MRCA which, after all, 
is just as European as the F-1 M-53? Fortunately, 
our relations with rthe Americans are not devoid 
of problems either. That is why I deeply regret 
that, as a result of the collective hysteria which 
arose in France when General Stehlin wrote a 
sufficiently honest report on the delays which our 
nationalisms have caused in our competition with 
the United States, it has become almost impossible 
to weigh the pros and cons of the Starfighter 
objectively. That is why I shall also vote against 
paragraph 7 of the recommendation. Eurogroup 
may perhaps be too much an instrument of 
American pressure where the procurement of 
armaments is concerned. I am convinced that this 
is the part France is trying to play on the WEU 
Standing Armaments Committee. And I do not 
believe that Europe needs it to do this so long 
as there is the risk of another Stehlin affair. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Lemmrich. 

Mr. LEMMRICH (Federal Republic of 
Germany) (TranslaJtion). - Mr. President, Mr. 
Krieg's draft recommendation has points with 
which one can agree, but also has points that are 
controversial, as has already emerged from the 
discussion. When he argues that Europe must 
be0ome a true partner of the United States 
within the Atlantic Alliance, I can only agree. 
A substantial step towards that goal would 
be - and on this we also agree - the political 
union of Europe, hurt the obstacles on that 
road are still great. But when Mr. Krieg says 
that the obstacle of stagnation in the process of 
European unification can be overcome - or, 
perhaps one could say, got round - if priority is 
given to defence co-operation, so that it ranks 
before a common foreign policy - for he has said 
that we should start with defence - I do not 
consider that is a road which will bring us to our 
goal in the immediate future. A common defence 
policy can only be the result of a common foreign 
policy, not its precursor. 

This must surely have been one of the argu
ments put forward in France in the 1950s when 
the European Defence Community was rejected. 
I must repeat that we agree with the aim that 
Europe must become a genuine partner of the 



OFFIOL&L REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Lemmrich (continued) 

United States ; but there are, obviously, differing 
views as to how to go about this. If WEU 
is to provide a basis it would require revision, and 
it would not just be a matter of us having to ask 
other countries to join, but also of having to 
ensure that there will be equal status for all the 
partners. 

In the political field there is now however one 
effective form of defence policy co-operation 
between European States within the .Atlantic 
.Alliance, and that is the NATO Eurogr<YUp, which 
has not been viewed very sympathetically by you, 
Mr. President, and some of our colleagues. Euro
group has basically only one defect, the fact that 
one of the most important partners, namely 
France, is missing. 

With the major arms drive by the Soviet Union, 
which we must note and which presents a threat 
to the free nations of Europe, effective and 
immediate co-operation in the military sphere is 
essential. Eurogroup is quite obviously a. practical 
and suitable instrument for that purpose at the 
present time. 

Mr. Krieg reminds us in his draft recommenda
tion that it wou1d be desirable to invite the coun
tries of the Mediterranean with a democratic 
system, and Denmark and Ireland, to join WEU. 
He reminds us that they can join WEU at any 
time. I would also remind our French colleagues 
that they can join Eurogroup at any time. That 
door, too, is open. 

If we look at the defence of Europe as a whole 
-and that is how we must look at it- the great 
significance of the flanks is obvious to us. One 
European country, Norway, UJD.fortunately turned 
down membership of the European Community. 
That country is not mentioned at all in Mr. 
Krieg's report, and yet the northern flank, with 
Norway, is of crucial importance for European 
defence. Norway does however belong to Euro
group. 

I would like to welcome what Mr. Krieg said 
ab<YUt co-operation in arms procurement - that it 
must be pressed forward, so that we do not un
necessarily fritter away our economic resources 
which, for each of us, are limited. We have seen 
successful European endeavours, but there have 
been others which have failed. They have not 
always included all the European States, but they 
have been between leading partners. I would 
remind you of the common development of the 
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Transall transport aircraft by France and the 
Federal Republic of Germany. That was a success
ful venture. .A less successful one was the joint 
development of a Franco-German tank, since it 
unfortunately proved impossible to work together 
and each country bu:i!lt its own version. But we 
do want to get over such difficulties and to work 
together in the future. Here again, Eurogroup 
offers a way. The closer we work together there, 
the greater weight we shall carry ; and we need 
to carry weight if we are to get our relations with 
the United States onto the right footing. 

Let me say a further word, Mr. President, about 
the proposal that a conference of Heads of State 
or of Government on European defence policy 
should be held forthwith. I would like to lay 
special emphasis on the word "forthwith". I 
believe that we Europeans are, forthwith, going 
to have our hands full if we are to resolve the 
major difficulties in the European Community, 
and if we are to see that our British friends 
remain in the Community, do not leave it, and do 
not pose conditions that are unacceptable for the 
other European States. The European Community 
is in a difficult predicament, and I find it hard 
to imagine in view of the burdens on it that a 
conference on European defence policy could take 
place in the immediate future. If such a con
ference were to produce only declarations of 
intent, I could not hope for any progress from it, 
and if it merely revealed disagreement, it would 
be a step backward rather than forward. 

It is absolutely right that something of the sort 
should be prepared at the appropriate levels but 
in the immediate future a major conference can 
contribute nothing in Europe's present political 
situation. That should not prevent us from being 
clear about our aim. It seems to me that our aim 
must be to work with all our strength for a Euro
pean union with a common foreign policy, which 
will then automatically lead to a common defence 
policy. Until that aim has been achieved, we 
should make use of what we have tried and tested 
and stay within the realm of practical politics ; 
and from that point of view Eurogroup provides 
a suitable approach. 

In view of these various points, I would be 
glad if Mr. Krieg's report could be looked at again 
in the General .Affairs Committee, and therefore 
be referred back to it. ShOIIlld reference back not 
be possible, I would not feel that I was able to 
vote in favour of the report and recommendation. 
(Applause) 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
request for reference back takes precedence over 
continuation of the debate. But as two speakers 
had put their names down before Mr. Lemmrich 
spoke, I think it desirable, in the interests of 
clarity, that they should be given a hearing before 
the Rapporteur and the Chairman of the Commit
tee reply. 

Having made this point, I call Mr. Grieve. 

Mr. GRIEVE (United Kingdom).- It is per
haps always more dangerous to make an inter
vention in a debate in an international assembly 
without notes and without presentation than it is 
to do so in one's own national assembly. I have 
to confess to the Assembly this morning that I 
have neither notes nor preparation because I had 
no intention whatever of speaking. I was moved 
to speak when I listened to Mr. Krieg presenting 
his report and when I heard some of the other 
interventions which have been made, particularly 
that of my friend, colleague and political ally, 
Mr. Farr, with whom on one position I found 
myself in profound disagreement. 

When one debates, as we are this morning, a 
subject relative to European union and the func
tions of Western European union, of our Assem
bly and of the Brussels Treaty once again, one 
has, I think, a profound sense of deja vu. 

I have had the honour of being a member of 
this Assembly now for some six years. We have 
gone over again and again the subjects which 
we are discussing this morning. That is not a 
criticism. It is inevitable that we should. It is 
only by thrashing out the subject we are discussing 
this morning and relative and allied subjects by 
discussion in an international forum that we shall 
make progress towards the united Europe and 
the peaceful world which must be the aim of 
every person here ·and of all those who send us 
here. 

Looking back over the last six years, although 
relative to the talking the progress has perhaps 
been slight, nevertheless there has been consider
able progress. 

The last great step forward in European union 
was undoubtedly the adhesion of the United 
Kingdom, of Denmark and of Ireland to the 
European Community. I regret only that the 
adhesion of the United Kingdom should subse
quently have been placed in any doubt at all. I 
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regret that profoundly, but I hope that before 
twelve months are out it will be in no doubt. 

I want to refer to two matters only. Despite 
what Mr. Lemmrich has just said, I do not expect 
there is anything in the draft recommendation 
of Mr. Krieg which is really exceptionable. I 
would have hoped that all the points in the 
recommendation as such would appeal to the 
members of this Assemb1y. If there is to be criti
cism, I would be the first of the critics when it 
comes to the explanatory memorandum. The con
clusions of the draft recommendation, I suggest, 
are unexceptionable. Indeed, it is with pleasure 
that we learned - and I speak I imagine for a 
great many of my friends here - that the first 
point of the recommendation, the proposal that 
there should be a conference of Heads of State or 
of Government of the European Community to 
be held forthwith, has been overtaken by events 
and that on the initiative of the President of the 
French Republic such a conference is shortly to 
be held. Whether it wi11 deal with ·all the matters 
which Mr. Krieg suggests should have come before 
the conference of Heads of State which he envis
aged, I do not know ; but it is bound in the nature 
of things to deal with a great many of them. 
Therefore, we can, I think, accept with pleasure 
that head of the recommendation. 

Turning to the substance of the explanatory 
memorandum, it is, I think, informed by this 
nibbling away at the solidarity which ought to 
exist between Europe and the United States. I 
rise on this occasion to emphasise once again to 
this Assembly something which I believe pro
foundly and which I think all objective ana1ysis 
must support, namely, that the solidarity of the 
United States and of Europe, whatever their 
differences of inJterest, is indispensable to the 
peace and the security of the free world. Also, in 
the defence of Europe, the Treaty of Brussels 
and Western European Union have a vital part to 
play, but so, too, do NATO and the Eurogroup. 
These are not, and can never be, mutually exclus
ive. They should be interdependent and each 
should serve the other. These are generalisations, 
but they are generalisations which cannot be 
made sufficiently often in international assemblies 
in Europe. 

I turn now to the final point I desire to make 
which was prompted by the words uttered by 
my friend, Mr. Farr, when he spoke of the danger 
of outstripping public opinion in our efforts to 
achieve a greater measure of European unity. Of 
course, we as politicians must always have before 
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our eyes the classic dictum that politics is the art 
of the possible. Nevertheless, it is our duty as 
elected politicians to lead, to guide and to help 
forward public opinion. As a convinced European 
and one who believes that some measure of 
national sovereignty, and an ever-increasing meas
ure, will have to be sacrificed to the European 
cohesion and greater unity which I believe should 
be the object of all of us, I would not put the 
function of those of us who are here in the nega
tive way in which it was put by my friend Mr. 
Farr. I would not say that we must beware of 
outstripping public opinion but I would say that 
it is I hope a clarion call to those who like myself 
are ardent Europeans, and by that I mean an 
Englishman who sees the future of Great Britain 
in a new Europe and as part of the new Europe. 
We must guide and help forward public opinion, 
and give a lead to it. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
de Niet. 

Mr. de NIET '(Netherlands).- I am a member 
of the Committee that has produced this report 
but I was not present when the decision on the 
report was taken. I have looked at the composition 
of the Committee that accepted the report unan
imously and I note that the attendance was not 
complete. I am sure that had it been the full 
Committee some people would have voted against 
the motion and it might not have been adopted. 

I know that there is in this Assembly a large 
group who will vote against the resolution and 
the report and I entirely agree with the argu
ments advanced by Mr. Richter and Mr. Dankert. 
I have gained the impression here that members 
are inclined to exaggerate the possibilities and the 
importance of European union as though when 
everything has come to a deadlock in the Common 
Market or in NATO or in other international 
organisations, where there are the same members 
from WEU, the WEU group can save the situa
tion. They are of course representative of the 
same countries and very often they are even the 
same people. Therefore, this is not a magical 
organisation. It is worth what the members are 
worth and what the political wills of the members 
are worth. 

Other speakers, and particularly Mr. Richter 
and Mr. Dankert, have spoken already about the 
contents of the report so far as it concerns the 
United States, NATO, Starfighters, and so on. 
We cannot agree that the whole tendency of the 
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report is very good. It is not an international 
report, particularly in regard to France. Why 
should a big country of the Common Market or 
of Western European Union, which claims prac
ticailly the leadership even when it is a.Wne in its 
opinion, go on for ever without creating the same 
ambition in other big countries in these inter
national organisations 7 There is danger there. 

Western European Union cannot save the situa
tion while our views are blocked again and again 
by one of its members in the Common Market. 
We in this organisation cannot take in hand the 
good defence of Europe if precisely those people, 
and others, who claim this seek in this report to 
justify France leaving NATO. That is an anomaly 
that I cannot understand and that many other 
people, and indeed the world as a whole, cannot 
understand. {Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Leynen. 

Mr. LEYNEN (Belgium) (Translation).-Idid 
not intend to take part in this debate, but having 
listened to some rather critical speeches and 
another which had all the appearance of a Philip
pic, I consider it my duty to restore a little bal
ance 'and to come to the help of the Rapporteur. I 
shall do so in a language other than that he used. 

(The speaker continued in Dutch) 

I do not think, Mr. President, that this is an 
anti-American report, as Mr. Dankert has just 
said. I see it far more as a pro-European one. It 
has been written in a pro-European spirit, and 
more specifically in the spirit of Western Euro
pean Union. Obviously, however, one is not, when 
giving one's approval to a draft recommendation 
from Western European Union, bound to agree 
with what is said in the Rapporteur's explanatory 
memorandum down to the smallest detail. There 
are several points in the explanatory memorandum 
where I can justifiably voice reservations from one 
viewpoint or another - for example, paragraph 
52, where the Rapporteur says that everyone 
recognises the European lead in aircraft engineer
ing. This is certainly a point that is open to argu
ment. And I am very ready to admit this. 

What I was not happy about in Mr. Dankert's 
speech was his dragging in Mr. van der Stool, who 
has always been a very good friend of mine, to 
say that Western European Union can be done 
away with, that everything political has to go in 
the Nine, and that everything to do with defence 
is a matter for NATO- in a word, that WEU 
no longer has any point. If this is the attitude of 
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the whole of the Netherlands Delegation, I 
wonder why they are aJl here. 

I believe this is all exaggeration, things that 
may sometimes be said - as they have sometimes 
been said by certain Netherlands Ministers -
but subsequently are put right. 

I continue to believe that Western European 
Union has a crucial task to carry out in Europe, 
and if it did not exist it would have to be inven
ted. I am absolutely against paragraphs 4, 5 and 
6 being deleted from the recommendation. It is 
precisely these paragraphs that set out the role 
of WEU. And I would point out that these para
graphs have also figured in earlier recommenda
tions, at the time when I was Rapporteur. 

I did not wish to start off a polemical argu
ment, Mr. President ; but I did feel that after a 
number of critical and negative comments there 
was a need to set matters straight. It is not 
because the Rapporteur is a member of a parti
cular political party in a particular country that 
we cannot have confidence in him on this issue. 
(Applause) 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation). 
- I request the floor. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Mr. Roper, 
your name does not at present appear on the list 
of speakers. 

I will give you the floor later on. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation). 
- I do not agree with this procedure. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I give you 
the floor, Mr. Roper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- I apologise 
for having disrupted the procedure, Mr. Presi
dent, but as you were taking the debate following 
Mr. Lemmrich's motion to refer back I assumed 
that you were taking both debates together. 

The PRESIDENT.- No. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). -Otherwise 
the motion to refer back would have taken preced
ence and would have been debated immediately. 
.As you were prepared to overrule that normal 
procedure, I assumed that both debates would 
take place at the same time. I am in your hands 
Mr. President. ' 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Since there 
are no more speakers on the list, I will call on the 
Rapporteur to reply to the speeches. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, I have noted with pleasure that the 
subject with which we have been dealing today, 
in an Assembly twenty years old is itself twenty 
years old and yet still topical, since it arouses 
passionate feelings. 

I remember preparing a report last year on a 
problem which was infinitely more technical, and 
feeling somewhat aggrieved when, following this 
report, I heard only soothing and favourable 
comments. Today, at least things are turning out 
otherwise and we are having an interesting and 
fruitful general discussion. 

I shall try to deal oomprehensively with most 
of the problems raised, which generally speaking 
dovetail with each other, but I should like first 
to make one observation of principle. 

Mr. de Niet said just now, and probably with 
full justification, that in other circumstances the 
report which I presented on 24th October to the 
General Affairs Committee would not have been 
adopted unanimously by the members present. 

I am perfectly happy to believe this, but why 
were the absent members not there Y The Com
mittee had been convened, and everybody was 
aware that we were to discuss a report which was 
already familiar since there had been a prelim
inary report giving rise to a good deal of discus
sion. Consequently, every member of the Com
mittee knew that a decision would be taken. 

The unanimity achieved surprised me, and I 
welcomed it in a fitting spirit, in other words 
with satisfaction and a touch of scepticism. I~ 
my oral presentation I could do no other than 
express myself in terms which reflected the 
unanimous decision taken by the Committee. 

I do not have the impression that the same 
thing will happen today. 

If you will allow me, I should like to begin 
with some observations in reply to Mr. Dankert. 
But I must first congratulate him, for he handles 
my mother tongue with a virtuosity which delights 
me and leads me to ,believe that he must under
stand it as well as he speaks it. In consequence 
there should be no misunderstanding between ~ 
over the answer that I should like to give him. 

It is not a good thing, at whatever moment in 
a man's existence, particularly in international 
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assemblies, for him to be so "pro something" that 
he ends up with the impression that all th<JE!e who 
do not share his views in their entirety are "anti". 

The pro-Americanism of Mr. Dankert is per
fectly we~known to everyone, as is, moreover, his 
competence in the field of combat aircraft. In all 
matters, he reaches a point where, whenever 
others do not share his views, he has the impres
sion that they are anti-American. 

If he had taken the pains to read attentively 
the report which I prepared, he would have seen 
that there is no anti-Americanism there - and 
I would thank Mr. Leynen for stressing this point 
- and that, in particular, one of the paragraphs 
of the report is entitled: "Conditions for Euro
pean defence in the framework of the Atlantic 
Alliance". 

I am personally aware, as are many Europeans, 
of all that we owed to the United States in years 
past, both during the war and afterwards, and I 
consider that both as Europeans and as nationals 
of our countries, we have with this nation, the 
foremost nation in the world, links that are highly 
privileged bonds of alliance and friendship. But 
that does not mean that at all times and on all 
subjects I, like Mr. Dankert, must feel myself 
constrained to say that nothing is well done unless 
it is done in America, that nothing is good except 
in America, that there is no intelligent thinking 
except in America ! I have always reserved the 
right to criticise anyone, even my political 
friends ; why then should I not reserve the right 
to criticise my friends on the international BCellle 
as well when I consider, rightLy or wrongly, that 
they invite criticism Y That is what I meant to 
1'1ay, in a very gener8ll way. 

If we turn to technical problems with which 
Mr. Dankert is more familiar than I since I am 
absolutely unqualified to speak about combat air
craft, I fully agree with him when he says that, 
for an outlay of thirty, forty or fifty millions, 
we must buy the best aircraft available and that, 
after all, it is perhaps possible to set in train the 
building of two different aircraft. It is possible, 
but I continue to claim - and I believe that it 
is in the interests of Europe to persist in that 
claim - that we must not automatically assert 
that one of two pieces of equipment, merely 
because it is not European, is the better one and 
that, in consequence, we must leave aside what 
might, in the final analysis, prove to be to the 
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future advantage of Europe. That is what I 
wanted to say on this point. 

I would add that there has been much talk 
during this general discussion of the difficulties 
that might be encountered in pursuing a common 
defence policy. Mr. Lemmrich, in particular, said 
very rightly that a common defence policy could 
only come as a consequence of political union and 
could not precede it. 

That is true ; but is it not our duty, when our 
Assembly is discussing these defence problems, 
to urge our governments to advance further along 
this road. 

Naturally this will not be enough to bring 
about, through the agency of our seven or nine 
governments, that political union which very 
many of us here, as Mr. Grieve said just now, 
desire to see. Yet it might perhaps be a factor 
which would induce all those concerned, at a 
given moment, to realise that efforts must be 
exerted in order to achieve political union, about 
which there has been so much discussion for the 
past twenty years, although unfortunately we 
discern very few signs of its emergence in the 
near future. 

In that connection, I should like to tell Mr. Farr 
that I do not agree with him when he says that 
we must be careful to attach due weight to what 
people, our electorates in particular, may be 
thinking. Like Mr. Grieve, I consider it our duty, 
sometimes even against the views of those who 
have elected us to the positions we occupy as 
representatives, to demonstrate to them where the 
real future lies - their future, that of their 
children, that of the countries to which they 
belong and that of Europe, of which they form a 
part, ineluctably, even if they do not always 
appreciate the fact. 

I would like to give a brief answer to my 
French colleague, Mr. Cermolacce, who was kind 
enough to speak along lines which I could easily 
have predicted. I would tell him that on the 
contrary - but that will not surprise him - the 
Assembly of Western European Union is not 
exclusively designed to rehash problems that are 
twenty or thirty years old, since these problems 
are always topical owing to the fact that progress 
is not sufficiently fast. 

I personally have a profound belief in the 
policy of detente. It is essential if our pu~ose 
is to encourage in this world of ours, which has 
become so dangerous, prospects more agreeable 
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than that of ending up as molecules following an 
atomic explosion. 

Unfortunately, I do not draw the same conclu
sions as he does from the various discussions that 
have taken place recently and whose first stage 
was concluded a few days ago between the two 
greatest powers on earth. 

Mr. Cermolacce, when atomic ar.maments are 
limited to some 2,500 nuclear warheads, in con
ditions such that their equivalent in terms of 
kilogrammes or megatons remains unknown, we 
are in reality giving fresh impetus to the nuclear 
arms race. There is so much truth in this that the 
United States, the country we were discussing 
just now, which has not reached the same level 
as the USSR in the matter of nuclear warheads, 
will probably feel bound to exert fresh efforts 
in that direction. 

Naturally a policy of detente is proving indis
pensable. But when you advocate a policy that 
runs counter to the ideas of the Europeans on 
common defence, I wonder, placing myself at the 
level of the European countries represented here, 
what is the thinking of your socialist colleagues, 
who are after all closely linked with you under 
the banner of the common programme. That is 
a problem worth raising, and I wonder what ans
wer they can give to it. 

In conclusion, I would ask those of my col
leagues to whom I have not repLied explicitly to 
forgive me. In reality, two essential problems 
arise, which the Assembly of Western European 
Union must endeavour to settle. First of all, we 
must know whether we have a common political 
resolve and whether we wish to pursue it. Second
ly we must know whether we are resolved upon 
common defence and whether we wish to put this 
concept into practice. 

In order to allay the misgivings of those who 
might still believe in my anti-Americanism, I 
would repeat that it has never been my intention 
- as I have said both orally and in writing -
to pursue su-ch a policy, internal to Europe as it 
is, either in parallel to or against the United 
States. What is at issue is to pursue this policy 
together with them and, to quote the words of 
President Kennedy, not on the principle of leader
ship - which is, alas, the case today - but on 
that of partnership, in which the United States 
and Europe would represent the two pillars of a 
reliable and solidly-based entity specifically 
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animated by the determination to maintain peace 
and prosperity in Europe. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Chairman of the General Affairs Committee. 

Mr. SIEGLERSCHMIDT (Federal Republic of 
Germany) (Translation). -Mr. President, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, the result of this morning's dis
cussion first raises questions about the way in 
which our Committee reports are prepared and 
how they are produced. I will not mention again 
the special circumstan<Ces in this case, such as the 
postal strike in France or the fact that the 
Chairman was unable to attend the last meeting 
of the Committee. That would be a simple way of 
getting out of the difficulty in a discussion like 
this. But that is not the main point. 

In view of other experiences we have had, I 
would also like to address a clear call to all my 
colleagues that an attempt should be made - I 
want to express myself very carefully here - to 
see that whart is expressed in a Committee's vote 
can in fact be jointly supported. This depends, 
I will readi·ly admit, partly on the time-limits for 
the submission of papers. But then we shall have 
to schedule matters here, and in certain circum
stances avoid- and it did not happen in this case 
- imposing a compulsory time-limit on a Com
mittee, so that it will be completely clear that the 
Committee is putting forward a Committee 
opinion, which nobody who attended its meeting 
will have any grounds for disavowing in the 
plenary Assembly. 

May I make a second point about the relation
ship between the actual draft recommendation and 
the explanatory memorandum. I can only empha
sise what Mr. Leynen has said. I do know what our 
rules of procedure are on this point, Mr. Presi
dent ; nevertheless, I cannot deny that speaking 
both personally and in my capacity as Chairman 
of the General Affairs Committee, I would be 
inclined to allow the Rapporteur a certain latitude 
in the explanatory memorandum to put also his 
personal view, particularly if he is careful to set 
out clearly any dissenting views expressed in 
Committee. 

I would give as an example Mr. Krieg's remarks 
- which have been criticised here - about 
France leaving NATO. In his e:lq)lanatory memo
randum Mr. Krieg did, in fact, state the French 
point of view, which - I almost said "naturally" 
- I do not share. But he also stated the views 
of the other members of the Committee on that 
point, and the most one can argue about is whether 
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he gave these sufficient weight. But, as I said, I 
am inclined to give the Rapporteur a certain 
freedom of manoeuvre in his explanatory memo
randum. 

AB far as the recommendation is concerned, two 
points in pa.I'Iticular have come in for criticism. 
The first one concerns paragraph 1 of the recom
mendation to the Council, that is to say the pro
posal that a conference of Heads of State or Gov
ernment should be held fomhwith to study 
questions of defence policy. One can ·certainly, 
with Mr. Lemmrich, argue whether the word 
"forthwith" is the right one here. I would have 
been quite prepared to support an amendment 
on this, had there been one ; just as I must say 
that if one agrees with what I said about the 
explanatory memorandum - some may of course 
disagree - I personally consider that as far as 
the recommendation is concerned there would 
have been no need - and I shall come back to 
this in a moment - ·to refer the report back to the 
Committee. On the contrary the wishes of those 
who feel they have grounds for criticism could 
have been fully met by means of amendments. 

But to get back to the main point : leaving 
aside the time factor, the first question is whether 
the European Community should in the light of 
its political aims, also concern itself with defence 
policy. Here I agree with a whole series of 
speakers. But then comes the second question, of 
what part Western European Union has to play 
in this respect ? Can it, disregarding the fact 
that two members of the European Community 
do not, at any rate as yet, belong to it, already 
do some preparatory thinking on various matters 
and set certain processes in motion which are 
plainly not simply questions for the future ? That 
it can is in fact borne out by the discussion which 
has taken place on the report of the General 
Affairs Committee. There is the problem of the 
aircraft industry, with invariably the implications 
for industry, foreign policy and defence that we 
have so often discussed. So it can hardly be 
regarded as indecent - if I may be a trifle 
ironical - to speak in this context of defence 
policy as well. 

I want to make it quite clear that I would have 
resolutely opposed the draft of the report if I 
had sensed in any way that anti-American feeling 
was involved. 

But let me say something about the second 
point of the recommendation which has been 
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criticised. This was the question of accession in 
paragraph 5, which I have already mentioned. I 
was really somewhat surprised at the criticism 
here. Ever since I have been in this .Assembly, I 
have always heard only the same view voiced on 
all sides, namely that while it may be unrealistic 
- as the report too, says - to think of Ireland 
or Denmark acceding at this stage, such an event 
is nonetheless desirable in itself. I have always 
understood that to be the consensus. 

I will now, if I may, make a few general 
remarks. Take this question of Eurogroup. I 
think the report has been a little misunderstood 
in this respect. In any case I did not interpret 
the report - and I have certainly read it very 
thoroughly - as an a1ltempt, if I may use the 
expression, to cry stinking fish, in other words 
to denigrate Eurogroup. In my view it was more 
a matter of pointing out that Eurogroup, what
ever its achievements in the technical field of 
armamenrts, has in the nature of things no part to 
play in defence policy and the determining of 
Europe's defence policy position. It was created 
for other purposes, and is set up along other lines. 

Here of course there is another question which 
naturally arises - and it must be seriously and 
thoroughly discussed in the Assembly, even if we 
may not arrive at identical views - and that is 
whether it is correct to argue - and at least some 
of the speakers seemed to reflect this view, though 
I am open to correction on this as our discussion 
proceeds - that basically the defence of Western 
Europe is in good hands with NATO, and that, 
disregarding for the moment the European Com
munity, there is no place for any kind of special 
role by WEU within the NATO framework. 

But if thrut really is the case then Kennedy's 
saying about the two pillars which has already 
been quoted here no longer ho1ds good, and we 
must officially abandon the principle. I hold firm
ly to it, and have so far seen no reason to abandon 
it. If it were abandoned then my former colleague 
who has also been quoted here, Max van der Stoel, 
whom I hold in the highest esteem, would also be 
right. If it were true that no special role or task 
existed within the framework of NATO for 
Western European Union, then WEU would be 
no more than an honourable piece of history to 
be put in cold storage until it is wanted again. 
But then I would see no sense in criticising the 
Council for inactivity, as we have often done 
from time to time. Such criticism would then be 
unfounded, and, as our former colleague the 
Netherlands Foreign Minister Max van der Stoel 
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has said, we would have to confine ourselves to 
meeting here now and again to hold what are 
certainly most interesting political discussions. 

I believe you will appreciate, Mr. President, 
that I felt it necessary to make the alternatives 
facing us quite clear. Since I believe that pro
found uncertainty preva:hls in this Assembly about 
the position ood task of Western European Union, 
I agree that this report should be thoroughly 
discussed again in the General Affairs Committee. 
After this debate I have no objection to the 
motion that it be referred back. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

A request for reference back to the Committee 
has been made by Mr. Lemmrich. On this request, 
I call Mr. Roper, whose name is down to speak. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- May I begin 
by apologising to you if, owing to a linguistic 
and procedural confusion, I intervened at the 
wrong time a few minutes ago. I had hoped to 
intervene in the general debate in support of the 
proposal of Mr. Lemmrich, and I hope that in 
giving my reasons for advocating the reference 
back at this stage in the debate I will not be out 
of order. If I stray out of order and say anything 
which goes beyond the technical limits of the 
reference back motion, I am sure you will very 
rapidly correct me. 

I wish to see the reference back of this recom
mendation for a number of reasons, and the 
remarks which have just been made by Mr. Krieg 
and Mr. Sieglerschmidt do not completely reassure 
me. First of all, I find that the first preambular 
paragraph is somewhat sweeping in its assump
tions. I do not consider that the modified Brussels 
Treaty is the only basis of European political 
union in defence matters. It seems to me that 
already we are having, in the discussions on 
politicrul co-operation within the Nine, consider
able discussions on defence co-operation and the 
preparation for the ECSC conference in Geneva, 
which obviously has security implications. Within 
that framework there is much greater possibility 
for co-operation in the future. 

As the British Foreign Minister, Mr. Callaghan, 
has indicated in his speeches, he sees the frame
work of European political co-operation to be a 
helpful one and one which he hopes at a later 
stage may be able to be taken forward towards 
political union. 
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Secondly, when we come to the operative para
graphs, there are other matters which need 
further study and therefore require the reference 
back. 

Mr. Krieg in his intervention suggested that the 
forthcoming conference of Heads of State or of 
Government might be discussing these matters. 
I consider that highly unlikely &~t this stage. It 
would be foolish to confuse these two things or 
to pass a resolution which might even imply such 
a conclusion. 

I also feel that paragraph 3, which has this 
rather ambiguous reference to nuclear powers and 
re-examination of the implications of this for 
European security, requires further study and 
therefore a reference back to the Committee has 
been suggested by Mr. Lemmrich. 

Paragraph 6, which suggests that there should 
be consideration regularly at ministerial and at 
permanent representative level of the Council of 
WEU of the various matters outlined in (a) and 
(b), I feel might lead to overlapping between 
discussions in the Davignon organisation - the 
political co-operation ID81Chinery - and in the 
WEU Council. I believe this is a matter about 
which we should clarify our minds before passing 
a recommendation of this sort. 

Finally, in spite of what has been said by Mr. 
Sieglerschmidt regarding the relative importance 
of the Standing Armaments Committee as refer
red to in paragraph 7 and the continuing role of 
the Eurogroup, I feel that paragraph 7 of the 
recommendation 8iS drafted with no reference at 
all to the Eurogroup - and this is after having 
read the references in the text of the Rapporteur 
to which I cannot now refer about the Eurogroup 
- is most unfortunate. 

If I may quote the words of the British Prime 
Minister to the North Atlantic Assembly, he said : 

"For the past six years the great majority 
of European allies have co-ordinated their 
defence efforts in an informal grouping within 
the Alliance : the Eurogroup... European 
defence co-operation can, and should, be taken 
further. But the oohievements of the Euro
group, which the last Labour Government was 
instrumental in creating, should not be under
valued. They go a long way to demonstrate that 
the Europeans are pulling their weight in the 
Alliance. I hope there are no doubts on this 
score." 

The absence of reference to the Eurogroup 
within the report, if there were no other reason 
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for referring the report back, is enough. I hope 
the Assembly will agree to refer the report back 
to the General Mfairs Committee so that there 
can be fuller study. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does 
anyone oppose the reference back t.. 

What does the Committee think Y 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, one must obviously not ask the Rap
porteur to aBSOCiate himself with the reference 
back of his report, or there would be no point in 
having a Rapporteur. 

I would simply remind my colleagues that, so 
far as his written report is concerned, the Rap
porteur speaks for the Committee ; and I think 
that in that written text I have informed the 
Assembly faithfully of the discussions in Com
mittee and of what emerged from them. So far as 
my oral report is concerned, there is an old 
principle of French law : "The pen is in bondage, 
but speech is free". I do not think I took exag
gerated liberties in my spoken report. 

That being said, it is quite obvious that the 
Rapporteur is also answerable to the Assembly, 
and if the Assembly considers that the work done 
and approved by the General Mfairs Committee 
should be reviewed, polished and completed, I will 
do the work a hundred times if necessary, polish
ing and re-polishing unceasingly. I shall do 
exactly what the Assembly now decides. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I thank the 
Rapporteur. 

I shall now put the motion for reference back to 
the vote. 

Mr. LEYNEN (Belgium) (Translation).- Is 
this reference back for two or three days or to 
a later session ? I am not clear on this point. 
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The PRESIDENT (Tr810Slation.). - I think 
that as the debate stands at present, reference 
back, if decided, will be to the next session, which 
will be next spring. It is not for me to express an 
opinion, but I have my own thoughts on the 
matter. 

I put the motion for reference back to the vote. 

The motion for reference back is agreed to. 

9. Date, time and Orders of the Day 
of the next Sitting 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I propose 
that the Assembly hold its next public Sitting 
this afternoon at 3 p.m. with the following Orders 
of the Day: 

1. Changes in the membership of Committees. 

2. Second draft supplementary budget of the 
administrative expenditure of the Assembly 
for the financial year 1974 (Document 647) ; 
Draft budget of the administrative 
expenditure of the Assembly for the 
financial year 1975 (Document 648) ; 
Accounts of the administrative expenditure 
of the Assembly for the financial year 1973 
- The Auditor's Report and Motion to 
approve the final oooounts (Document 645 
and Addendum) (Presentation of and 
Debate on the Reports of the Committee on 
Budgetary Affairs and Administration and 
Votes on the draft texts, Documents 647, 
648 and 645 and Addendum). 

Are there any objections L 

The Orders of the Day of the next Sitting are 
therefore agreed to. 

Does anyone wish to speak L 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 12.30 p.m.) 
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1. Attendance Register. 

2. Point of order. 

Speakers: Mr. Brugnon, The President, Mr. Brugnon, 
Mr. de Montesquiou, Mr. Grieve, The President, 
Mr. Krieg, Mr. Brugnon, Mr. Farr, Sir John Rodgers, 
Mr. Krieg, Mr. Cohen, The President, Mr. de Montesquiou, 
Mr. Presoott. 

8. Changes in the membership of Committees. 

4. Second draft supplementary budget of the adminis
trative expenditure of the Assembly for the financial 

year 1974 (Doe. 647); Draft budget of the adminis
trative expenditure of the Assembly for the financial 
year 1975 (Doe. 648); Accounts of the administrative 
expenditure of the Assembly for the financial year 1973 
- The Auditor's Report and Motion to approve the 
final accounts (Doe. 645 and Addendum) (Preaentation 
of and Debate on the Reports of the Committee on Budget
ary Affairs and Administration and Votea on the draft 
texts, Does. 647, 648 and 645 and Addendum). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Dequae (Chairman and 
Rapporteur), Mr. de Bruyne, Mr. Ahrens, Mr. Dequae 
(Chairman and Rapporteur). 

5. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the next Sitt-ing. 

The Sitting was opened at 3 p.m. with Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Sit
ting is open. 

1. Attendance Register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The names 
of the Substitutes attending this Sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be 
published with the list of Representatives appen
ded to the Minutes of Proceedings 1• 

2. Point of order 

Mr. BRUGNON (France) (Translation). 
I wish to speak on a point of order. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Brugnon on a point of order. 

Mr. BRUGNON (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, under 
Rule 32 (a), I venture to raise a point of order 
in connection with the application of Rule 43 
made this morning in regard to the question of 
the Channel Tunnel. 

Rule 43, paragraph 2, lays down : "As soon as 
a request for urgent procedure is received, the 

1. See page 18. 
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President shall communicate it orally to the 
Assembly." This was done. "The request shall 
then be posted up and the relevant text circu
lated." This too was done. "The Assembly shall 
decide on the request for urgent procedure at 
the earliest" - that is to say that it may be 
later - "after the first vote included in the 
Orders of the Day of the sitting at which the 
request for urgent procedure was communicated 
to the Assembly." 

A debate was duly called for. Did the Assem
bly decide ? If we read the official report of the 
sitting, we see that the President decided that 
the matter should not be entered on the agenda 
for the session. 

Did the Assembly decide Y That is the question 
I venture to put to the President. 

It did not decide, because you called a speaker 
in accordance with Rule 43 but you called only 
Mr. de Montesquiou by name, and no other 
speaker, as might have been done, although other 
signatories to the motion for a recommendation 
submitted were present at the sitting. You then 
called for a speaker against the motion. To my 
knowledge, when a request for urgent procedure 
is being debated, the substance of the question 
must not be entered into. Only one speaker for 
- the speaker you called for the request was 
absent but others were there - and one against 
the request can be called. The Chainnan of the 

• 
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Mr. Brugnon (continued) 

Committee concerned may also speak ; he is, I 
am well aware, Mr. de Montesquiou, but "the 
Chairman of the Committee" was not called. A 
representative of the Bureau of the Assembly 
may also be called upon to speak in its name. 
Owing to the fact that none of these were called, 
I ask that the question should be reconsidered, 
that the proposal you made to withdraw it from 
the Orders of the Day should be declared null 
and void and that the request for urgent pro
cedure which was duly lodged should be discus
sed now. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Brugnon. I would like the Assembly 
to know that this exchange was not arranged 
between us. The fact is that when we introduced 
this question of urgency this morning I called 
Mr. de Montesquiou, who was not present at the 
sitting. Nobody asked to speak at once in favour 
of the request. A member rose to speak against 
it and pointed out that, since this was a request 
for urgent procedure, the consequence of the fact 
that the sponsor or sponsors of the request were 
not there was that the question became null and 
V'oid. In the circumstances prevailing at that sit
ting, I was obliged to take note of his point. 

That being said, the Assembly's decision is 
final where its own proceedings are concerned, 
and here I would express my own opinion 
without, I hope, showing any bias. There is not 
very much business this afternoon, and if the 
Assembly agrees, I am prepared to include the 
discussion of Mr. de Montesquiou's motion imme
diately after the debates which are included in 
the Orders of the Day, providing Mr. Prescott, 
who opposed its inclusion, is also present. 

Does the Assembly agree to proceed in this 
way? 

Mr. BRUGNON (France) (Translation). -
No, Mr. President. It seems to me that it is 
now, after the first vote has been taken, that 
you should allow the debate with which we are 
concerned. I also ask in this connection that the 
Chairman of the Committee should be asked to 
express his views, in accordance with Rule 32. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -Rule 43, 
paragraph 4, lays down : "If the Assembly 
decides against urgent procedure ... " - as was 
the case this morning ... 

Mr. BRUGNON (France) (Translation). -
But it did not ! 

• 

74 

SEVENTH SITTING 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - It noted 
that, since urgent procedure had been requested 
and those supporting the request were not 
present, urgent procedure could not be adopted. 
As I was saying, Rule 43 lays down that : "If 
the Assembly decides against urgent procedure, 
another request concerning the same question 
may not be placed before it during the same 
part-session." However, as a measure of concilia
tion, and since the question is indeed topical and 
does not lack interest, and since moreover we 
have comparatively little business this afternoon 
owing to the way in which the debate was con
cluded this morning, I am entirely ready to 
allow Mr. de Montesquiou's motion to be discus
sed after the end of the debate on the budget, 
which is an extremely important matter. 

I call Mr. de Montesquiou. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, let me remind you of 
what was decided yesterday at the Presidential 
Committee. It was decided by a majority that 
this question would come up today at 3 p.m. 
There are witnesses, and the Secretary of the 
Committee of which I am Chairman was aware 
of the decision, since he put me down to speak 
this afternoon. 

As Chairman, I therefore protest against the 
procedure which was followed this morning, on 
the ground that the Rules of Procedure were 
infringed and that since the sponsor of the 
motion had stated that he would not be present 
this morning, he should not have been put down 
to speak then. I consider it is most urgent after 
the point of order raised by Mr. Brugn~n and 
owing to the urgency of which we are all aware 
si~ce there are ten co-signatories from my Corn: 
mittee, that we should debate this question as a 
matter of urgency, even if, as was decided yester
day at the meeting of the Presidental Committee 
it has to be referred back to the General Affair~ 
Committee for a report to be prepared for 
Thursday. 

. In addition, t.his is a matter of very great 
Importance, for In my opinion it conditions the 
future of Europe and even of our institution. 
The Channel Tunnel, now that it has been 
decided upon by the two States concerned, proves 
to the world that the bonds between the two coun
tries will be strengthened by the construction of 
a tunnel which has been talked about for over a 
century. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Now is 
not the time to enter into the substance of the 
matter. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). - It is my right as Chairman of the 
Committee. 

Moreover, WEU needs to assert itself at the 
present time, and this morning you connived in 
a situation which resulted in eliminating an 
important problem from the Orders of the Day. 
In the interests of the future of Europe and of 
WEU, I demand that the urgency of this debate 
should be decided upon. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. de 
Montesquiou, I think that your words are carry
ing you beyond your thoughts. I would merely 
remind you of this : yesterday the Presidential 
Committee decided by three votes against two, 
including mine, to include the motion you have 
proposed in the Orders of the Day, giving it 
the urgent character which you wanted. There 
never was any question of 3 p.m. We therefore 
included it in the first sitting. This morning 
you were not here and none of your co-signatories 
spoke except that, after the close of the incident, 
Mr. Brugnon sent me a note telling me, belatedly, 
that he might ask to speak. 

Once again, as a measure of conciliation, since 
the matter is only put off for an hour - and 
we have already lost a quarter of an hour - I 
suggest that, after Mr. Dequae's report, we 
should return to this problem, if the Assembly 
agrees. 

I shall put this proposal of taking the matter 
up later to the vote. 

I have not connived in anything. I am even a 
protagonist of this business, as I showed yester
day in the Presidential Committee. Please, there
fore, Mr. de Montesquiou, let us calm down on 
both sides and view the matter with serenity. 

I call Mr. Grieve. 

Mr. GRIEVE (United Kingdom). - I rise 
entirely on a question of procedure. However, 
as a preface on the question of procedure, I 
should say as a protagonist of the Channel Tun
nel and a member of the Channel Tunnel group 
in the Parliament of the United Kingdom that 
I cannot stand by and see our procedure violated. 
Under Rule 43(4) the rules of the Assembly are 
formal: 
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"If the Assembly decides against urgent pro
cedure, another request concerning the same 
question may not be placed before it during 
the same part-session." 

I submit that we are bound by that rule. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Grieve, a misunderstanding has arisen here, 
because Mr. de Montesquiou, who had not infor
med the Presidential Committee of the facts, 
instructed the Secretary of the Committee to say 
that he would like this question to come up for 
discussion at 3 o'clock this afternoon. 

Once again, since I do not wish to give the 
impression of burying a problem whose topi
cality and importance are obvious, if the Assem
bly, which is sovereign unless objections are 
raised, decides to include the question put for
ward by Mr. de Montesquiou and his co
signatories in the Orders of the Day for this 
afternoon, I think it would be, if not good pro
cedure - for the Rules of Procedure are formal 
on this point - at least a good method of 
giving Mr. de Montesquiou satisfaction, which 
does not prevent any of you from speaking. Let 
us not waste time. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - We 
are not wasting time when we turn our attention 
to the Rules of Procedure of a parliamentary 
assembly, even a European assembly. In this 
affair we have violated the Rules of Procedure 
from A toZ. 

In the first place, this request for urgent 
procedure was signed by ten parliamentarians 
belonging to this Assembly and there was no call 
to submit it to the Presidential Committee. 
Furthermore, it was not for that Committee to 
decide on the inclusion of this question either in 
this morning's Orders of the Day or in those 
for this afternoon. Lastly, it is not for you, Mr. 
President, to decide that the question will not 
be included ; it is the Assembly which must 
decide. This morning the Assembly did not do 
so ; I attended the sitting and I can bear witness 
to that. 

Let us therefore waste no more time, but 
decide immediately on what we have to discuss. 

Since the Rules of Procedure have been 
violated from start to finish, we must know 
whether it is the intention to seek refuge behind 
the Rules of Procedure or, on the contrary, to 
make use of them. 
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Mr. Krieg (continued) 

You took a decision this morning, Mr. Presi
dent, that you had no right to take. The urgent 
debate will not last more than a quarter of an 
hour ... 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I beg 
your pardon, Mr. Krieg. The Assembly decided; 
the question was put to it. (Cries of "No") 

Mr. Brugnon was not there. You should have 
made your protest at that moment, and not 
have waited for time to pass, so that we now 
find ourselves faced with a misunderstanding. 

Once again, if you agree, I propose that we 
should deal quickly with Mr. Dequae's report on 
the budget, the debate on which will probably 
only last for half an hour or less. Afterwards we 
will return to Mr. de Montesquiou's question. 
There is no reason for you to be up in arms 
about this. 

Mr. BRUGNON (France) (Translation).- It 
is because we wish to see the Rules of Procedure 
applied. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Farr. 

Mr. FARR (United Kingdom).- I was here 
at 10 o'clock this morning and, Mr. President, I 
thought that your conduct of affairs was proper 
and correct. I am a member of Mr. de Montes
quiou's Committee but not a signatory of the 
motion in question. Mr. de Montesquiou was not 
here. No member of the Committee who signed 
that motion was present. I believe that we took 
the right decision this morning in allowing this 
recommendation to lapse. 

Some of us in the United Kingdom do not 
regard this as an urgent matter. As Mr. de 
Montesquiou said, this has been on the go for 
a hundred years and we shall probably be talking 
about the proposed tunnel for another hundred 
years. I am not prepared to have Mr. Dequae's 
important statement on our budget at this time 
rushed through. What Mr. Dequae has to say 
this afternoon is of extreme importance and I do 
not believe that we in this Assembly can be a 
party to an arrangement which would rush 
through an important statement by Mr. Dequae 
just to permit an irregularity to occur. 

Sir John RODGERS (United Kingdom).- I 
rise not to debate the rights or wrongs of the 
Channel Tunnel, but to defend you, Mr. Presi-
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dent, from the accusation that you have been 
an accomplice in breaking the rules of the 
Assembly in not allowing my friend and col
league, Mr. de Montesquiou, to raise this matter 
again this afternoon. Rules are made to be 
observed. This matter was presented to the 
Assembly as a matter of urgency. The urgency 
of the matter was such that none of the ten 
signatories to the request was present when the 
motion was dealt with this morning. If they like 
to stay in bed or to be wherever they were this 
morning rather than to be present in the Aailem
bly, then they must take the view that this is 
not a matter of urgency. The urgency of the 
matter has been defeated by their own conduct. 
It would be a travesty of the rules if we were 
to take any other course. 

I support my colleague Mr. Grieve on Rule 43, 
which clearly says : 

"At the request of the .Council, of the Com
mittee concerned, or of ten or more Represen
tatives, a debate may be held on an item which 
has not been placed on the Agenda." 

I want to protest against the attempt to reverse 
this morning's decision since I believe that deci
sion should be allowed to stand. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - May 
I remind my colleagues, Mr. President, that when 
urgent procedure is requested, provision is made 
in Rule 43 (2) that the Assembly shall be called 
upon to decide on the motion for urgent pro
cedure "at the earliest after the first vote inclu
ded in the Orders of the Day". That means that 
we could not have discussed it this morning, 
since the first vote was taken at 12.20 p.m. and 
since it is only now possible to speak on this 
question. 

Mr. COHEN (United Kingdom).- I suppport 
the view expressed by Sir John Rodgers and Mr. 
Farr. The normal procedure from a parlia
mentary point of view is that members take 
different political points of view according to 
their parties, but on this occasion all the United 
Kingdom Delegates who have been called to 
express a view have adopted the opinion that the 
constitution of the Assembly must be obeyed 
and indeed honoured. 

With regard to your decision, Mr. President, 
this morning and the criticisms that you have 
been inflexible, I must point out that nobody 
who was present this morning in the Assembly 
sought to oppose that decision. I must emphasise 
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Mr. Cohen (contin.ued) 

that when the emergency resolution was called 
for debate this morning we felt that the movers 
and supporters should have been here to move 
the motion. The fact that they were not present 
leads one to believe that they were not treating 
the Assembly with courtesy but with a degree 
of contempt. That, rather than any conduct by 
the President, amounted to inflexibility. Con
sidering the number of signatories to the motion, 
what happened this morning was not the proper 
way in which to treat an important subject 
which they regarded as an emergency resolution. 
Therefore, it would be unfair if the matter were 
to be reintroduced at this late stage - and 
certainly unfair to you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I wish to 
make a clarification. I was very surprised that a 
question of such long standing and consequently 
of such venerable antecedents should generate 
so much passion. 

A number of expressions have been used on 
all sides which are not consonant with the 
importance of the subject. It is true that the 
subject in itself, viewed in the abstract, raises 
enormous problems. 

As far as I am concerned, I should have liked 
the debate to begin very speedily. It is a fact 
that when I called the question this morning, 
none of the co-signatories presented himself. 
Observing this vacuum, Mr. de Montesquiou, I 
can tell you that I deleted the question from the 
Orders of the Day. 

When Mr. Brugnon raised this problem on a 
point of order - and once again my views are 
not in doubt - I proposed this procedure, which 
involves a slight infringement of the Rules of 
Procedure, as one of conciliation, so as to enable 
the question nevertheless to come up for discus
sion. 

I admit that, the decision having once been 
taken, only unanimity could now make pos
sible the renewed inclusion of the matter in the 
Orders of the Day ; unless - and this is a new 
approach I am making in order to reconcile all 
the viewpoints expressed - the Assembly should 
decide by majority to include this question as one 
of urgency. That shows you to what extent I am 
ready to violate the Rules of Procedure in 
order to satisfy the largest number of represen
tatives here present. It is a fact that Sir John 
Rodgers and Mr. Farr, from the standpoint they 
adopt towards this problem, are perfectly right : 
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the issue should be deferred until a forthcoming 
session. But from the standpoint of WEU's 
interests, or in other words of grappling with 
questions that are truly topical - and this is 
one, since a decision was taken a few days ago -
I should like us to be able to revert without delay 
to this matter at a given moment this afternoon, 
after the votes on the reports by Mr. Dequae. 

Not everybody has appreciated my desire for 
conciliation. I am therefore obliged to put the 
motion for urgent procedure to the vote. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and stand
ing) 

Urgent procedure is not agreed to. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, the Assembly is 
sovereign ; the request for urgent procedure 
having been rejected, I shall now turn to the 
next Order of the Day. 

I call Mr. de Montesquiou. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, I do not wish to say 
anything about the decision taken by our col
leagues. I do wish to say, however, that I deplore 
the words used by my colleague, Mr. Cohen, 
about the Committee over which I have just 
presided, and I should like this to be recorded 
in the Minutes of Proceedings. It is unacceptable 
that such words should be directed against our 
colleagues, and especially against members of 
a Committee which deserves respect, if we desire 
to work for the cause of Europe and WEU. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I do not 
think that anyone here had ill intentions ; I 
regard all that as over and done with ; I pass it 
over and pasi~ on to the Orders of the Day. 

Mr. PRESCOTT (United Kingdom).- Will 
you accept a point of order, Mr. President 7 

The PRESIDENT.- Yes. 

Mr. PRESCOTT (United Kingdom). - I 
should like to seek your advice on your ruling, 
which must be clearly understood. Is the result 
of your ruling that the issue can no longer be 
raised during this part-session, or have you just 
delayed the matter 7 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- It would 
be necessary to table a new motion with a request 
for urgent procedure. 

The question is withdrawn from the Orders of 
the Day. That is the procedure. I am obliged to 
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The President (continued) 

apply it, since the .Assembly has taken its deci
sion. 

3. Changes in the membership of Committees 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
Order of the Day is the nomination of members 
to Committees. 

During the period between sessions the Presi
dential Committee provisionally appointed mem
bers to vacancies caused by changes in the 
Luxembourg Delegation. 

These provisionaJl appointments were published 
as an appendix to Notice No. 6. They are sub
mitted to the .Assembly for ratification in accor
dance with Rule 8, paragraph 3 of the Rules 
of Procedure. 

The .Assembly must also pronounce on new 
proposals for changes in the membership of Com
mittees submitted by the Delegations of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands 
and the United Kingdom. 

These proposals were also published in the 
same appendix to Notice No. 6; 

.Are there any objections to the ratification of 
these appointments L 

There are none. 

The nominations are ratified. 

4. Second draft supplementary budget of the 
administrative expenditure of the Assembly 

for the financial year 1974 
(Doe. 647) 

Draft budget of the administrative expenditure 
of the Assembly for the financial year 1975 

(Doe. 648) 

Accounts of the administrative expenditure 
of the Assembly for the financial year 1973 -
The Auditor's Report and Motion to approve 

the final accounts 
(Doe. 645 and Addendum) 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Reports of the 
Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration 
and Votes on the draft texts, Does. 647, 648 and 645 

and Addendum) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
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debate on the reports of the Committee on 
Budgetary .Af:llairs and .Administration, Docu
ments 647, 648 and 645 and .Addendum. 

I call Mr. Dequae, Chairman and Rapporteur 
of the Committee. 

Mr. DEQU.AE (Belgium) (Tram.slation). -
Mr. Pr~dent, Ladies and Gentlemen, concerning 
first Document 645 dealing with the accounts 
for 1973, I shall be brief. 

These accounts show a slight surplus of 5,883 
francs, which indicates that our budget manage
ment is extremely careful. We always try to 
remain within budgetary limits, but these have 
become marginal for they account for about 1 % 
of the budget. 

So far as the budget for 1974 is concerned, I 
should first of all say that, contrary to the usual 
procedure of drawing up a budget at the end 
of the year in accordance with the information 
available at that time, and subsequently drawing 
up a supplementary budget taking account of 
changes in saJ.arial am.d other costs, this time, as 
a result of the inflation of which we are all 
aware and which began to get out of hand in 
1974, we had to draw up a second supplementary 
budget, so greatly had the rate of increase taken 
us by surprise late in the year . 

This was not an enormous amount and came 
to only 130,000 francs. The total budget is there
fore increased to 5,030,000 francs if we take 
into account the corrigendum to Document 647 
which provides for a reduction of 10 % in the 
allocation of credits for experts. 

I might have finished at this point if an event 
affecting the 1975 budget had not occurred at 
the very last minute, thus obliging me to make 
a more extensive comment than usual. For since 
the Committee adopted this report a new factor 
has emerged which I must report and explain to 
you. 

I have received a letter from Mr. von Plehwe, 
.Acting Secretary-General of WEU, informing 
me of the Council's decision that certain alloca
tions approved by the Presidential Committee 
had to be reduced ; in particular, that the allo
cation of 1,051,000 francs mentioned under Head 
II of the budget and relating to the expenditure 
of the .Assembly had to be reduced to 950,000 
francs and that an allocation of 1,066,000 francs 
for general administrative costs under Head IV 
had to be reduced to one million. Finally, an 
economy of 35,000 francs was imposed by the 
Council under Head V. 
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Mr. Dequae (continued) 

This letter arrived yesterday morning and 
therefore no mention of it will be found in the 
document we have before us. 

What can be the explanation of the Council's 
attitude on the substance of the matter 1 I think 
it is an understandable psychological reaction. 
In all countries efforts are being made to com
bat inflation and increased expenditure. But 
where the budget of the Assembly is concerned 
a special factor is involved. At the request of the 
Council, the 1975 budget was not drawn up on 
the same basis as in previous years. The Council 
instructed us to draw up the budget not in 
accordance with the information available at the 
end of the previous year as usual, but taking 
into account the probable increase in costs during 
1975, so that it would not be necessary to ask 
for •supplementary allocations during the year. 
Highly disciplined as we always are, we com
plied with this instruction ; but I would like 
those who sit on the Council to glanee at the 
inevitable consequences of this change. 

What does it mean in plain language Y First, 
that for the 1975 budget we must take into account 
not only all the items in the 197 4 budget which 
have shown increases, as was always done, but 
that we must forecast the likely increase of all 
the items for 1975. This means that we have to 
include the rise in salarial and other costs for 
the two consecutive years during which the 
inflation of costs and rise in wages and salaries 
have been highest throughout Europe. 

I can understand that anyone who has not 
followed this problem closely will be shocked to 
note an increase of 24 %, but this covers two 
years. I support those who want to attempt to 
reduce this increase, which is highly spectacular 
at first sight. 

But I think we must try to appreciate the 
basic explanation. In addition to what I have 
already mentioned, there is a quite exceptional 
feature : our meeting next year, the twentieth 
anniversary session, will be held in Bonn. This is 
certain to give rise to some additional expen
diture. It will probably not be enormous, but 
any additional expenditure must inevitably have 
a proportionally greater repercussion on our 
budget of only five million francs than on those 
of certain other institutions we know, even Euro
pean ones. 
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This, then, may be the explanation of this 
reaction. But as I have already said, the Com
mittee of which I am Chairman, and the admin
istration, are willing and even determined to 
achieve the reductions asked of us ; I shall refer 
to this further. 

As for form and procedure, I must also say 
a few words. The Council of Ministers has not 
conveyed to us any detailed criticism of the 
expenditure in general or of any particular 
items. It leaves us in the dark concerning any 
objections it may have to our programme of 
work, but it does recommend that we should 
reduce allocations under three heads, in a global 
way. In this connection, I would like to convey 
two thoughts to the Assembly. 

Since these reductions do not relate to specific 
items, it is impossible for me as Chairman of the 
Committee to convert them into amendments of 
any kind. You will surely not expect me to 
reduce the allocation for temporary personnel 
by over one-third, for you all know that this is 
the personnel of the Assembly ; we have no per
manent personnel for our sessions. 

So do you want the Assembly to cease func
tioning? 

We must therefore, for this item as a whole 
which is related to the very functioning of the 
Assembly, try to release a certain amount. This 
is the most sensitive point, because it truly 
affects the functioning of the Assembly as such. 

In addition, I would remind the Council that 
ever since the 1960s there has been a procedure 
jointly agreed between the Council and the 
responsible authorities of the Assembly, under 
which joint meetings are held between the Coun
cil and the Assembly at which any amendments 
by the Council can be reviewed jointly, while 
the Council asmmes the final responsibility for 
approving the budget of the Assembly. However, 
this procedure could not come into operation, in 
this case, since the information of which I have 
spoken was received only yesterday. 

It is reasonable that we should ask for this 
procedure to be used, so that reductions cam. be 
made without actually preventing the Assembly 
from functioning. 

Another point is that it is incompatible with 
the dignity of a parliamentary assembly to have 
its budgetary forecasts, duly approved by its 
committees and governing authorities, called into 
question by last-minute modifications laid down 
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by the executive of the institution. The Assembly 
alone is competent to define the nature and 
extent of its activities, although I agree that the 
Council should insist that everything possible is 
done to ensure that once a programme has been 
approved, it is implemented with maximum 
economy. 

It goes without saying that the Assembly is 
aware of governments' concern for economy. We 
are all sufficiently aware of our difficulties not 
to be insensible to those which are common to us 
all. The Assembly, therefore, shares this concern 
and is ready to look for ways of reducing the 
cost of its activities, though without modifying 
or restricting them. This means that the Assem
bly must retain absolute liberty to choose the 
directions in which the restrictions on allocations 
it has imposed on itself shall be applied. 

In conclusion, I can do no more than ask the 
Assembly to adopt the budget for 1975 as sub
mitted by the Budgetary Committee and the 
Presidential Committee, it being understood that 
every effort will be made to acilieve the economy 
of about 200,000 francs desired by governments. 

In any case I can assure you that the Chair
man, the Committee and the WEU administra
tion will endeavour to find items under which 
this undoubtedly painful economy can be 
achieved without interfering with the functioning 
of the Assembly. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
de Bruyne. 

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Translation).
I know no one will disagree if I say that if a 
budget were put forward in one of our national 
parliaments in this way, with changes still being 
made aJt the very last moment and with it impos
sible to have detail on any of the budget sub
heads, it would stand no chance at all. It would 
be thrown out without a second glance. I think 
we would do well to follow Mr. Dequae's advice, 
which is nevertheless to approve the Assembly's 
budget in the hope that the Committee and the 
President of the Assembly will do what is neces
sary, vis-a-vis the Council of Ministers, to make 
sure that what is happening today can be avoided 
in the future. 

Where the budget is concerned, Mr. President, 
this parliamentary assembly is in a position of 
inferiority. We have only an indirect influence 
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on our own budget. Mr. Dequae pointed out that 
there was at any rate a procedure that some
what softens the blow in this respect, since we 
are able through our contacts with the Council of 
Ministers to influence our budget to a certain 
extent. At all events, this is something that must 
be guaranteed. Since this procedure has been 
departed from within the last twenty-four hours, 
I feel that I must begin my speech by making a 
very strong protest. 

Other than that, Mr. President, there is not 
all that much to say about the budget. For a 
number of years now the budget of the Assembly 
of Western European Union has been, quite 
simply, static and fossilised. There is no better 
way of judging how things are with an organisa
tion, wthat it is trying to achieve and how much 
life there is in it, than to look at that organisa
tion's budget. And here WED's budgets are a 
true reflection of Western European Union 
itself. There is not a single new feature to be 
found in this budget, because for years no new 
initiative has been taken within this institution 
itself and, I am afraid, there are some who do 
not want to see any further initiative taken. 
There is no centre of interest, no new target to 
be seen in the budget. As closely as possible, it 
repeats what was shown in last year's budget. 
We have, with a great deal of difficulty, been 
successful in seeing that this time at least there 
is an increase to match the cost of living. This 
could not be otherwise, for if this minimum 
measure, which has social consequences, were 
not taken, the continued existence of this Assem
bly would at once be at risk. For the rest, I 
think we can only examine and approve the 
budget with resignation and without any great 
hope for the future. If we do not approve the 
budget, we shall be creating a situation that will 
make it plainer than ever that we have lost out. 

When I went through this budget I thought 
of a poet from Mr. Dequae's part of the world, 
Guido Gezelle, who wrote a poem called Het 
kindeke van de dood, the Child of Death. In this 
poem there is a line that is particularly applic
able to our Assembly ; it runs "those there are 
that go thrqugh life with scarce a crumb of 
brerud". 

There are assemblies, Ladies and Gentlemen, 
which have to manage with a tiny budget that 
brings them, one might say, close to death's 
door. There are budgets that are set up in such 
a way that an assembly like ours, which has an 
international role to play, while it admittedly 
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does not cease to exist in the legal sense, never
theless - because its budget is so meagre - no 
longer remains alive. I ask you to wonder whether 
such an impossible state of affairs can continue 
in the longer term. 

I would like if I may, Mr. President, to ask 
Mr. Dequae one or two questions 'about bud
getary method. I have noted that it is normal 
practice in this Assembly to be able to shift 
credits wilthin a budget head, and that it is even 
possible to transfer credits from one head to 
another. I am not going to discuss this technique 
here. It might be said - and if this sounds at 
all disdainful I really do not mean it to be -
that this really is not worth the bother. The 
amounts involved are, indeed, very modest ones. 
But what I do ask is whether it is sound bud
getary technique that the executive should be 
given the choice of altering certain items within 
the budget. 

In the history of our national parliaments and 
of national budgets this is something that has 
been fought about very hard. The traditional 
liberal parliaments of the nineteenth century 
made it an article of faith that this kind of 
shifting of funds and making changes in the 
distribution of funds between the various bud
get heads to suit the views of the executive 
power should not be allowed. Are we not taking 
a risk when we go about things this way and 
when, in this respect, we no longer defend the 
stand taken by the claBSic parliaments of the 
past~ 

There is another question I want to ask, though 
Mr. Dequae may not have the information he 
needs to be able to answer it. If so, perhaps he 
can let me have a written answer later on. This 
institution of ours has a provident fund which 
is invested in a variety of currencies. In our 
budget documents it is shown in French francs, 
which act as a kind of accounting currency. At 
one particular place mention is made of the 
various currencies in whieh the provident fund 
investment monies are held. We are not told 
however - and this bri.ngs me to my question -
what part of the provident fund is invested in 
which currency. If I may quote from the text 
referring to this, in Document 645, paragraph 6 : 

"The Secretary-General has received advice 
from the advisory panel set up within WEU 
and from outside bankers on the investment 
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of the funds. These are at present held in 
United States dollars, French francs, pounds 
sterling, Dutch gui:lders, Deutschmarks and 
Swiss francs. .. " 

What I would like to ask is how much of the 
fund is in these various currencies. It is further 
stated that these investments have been made 
through the International Westminster Bank 
Limited in London. To quote 'again from the 
same paragraph : 

"The dollar holdings contract runs until 22nd 
September 197 4, while the other contracts 
expire on 25th July 1974." 

Has this contract with this London bank been 
renewed 7 The dates mentioned are now past, 
and I assume that the necessary steps have 
already been taken. 

My final question is about the reason for 
entrusting these provident fund investrrnents to 
the Westminster Bam.k. Had we previously called 
on the co-operation of other banks 7 And are we 
prepared in the future to ask other banking 
houses for their advice ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. .A!hrens. 

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, as a member 
of the Budget Committee I would not have asked 
for the floor here if it were only a matter of 
accepting the report.s submitted by Mr. Dequae 
and of accepting the budget. I can assure you 
that the Budget Committee, which I have been 
a member of for some years, always take great 
pains in considering the budget. I would like 
to emphasise that particularly in view of the 
fact that this budget is really a matter of ridi
culously small amounts compared with the 
budgets which we have to justify and vote in 
our own parliaments. Mr. Dequae has already 
explained the reasons why the considerable 
increases were almost obligatory, and I would 
only add that in our budget a disproportionately 
large share consists of staffing costs, costs which 
- as we know from our own parliaments -
have the unpleasant characteristic of rising 
constantly and by the greatest amount. 

In spite of all this careful and thorough 
scrutiny, we now have the objection from the 
Council of Ministers. I share Mr. de Bruyne's 
view that such a procedure would be incon
ceivable in our countries, or would at least mean 
a major constitutional conflict. I believe, Mr. 
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President, that the Council of Ministers should 
be told that this is not a procedure to follow 
when dealitng with a parliamentary assembly 
which has also, after all, thought hrard before 
submitting its proposals and texta. 

The question now is what is to be done. It 
would probably be wrong to do what I would 
at first be inclined to do in this situation, and 
reject the budget, because then we would not 
know how we are going to meet our expenses 
after 1st January. Ln my view therefore, Mr. 
President, we must mte this budget. But I think 
it should be added - and it should be recorded 
in the text we vote - that the reductions will 
be decided on item by item by the Budget Com
mittee at the beginning of the year at a special 
meeting which we would have to convene for 
the purpose ; for it is only then, if we retain 
control and keep the power of decision over what 
and how much is to be reduced, that we can, 
as I see it, justify acceptance today in these 
circumstooces. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Chairman of the Committee, Mr. Dequae. 

Mr. DEQUAE (Belgium) (Translation). - I 
should like to reply briefly to the questions 
asked by Mr. de Bruyne. 

(The speaker continued in Dutch) 

In reply to Mr. de Bruyrne's first question, I 
would comment that the Committee is empowered 
to make transfers from one budget head to 
another, in order to prevent too many changes 
having to be made in the budget during the 
course of the financial year. What is involved, 
therefore, is an extra merasure of f·lexibility. It is 
not the executive arm, that is to say the Council 
of Ministers, that makes the decisions on this : 
it is done at the proposal of the Committee, so 
the decisions as such are taken by the parUa
mentary Committee of WEU. I believe that this 
flexibility we rure permitted is a sound procedure, 
and we have in the past been grateful to the 
Council for it. The procedure allows these 
adjustments to be made a good deal more con
veniently, without a lot of administrative and 
parliamentary difficulties, and without a lot of 
expensive documents. When it comes down to it, 
it is always a mwtter of very marginal and very 
small amounta. In these circumstances, this pro
cedure can surely be described as a satisfactory 
way of dealing with the problem. 
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Mr. de Bruyne's second question was about 
the provident fund, which strictly speaking lies 
outside the scope of this budget. I will make 
the point that the fund covers not only the staff 
of the Assembly but of WEU as a whole. This 
is something that needs to be looked at in the 
light of the more fundamental issue of the future 
of the WEU staff. We know that this matter is 
at the present time being given very thorough 
study, which has not so far brought any solution. 
This is an area that is being watched over parti
cularly by our friend Lord Selsdon and on which 
we have already had ra report iLn London, dealing 
with both the development and the investment 
of the providenrt fund and the solution we hope 
to arrive at for the future. Details about this 
will iLn due time be found in Lord Selsdon's 
reports. I can see no objection to the secretariat 
giving the answers to Mr. de Bruyne's factual 
questions, and the same ·applies to the third mat
ter he raised, that is to say why the money is 
invested with the Westminster Bank and whether 
advice was sought from other banks. Mr. de 
Bruyne will be sent a written answer. I cam. 
say now that these arrangements were made by 
the administration several years ago, and that a 
change of bank was made at one point. The only 
reason for this seems to have been that from 
the investment viewpoint a higher yield could 
be got from this other bank. We shall give Mr. 
de Bruyne the fullest possible information about 
the history of the investments, including details 
of where they have been placed. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

The debate is closed. 

The Assembly will vote successively on the 
second draft supplementary budget of the admin
istrative expenditure of the Assembly for the 
financial year 1974 contained in Document 647, 
the draft budget of the administrative expen
diture of the Assembly for the financial year 
1975 contained in Document 648, the motion to 
approve the final accounts of the Asssembly 
for the finruncial year 1973 contained in the 
addendum to Document 645. 

No amendment has been tabled to the second 
draft supplementary budget of the administra
tive expenditure of the Assembly for the finan
cial year 1974. 

The vote on the whole draft supplementary 
budget would be by roll-call if the Assembly were 
not unanimous. 
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Are there any objections to the second draft 
supplementary budget for 1974 contained in 
Document 647 L 

Are there any abstentions L 

The Assembly is unanimous. 

The second draft supplementary budget is 
adopted unanimously. 

No amendment has been tabled to the draft 
budget of the Assembly for 1975. 

The vote on the dl'aft budget as a whole would 
be by I'oll-call if the Assembly were not unani
mous. 

Are there any objections to the draft budget L 

Are there any abstentions L 

The Assembly is unanimous. 

The draft budget is adopted unanimously. 

No amendment has been tabled to the motion 
to approve the final accounts of the Assembly 
for the financial year 1973 contained in the 
addendum to Document 645. 

Are there any objections to the adoption of 
the motion L 

Are there any abstentions L 

The Assembly is unanimous. 

The motion is adopted unanimously. 

Following the unanimous votes that you have 
just cast, I must firBt of all pay tribute to the 
very conscientious and efficient work performed 
by Mr. Dequae as Chairman. 

I would place on record the fact that although 
our staff, Assembly and Bureau, being highly 
conscious of the period of austerity into which 
we are, alras, about to enter, accept overall savings 
of approximately 4 % on the increases provided 
for in this draft budget, which - like all budgets 
- is only an estimate, and although it is true, 
once again, that every necessary effol't will be 
exerted and every essential constrain·t agreed 
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to, it will, in contrast, be practically impossible 
to accept the imperative demands of the Council, 
presented head by head - which is incidentally 
not a good method of budgetary management. 

At the moment when the Assembly has unani
mously adopted the document presented by 
Mr. Dequae, I wanted to make a point of expres
sing this, as iJt were, preliminary reservation, 
in order to ensure that there are no objections 
a posteriori when the final accounts of the 
Assembly are presented. 

There can be no doubt thast we are going to 
experience a difficult year. Naturally we shall 
comply with the guidance given us by the Com
mittee. We shall try to act for the best ; and 
I am, moreover, convinced that the best will 
be perfectly appropriate ; but, once again, in 
the application of the budget some departures 
from the set path will inevitably occur, and in 
the final analysis the results will depend upon 
the good administrative management to which 
we shall subject ourBelves. 

5. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the 
next Sitting 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I propose 
that the Assembly hold its next public Sitting 
tomorrow morning, Wednesday 4th December, 
at 10 a.m. with the following Ordem of the Day : 

European security and the situation in the 
Eastern M·editerranean (Presentation of and 
Debate on the Report of :the Committee on 
Defenee Questions and Armaments ; Address 
by Mr. Destremau, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of France, Document 651 and 
Amendments). 

Are there any objeetions L 

The Orders of the Day of the next Sitting 
are therefore agreed to. 

Does anyone wish to speak L 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 4.10 p.m.) 



EIGHTH SITTING 

Wednesday, 4th December 1974 

SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the Minutes. 

2. Attendance Register. 

8. European security and the situation in the Eastern 
Mediterranean (Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Defence QueBtiona and ArmamentB ; 
Address by Mr. DeBtremau, Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs of France, Doe. 651 and Amendments). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Critchley (Chairman and 
Rapporteur), Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Wa.ll, Mr. Krieg, 

Mr. Roper, Mr. Mattick, Dr. Mabon, Mr. Mtiller, 
Mr. Wa.ltma.ns, Mr. Cermola.cce, Mr. Destremau 
(Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of France). 

Replies by Mr. Destremau to qU68tiona put by: Mr. 
Leynen, Mr. Sieglerschmidt, Mr. de Niet. 

Speakers: Mr. lnan (Observer from Turkey), His Excel
lency Ambassador Touloupa.s (Observer from Greece). 

4. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the next Sitting. 

The Sitting was opened at 10 a.m. with Mr. Nessler, President of the .Assembly, in the Okair. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Sit
ting is open. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- In accord
ance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the Minutes of Proceedings of the two previous 
Sittings have been distributed. 

Are there any comments L 

The Minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The PRESIDENT {Translation). -The names 
of the Substitutes attending this Sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be 
published with the list of Representatives 
appended to the Minutes of Proceedings 1 • 

3. European security and the situation in the 
Eastern Mediterranean 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments ; 
Address by Mr. Destremau, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of France, Doe. 651 and Amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of the 

I. See page 20. 
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report of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments on European security and the 
situation in the Eastern Mediterranean, Docu
ment 651 and amendments. 

I call Mr. Critchley, Chairman and Rapporteur 
of the Committee. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). - It 
is good for the character to have to make the 
first speech in a debate. It is also good for the 
level of one's blood sugar to have to concentrate 
on important matters so early in the morning. 

I begin what I promise will he short intro
ductory remarks by administering the most civil
ised of rebukes to the members of the Council, 
who so loyally get here on time for every debate 
- namely, that it is such a long time before 
we ever get any replies out of them to our 
recommendations. For example, the reply to 
Recommendation 254, which was adopted by the 
Assembly in June, did not arrive here before 
14th November. Thus, the reply was far too late 
to be included in the document which we are now 
debating. 

The point I should like to make is that, eagerly 
awaiting an answer, as we shall be, to any recom
mendation which the .Assembly may adopt this 
morning, we need a reply by the second week 
of April 1975 by the very latest if it is to be 
incorporated in what I hope will be another 
report. 

My theme will be "least said, soonest mended". 
I very much hope that this theme will be adopted 
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by all speakers who feel that they have to parti
cipate in debate on the problems of Cyprus and 
their eventual solution and on the problems of 
security in the Eastern Mediterranean. This may 
be a forlorn hope, but it will be the theme of my 
introductory remarks. 

The allies have watched with dismay the course 
of events since July. In the clash of legitimate 
interests and the clash of rival nationalisms in 
the Eastern Mediterranean, our desire all along 
has been to rescue the coherence of the Alliance, 
to avoid at almost any cost the outbreak of war 
between Greece and Turkey and to find an 
acceptable settlement to the human problems 
of Cyprus within the context of the friends of 
Greece and the friends of Turkey. It has been 
these three things which have determined the 
response of the allies to the events in the Eastern 
Mediterranean since July. 

It is perhaps a little ironic for an Englishman 
to offer any sort of advice or solution in respect 
of a problem of acute nationalism and conflict 
of interest when, for seven hundred years, the 
English have failed to solve the problem of Irish 
nationalism. But politicians ·are, if nothing else, 
optimistic and ·always eager to intervene with 
good advice in the affairs of others. 

What the report is, and what it is not is 
something which I hope will be understood by'the 
Assembly as a whole. The report is not an apolo
gia for one side or the other. It makes no attempt 
whatever to allocate blame between one side or 
the other or indeed on to one, or a second or 
even a third, of the NATO Alliance partners. It 
does not even spell out in detail way8 in which 
a settlement on the island of Cyprus might even
tually be achieved except in the most wide terms. 
It does not go in for solutions for Cyprus itself. 

What the report is about and what it hopes to 
achieve is to highlight for the .Assembly the effect 
upon European security of the events in Cyprus 
since 15th July. It is a report about the security 
of Europe and therefore the security of Greece 
and of other countries in the Eastern Mediter
ranean. But the focus of the report is European 
security. It does not allocate blame ; it does not 
even seek out or suggest solutions to this very 
important problem. 

We have not grown so accustomed to bad news 
that we are unable to welcome some good news 
when we see it. The good news to which I refer 
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is the return of Greece to freedom and to demo
cracy. That is very good news indeed. We wel
come to this Assembly the first visit of an 
observer from Greece just as we welcome the 
observer from Turkey. 

I should like to look quickly at the security 
arguments and to highlight some of the issues 
which will be at stake were negotiations eventually 
to begin between NATO and Greece following 
the Greek decision to withdraw from the military 
organisation of the NATO Alliance. Were nego
tiations to begin between the new Greek Govern
ment and NATO, the heads of negotiation would 
include, in particular, early warning systems 
- NADGE- which are in operation and some 
of which are still being constructed in Greece, 
which is a very important matter for discussion ; 
the operation of maritime aircraft on patrol ; and 
the problem of communication links between 
SHAPE and Istanbul which rut the moment run 
directly through Greek territory. 

These would be some of the heads of negotia
tions between NATO and Greece, but any nego
tiations that were then to begin would be very 
much complicated by the fact that multilateral 
negotiations between Greece and NATO would be 
only one part of the problem, for the relationship 
between the United States and Greece would 
presumably also come under negotiation, and 
there is another series of important commitments 
between the United States and Greece which 
would have to come up for resolution. The 
stockpiling of small nuclear weapons under Ame
rican ownership in Greece would be one of the 
most important matters to be discussed and the 
facilities for the United States Sixth' Fleet in 
Greek ports ; Suva Bay and all the facilities in 
Crete ; and over-flying rights. At the moment 
NATO has to request the permission of Greece in 
order to over-fly Greek territory. This permis
sion has not been refused but none the less this 
is a matter which will have to be negotiated 
eventually between Greece and ourselves. 

My final point on relationships between Greece 
and NATO is that it is unrealistic to compare 
what the Greeks might like to achieve with what 
~ranee h~ already succeeded in doing, for there 
IS not a fru.r parallel between the Greek position 
and the French position. It is true at the moment 
that the Greeks are still sending officers to the 
military staff of all the NATO headquarters 
save the one in Izmir, and that they still belong 
to many if not all of the important NATO com
mittees. But France has not a frontier with any 
Warsaw Pact country, whereas the Greeks have 
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a frontier with Bulgaria, and less than thirty 
kilometres separate that frontier from the 
Aegean Sea. The military organisation itself 
would speed the response of any allied power 
in coming to the aid of Greece were Greece 
attacked by a country of the Warsaw Pact, 
which would make it more difficult were Greece 
to be out of the military organisation and relying 
solely upon Article 5 of the NATO Treaty. 
France is a great power, self-sufficient in con
ventional and nuclear weapons, able to pose a 
threat of her own and able to mount her own 
defence against a Soviet attack. None of these 
things is true of Greece, and there is no doubt, 
especially when one looks at the amount of 
money that is spent on behalf of NATO for 
infrastructure within Greece itself, that 8 % of 
the money is met by Greece for infrastructure 
and the rest is met by NATO, but the chief 
victim of any Greek withdrawal from the mili
tary side of the Alliance would, I suspect, be 
Greece herself, because her defence, from what
ever quarters, depends very largely indeed upon 
the contributions of her friends elsewhere. 

May I finally draw the Assembly's attention to 
our recommendations. These recommendations, 
if passed, will be the focus of our work in this 
report. Firstly, we wish to "ensure that the good 
offices of NATO and of the members of the 
European Community continue to be available 
to all parties in order to secure a general settle
ment of the Cyprus problem through negotia
tions between the two communities". 

The second recommendation is to "impress 
upon all parties to the conflict the manifold 
advantages which active membership of NATO 
bestows on each and every member". 

The third recommendation is to "recognise the 
importance of a continued British military 
presence in the sovereign base areas". I do not 
believe that that has been changed in essence 
by the publication of the Labour Government's 
White Paper. I suspect that a number of amend
ments will be put forward on that particular 
point but I think they are amendments which I 
would be happy to accept. 

The fourth recommendation is to "foster the 
association of Greece and Turkey with the Euro
pean Community". 

The fifth is to "request member governments 
to arrange for their Ministries of Defence to 
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assist in the provision of humanitarian aid for 
the 200,000 refugees on Cyprus through rapid 
deliveries from reserve defence stocks to ensure 
the survival of the refugees through the winter". 

These are, I submit, moderate, sensible and 
constructive recommendations which, if adopted 
by this Assembly, will go a long way to defuse 
a very difficult situation and may even do 
something to achieve a settlement of the Cyprus 
problem, which is the sincere desire of the 
friends of Greece - and there are very many -
and the friends of the Turks - and there are 
very many of those too - and the friends of 
both communities on the island of Cyprus who 
have a greater interest than anyone else in a 
settlement that will enable them to live in 
peace. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In the 
debate, I call Sir Frederic Bennett. 

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). 
- I have been very impressed by the report 
given by my colleague, and I hope that today 
we shall be able to get a virtually unanimous 
recommendation for its adoption, and that it 
will be adopted without amendment. I have not 
myself found any cause for seeking to improve 
or vary it. 

This morning, speaking for my country I 
speak in the immediate shadow of having r~ad 
only a few minutes ago of the changes in our 
defence capacity announced yesterday by Her 
Majesty's Government. It would have been my 
wish to say something about this, but I do not 
believe that it is possible to give a considered 
comment in view of the short time since the 
announcements were made. All one can say from 
a very quick scrutiny is that it looks as though 
the highest priority - within the cuts, which I 
deplore - is for our remaining defence forces 
in NATO, which we are discussing today. That 
is at least one source of relief. 

Although it is not directly mentioned in the 
rep?rt, I feel that ~e ca;nnot in our thinking 
avoid the dangerous situatiOn not only in Cyprus 
but more generally in the Middle East and 
Eastern Europe, that is, the Israeli-Arab con
flict. As I have said, I am quite happy with the 
report as it stands, but I think for a debate of 
this sort it would be folly not to take into 
account that a much more menacing situation 
exists in the Eastern Mediterranean than exists 
even in the difficult situation of Cyprus. 
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One plea one would make is that Europe 
generally should have a greater awareness and 
try to play a greater part in attempting to 
resolve the situation in that part of the world. 
I am not one who detracts for a moment from 
the efforts of the United States or those of Dr. 
Kissinger, but probably through no fault of his 
own or anyone else in the United States the 
negotiations for a settlement are proceeding dan
gerously slowly. It is all very well to t~lk about 
"cautiously step by step". The two parties to the 
dispute there are not necessarily prepared to go 
along cautiously step by step if the months grow 
into years. 

Where I think the most dangerous situation 
lies is that for the first time the .Arabs really 
believe that they could get a decisive victory 
over the Israelis. It is not for me to decide 
whether this is a correct assessment or not, but 
there is certainly a different mood in the .Arab 
world today from what there has been up to the 
present time. 

There is another factor in this context, namely, 
that I do not myself believe that the Soviet 
Union which is a country of immense pride as 
well as power would be prepared again to see 
the .Arab world decisively defeated by Israel. 
There comes a point at which the United States 
would find it intolerable that those she is sup
porting are going once more to be routed. 

Therefore, there are two sets of danger, first, 
that the .Arabs would win and a fate would 
engulf Israel which would cause another conflict, 
because it is unthinkable that in the last resort 
the United States would not go to the defence of 
a beleaguered Israel. On the other hand, one has 
the fact that if the .Arab world is starting to 
lose I do not believe that the Soviet Union would 
sta~d idly by and see its allies and its associates 
defeated decisively yet again . .Apart from any
thing else, it would then be almost impo~ible 
for the Soviet Union ever to be once agam a 
credible backer of any cause that she might find 
throughout the world. 

The few months ahead are about the most 
dangerous unless by then all of us have managed 
to make some arrangements which enable Israel 
to make the territorial concessions she will have 
to make if she is to have an enduring peace. 
The only way we will ever be able to persuade 
her to do that is to give her a more built-in sense 
of security than any of us have been able to 
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conjure up in the past. Those two things must go 
together. 

Finally, I want to say a word about Cyprus. 
Here, too, without entering into the controversy, 
one must not be too pussy-footed either. When 
we talk about negotiations succeeding, it is a 
fact that at the moment there are elements on 
the Greek side that really believe it is possible 
by one method or another to go back to the 
situation that existed up to the recent war there. 
That is totally impossible and unthinkable. It is 
very dangerous for such beliefs to continue when 
they are unrealisable. They are unrealisable for 
one very good reason. First, the whole balance 
of power there has changed. Secondly, in any 
event it is not a matter of going back to the 
old constitution because the old constitution in 
fact was never put into practice, as no one 
denies. Thus there will have to be an under
standing on the Greek Cypriot side that there 
can be no going back to a situation that existed 
before, firstly because the power basis altered 
and secondly because in any event that consti
tution never provided in fact as opposed to 
theory the minority rights it was supposed to 
endorse. Secondly, Turkey for her part also has 
to appreciate that although she may presently 
be in a situation where she has a very powerful 
role to play in the island which cannot easily 
be thwarted, or indeed thwarted at all, she ought 
to look to the future and realise that she has 
also large enemies or potential enemies on her 
borders and that this is a world in which one 
wants to have all the friends that one can. 

I sum up, therefore, by saying it is not enough 
just to make pious aspirations about "do let the 
sides talk rather than fight together". Both sides 
I am afraid, however much we negotiate and 
however much we help them to negotiate, will 
have to adopt different stances from those which 
they are adopting today if there is to be any 
chance of success. Of the two partners, it is in 
the last - and indeed in the first - resort 
primarily the Greek Cypriots, hopefully under 
the continued leadership of Mr. Clerides, who 
will have to go along to some extent to try to 
accept the realities of some kind of federation 
within the island. That, as far as I can see, is 
the basic minimum of what we can hope will be 
achieved. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Wall. 

Mr. W.ALL (United Kingdom). - I wish to 
speak briefly on two issues, first, the problem 
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of Cyprus which was so ably covered by Mr. 
Critchley in his very comprehensive and balan
ced report; and secondly, to try to put Cyprus 
in the context of the probleins that face the 
whole world today. 

In my view there are three basic problems 
regarding the island, first, the humanitarian 
problem of the refugees, secondly, the strategic 
importance of the island and thirdly, the unfor
tunate enmity between our two European and 
NATO partners, Greece and Turkey. 

The humanitarian aspects are referred to in 
paragraph 46 of the report. The fact that there 
are still200,000 refugees in the island is a matter 
we must do something about. It emphasises I 
think the importance of the sovereign base areas 
in the island where many of these refugees are 
still finding shelter. It emphasises the mix-up 
between the humanitarian aspect of the problem 
and the political aspects because I know my own 
government have had difficulties in knowing 
what to do with these refugees. One country 
wants the Turkish refugees repatriated to Tur
key. For political reasons this is not easy to do, 
so the poor people still remain there. This is a 
matter that must be solved as soon as possible 
as the winter is upon us here in Paris and also 
upon Cyprus. 

The second problem concerns the strategic 
position of the island which allows the USSR to 
use this problem as a lever against the West. 
First, as the report shows, the USSR took an 
anti- Greek line. Then it rather switched to an 
anti-Turkish line which was basically an anti
NATO line, trying to make out that NATO was 
directly involved with Cyprus which of course 
it was not. Why Y Because, of course, Cyprus is 
the flank of NATO. It is very close to the 
Dardanelles and the important air base of Akro
tiri, the British base from which forces com
mitted to NATO and CENTO operate and it is, 
of course, on the flank of the Middle East. 

The third problem concerns the tension 
between our two friends and allies in Greece and 
Turkey. I follow Mr. Critchley in congratulating 
the Greeks on their return to democracy. 

I hoped the new government would have con
demned the colonels and written off the problem 
of Cyprus as due to the action of the colonels 
which undoubtedly it was, but unfortunately 
Greek pride has become involved, which will 
make the problem even more difficult to solve. 
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As to Turkey, I think we in this Assembly 
must note that on two occasions Turkey has 
refrained from actively intervening in Cyprus, 
which many people believe should have been 
entitled to happen under the treaty of guarantee. 
On the third occasion she took positive action 
and it would be difficult to condemn her for so 
doing. 

So much about the background. What is the 
present need ? I am sure that I will carry all 
those present with me when I suggest that the 
first need is to settle local issues and that can 
be done only by a continuation of the talks 
between the two communities on the island ; in 
other words, those talks that have started or 
will continue between Mr. Clerides and Mr. 
Denktash which will eventually perhaps allow 
for some form of political solution, perhaps 
some federal solution for the future of the 
island. But I feel that the return of Archbishop 
Makarios, who undoubtedly still is President of 
Cyprus, could endanger those talks. One must 
recognise that in Turkish eyes Archbishop Maka
rios has been mainly responsible for the repres
sion - that may sound too strong a word but 
I think that I can use it because there has been 
repression over the past ten years. Mr. Denktash 
and Mr. Clerides have managed to make pro
gress, but I very much fear that the return 
of the Archbishop may impede that pro
gress and may prevent a rapid solution of this 
most important problem. 

I want now to turn to the question of the 
importance of the island as it affects us in 
Europe, and beyond the actual humanitarian 
and political problems on the island itself. We 
are now in a position, as we must all recognise, 
that we have a stalemate in Central Europe, so 
that there is an increased exploitation of the 
flanks, and the flanks of Europe or of NATO 
are Iceland, Portugal, Greece and Turkey. That 
is why this island is more important than the 
problems of the island itself. 

Greece and Turkey control the Dardanelles 
and this is referred to in the report in :relation 
to the Montreux Convention and the construction 
of the aircraft carrier "Kiev" and her sister ship 
in the Black Sea. The immediate problem we will 
have to solve is whether she has the right to pass 
through the Dardanelles as she will undoubtedly 
want to do in the near future. This is spoken 
of in paragraph 36 of the report, though perhaps 
somewhat skirted over by the reply of the Coun
cil to Recommendation 254. 
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This is a vitally important area because it is 
a flank of NATO, of Europe and of the Middle 
East, and everyone in Europe today knows the 
importance and the dependence of Europe on 
the Middle East for oil which will last at least 
for perhaps the next fifteen years. I therefore 
hope that the nations represented in this Assem
bly, nations with centuries of maritime history, 
will appreciate that the importance of the Middle 
East and of the problem of oil is a problem of 
sea communications. The problem of oil can be 
dealt with in relation to two matters - the 
problem first of the source ; any attempt to 
affect the source by either East or West would, 
I fear, lead to dangers of World War Ill. There 
is the second problem about which I have spoken 
in this Assembly before - the problem of sup
plies of oil - the problem of sea communications 
from the Middle East to Western Europe. This 
is where sea communications become an 
important problem which we are to discuss in 
a day or two when we deal with Sir John 
Rodgers' most important paper on energy. The 
problem of the source could, as I have suggested, 
result in World War Ill. The problem of sea 
communications could be equally dangerous to 
the West as its dangers are not so obvious. The 
problem of the flanks is today the problem of 
Iceland, Portugal and Turkey which, I suggest, 
we neglect at our peril. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Krieg. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, before turning 
to Mr. Critchley's report, I should like to say 
that when I presented my own report yesterday 
and spoke of the risk that the defence budgets 
of the different member countries of WEU 
might be the first victims of the present situa
tion, I did not think that I should have such a 
speedy rejoinder from the British Government 
as what I read in my newspaper this morning! 

With regard to Mr. Critchley's report I found 
it excellent, and I want to say at once' that the 
remarks I am going to make are in no sense 
critical. I shall confine myself to presenting and 
defending in advance two amendments which as 
I want to make clear at the outset, do not det~act 
in any way from the actual substance of the 
report. 

The first amendment concerns paragraph 4 of 
the recommendation, which calls upon the Coun-
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cil to "foster the association of Greece and 
Turkey with the European Community". 

Frankly, I find it difficult to understand this 
paragraph, and I say this for the good reason 
that, as far as I am aware, Greece and Turkey 
have already been associate members of the 
European Community for a long time past. 

What is the issue 1 

What are we to give these countries T 

It is true that as far as Greece is concerned, 
the European Community decided to freeze the 
functioning of associate membership during the 
period when that country was unfortunately 
enduring a dictatorial regime, the so-called 
regime of the colonels. But here we are talking 
of a past which is over and done with ; and it 
seems to me that Greece's resumption of associate 
member status involves no problem. 

Turkey, for its part, has never ceased to be 
an associate member of EEC. 

Nevertheless, I recall that during the summer 
of 197 4 - and I mentioned this in an earlier 
report - the then Minister for Foreign Mfairs 
of Greece, Mr. Mavros, visited a number of Euro
pean capitals with the request that Greece might 
be allowed to join the European Community. It 
was at that point no longer a question of asso
ciation, but of actual accession. As matters stand, 
everything seems to point to the fact that full 
and complete accession to the machinery of the 
Common Market as a whole might confront 
Greece with a number of problems of an econo
mic character, and it is difficult to envisage how 
those problems could find an immediate solution 
in the present state of affairs. 

It is obvious that this country does not yet 
enjoy a degree of industrial development com
parable with that existing in the majority of the 
other member countries of the European Econo
mic Community, and everything points to the 
fact that its full and complete accession can 
only be achieved in progressive stages. Neverthe
less, the case of Greece does not seem to me to 
differ very greatly from that of Ireland, which 
has in fact become a full member of the Com
mon Market. The essential problem, however, is 
that of the participation of Greece in political 
consultations among the members of the Euro
pean Community and, when the time comes, its 
participation in European union. It seems to me 
that there is nothing to prevent the opening in 
the near future of negotiations on the accession 
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of Greece to the European Community, but 
leaving to that country a sufficiently long inter
val to enable its economy to adapt itself progres
sively to the new trends which its membership 
of the Common Market would imply. 

In the case of Turkey, the government of that 
country has not hitherto, so far as I am aware, 
made any approaches similar to those undertaken 
by the Greek Government. It is for that reason 
that my amendment does not mention Turkey. It 
goes without saying, however, that if a request 
for accession should be made by Turkey, it would 
be necessary to consider the case with the 
greatest care. 

My second amendment concerns both the fifth 
paragraph of the preamble and paragraph 3 of 
the draft recommendation itself. 

Here, the issue is the continued British pre
sence in the sovereign bases on the island of 
Cyprus. This is a problem of which I was con
scious from the moment when the crisis broke 
and on 25th July last I addressed a written 
question to the Council about the guarantees 
which the members of WEU intended to give to 
the British Government as regards its policy 
in Cyprus. 

The reply of the Council was communicated to 
the Assembly very recently, on 28th October 
last, and it throws an interesting light on the 
positions on which our seven countries - with 
the United Kingdom thus among them- were 
able to reach agreement. This reply points out 
inter alia that the London and Zurich agree
ments will not necessarily constitute the basis 
for the ultimate settlement which will have to 
be reached in the island. Now, these agreements 
at present constitute the legal basis for the main
tenance of British bases in Cyprus. The question 
that arises for the future is, therefore, whether 
Europe should press for the agreements that will 
certainly have to be concluded on Cyprus to 
provide for continued British sovereignty over 
the bases. 

Secondly, although Mr. Critchley's recommen
dation states that the continued presence of 
British forces in the sovereign bases contributes 
to the defence of Europe - and the following 
are not my own words, for I am quoting the 
reply of the Council of Ministers to my question 
- that reply stresses that the six other members 
of WEU are in no way legally committed by the 
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guarantee given by the United Kingdom to the 
Cyprus Constitution. It goes on to say that in the 
hypothetical case in which the United Kingdom 
might find itself engaged in an armed conflict 
as a result of the application of the 1960 treaty 
of guarantee, the possible application of Article 
V of the modified Brussels Treaty should be 
examined - and here I quote the text verbatim 
- "in the light of the precise circmnstances in 
which such a situation arose". In other words, 
the Council, of which the British Government is 
a member, considers that the question of the 
military presence of the United Kingdom in 
Cyprus constitutes a matter of purely British 
concern and that the United Kingdom's partners 
in WEU are not directly concerned with that 
presence. 

The recommendation proposed by the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments 
therefore asks the Council to reconsider the posi
tion it had adopted last October. 

Is this reasonable 1 Is it desirable 1 

We may well wonder. The events of last sum
mer showed that the existence of British bases 
in no way prevented a clash between Greece and 
Turkey, even though, once the crisis had explo
ded, these bases were able to help in evacuating 
foreign tourists from the island and in protecting 
the inevitable refugees. 

To the extent that Greece and Turkey are 
members of the Atlantic Alliance, it is really 
difficult to see why the application of a defence 
system based on that Alliance should make it 
necessary for a third country to maintain, as a 
permanent commitment, bases on this island, 
especially in the event, which today seeins fairly 
probable if not indeed virtually certain, that the 
new agreements to be concluded should give 
Greece and Turkey sovereignty over Cyprus. 

We are entitled to ask ourselves whether there 
are first-class and second-class members within 
the Atlantic Alliance Y I dare not think that this 
is so. Is it really important for the defence of 
Europe that one member country of the Atlantic 
Alliance rather than another, likewise a member 
of that Alliance, should maintain under its 
sovereignty portions of territories its rights over 
which are based on agreements which our seven 
governments now regard as having been over
taken by events 1 

Is it not rather by giving Greece - and 
Turkey, too, if it asks for it - an opportunity 
to concert its activities as closely as possible 
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with other countries of Western Europe in the 
framework of the European Community or, if 
appropriate, of WEU, that we shall be able to 
ensure that Western Europe maintains its posi
tions in the Eastern Mediterranean ? 

On the contrary the maintenance of foreign 
military bases in Cyprus can be viewed as the 
survival of a system inhedted from colonialism. 
Far from rendering a settlement of the conflict 
between Greece and Turkey easier, it contributes 
in the last resort to the imposition of an addi
tional lien on the fate of Cyprus and it renders 
the opening and pursuit of negotiations, which 
our seven governments deem to be essential more 
complicated. The reply of the Council to Writ
ten Question 148 seems to indicate that the 
British Government, like the six other govern
ments in WEU, is not disposed to link the 
problem of British sovereignty over these bases 
with the whole complex of questions relating to 
European defence. For that reason, I consider it 
pointless to urge the Council to go back on an 
attitude which seems to me an extremely wise 
one. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Roper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- I begin, as 
others began, by congratulating the Chairman of 
the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments, who is indeed our Rapporteur on this 
occasion - Mr. Critchley - on having prepared 
a report so quickly and so topically on this 
important subject and thereby enabling the 
Assembly to have this discussion this morning. 
It would have been a tragedy if we had left 
without having a debate on the mixture of prob
lems occurring in the Eastern Mediterranean 
which have such implications for the peace of 
Europe as a whole. 

I apologise, Mr. President, for having com
plicated your task and that of the Clerk this 
morning by having had to table a number of 
amendments. Although I will not be formally 
moving them at this time, it might be helpful 
if at this stage I indicate, as Mr. Krieg indicated 
in his intervention, the general reasons for these 
amendments. 

As a member of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments I apologise for having 
had to table amendments in the Assembly. We 
should, of course, have been able to resolve those 
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matters in our own Committee, and the reason 
that I must plead on this occasion is the pres
sure of time in the preparation of this report 
and, indeed, also some of the complications that 
the interruption in postal traffic which has 
occurred in recent weeks has brought about. 
Indeed, sometimes second thoughts are wiser 
thoughts. 

In particular, when we come to the question of 
the United Nations satellite and the Montreux 
Convention, our Committee was, as Mr. Critchley 
indicated, considerably handicapped because we 
had not had the opportunity when we were 
considering the draft recommendation to consi
der the reply from the Council of Ministers. 
My amendment to paragraph 6 of the preamble 
is one which is intended at least as a probing 
amendment to take account of the points which 
are made in the reply from the Council of 
Ministers. 

However, in view of the references which have 
been made already by two of my colleagues, and 
indeed by Mr. Krieg, to the cuts in British 
defence expenditure, and because this will have 
some relevance to the debate on the Eastern 
Mediterranean, and indeed also to much of our 
discussion, I think it is important that I should 
just say a few words about one of the clear 
statements which were made by Mr. Mason in the 
defence review which he completed yesterday. 
Mr. Mason said: 

"NATO is the linchpin of British security 
and will remain the first charge on the resour
ces available for defence. We therefore pro
pose to concentrate as a first priority upon 
those areas in which we believe that we can 
most effectively contribute to the security of 
the Alliance and of the United Kingdom 
itself. These consist of our contributions of 
land and air forces in the central region of 
Europe ; of sea and air forces to the Eastern 
Atlantic and Channel areas ; and in the 
defence of the United Kingdom and its imme
diate approaches." 

It was interesting that in that context Mr. 
Mason later made it quite clear that he did not 
propose, in advance of any success in the nego
tiations for mutual and balanced force reduc
tions, 

"to reduce the forces which we maintain in 
Germany in accordance with our Brussels 
Treaty obligations." 
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This Assembly, with its close links with the 
Brussels Treaty, will no doubt be pleased that 
Mr. Mason made that very clear in the defence 
review which he announced yesterday. 

Because Mr. Mason and the government have 
decided to maintain a clear commitment to the 
central region, we have had to re-examine our 
commitments outside the Alliance. One of those 
to which reference has been made already by Mr. 
Wall was our declaration in respect of certain 
aircraft using Cyprus in relation to CENTO. 

Although the section of the defence review 
dealing with Cyprus is perhaps more opaque 
than the rest of the review - not altogether 
surprisingly in view of the troubled situation in 
that island - my reading of the statement indi
cates that the forces which have been declared 
to CENTO in the past and based in Cyprus will 
cease to be so declared and will, I suspect, be 
withdrawn from Cyprus. 

There is within the defence review a clear 
reference to the situation in Cyprus. Perhaps it 
is not appropriate at this stage to deal with the 
other commitments which we have at this time 
in Cyprus. We may know more as the situation 
develops. 

Many of the amendments are minor and are 
intended to be helpful. Therefore, I hope that 
they can be accepted by the Rapporteur. 

The first amendment, No. 3, suggests that any 
solution does not only depend on the improved 
relations between Greece and Turkey, but also 
on improved relations between the two com
munities in the island. But perhaps the most 
important amendment is No. 4 which seeks to 
delete the sixth paragraph of the preamble. That 
is the paragraph in which we reiterate two of 
our earlier recommendations, one referring to 
the creation of a United Nations observation 
satellite capacity and the other asking for the 
"correct application" of the Montreux Conven
tion. I suggest that in view of the reply which 
we received only recently from the Council to 
Recommendation 254, the Assembly might wish 
to consider whether it is appropriate for us today 
to reiterate those recommendations until we have 
had a chance to discuss and consider the matter 
at rather greater length in terms of the Council's 
reply. 

On the question of the United Nations observer 
satellite capability, I welcome the idea that the 
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Secretary-General and the Security Council 
should have access to accurate information from 
observation satellites to enable them to come to 
decisions. Very often when the Security Council 
meets in the middle of the night it has only 
limited, perhaps partial, perhaps biased, infor
mation from the two sides on the ground. The 
Secretary-General could appear and say: "Here 
is a photograph showing aircraft in the most 
recent past flying over the area". If such photo
graphs were taken from an observation satellite 
it could help the Security Council to reach a 
satisfactory resolution of its problems. But it 
does not seem practical to envisage satellites 
wearing blue berets circling the globe. I am 
afraid that the present United Nations machine 
is unlikely to have its own satellites. 

I suggest that if we were to remove this para
graph and to study both the reply of the Council 
and other possibilities, it might be more appro
priate for us to come forward at a later stage 
with the suggestion that the United Nations 
should have access to the information which 
comes from the observation satellites of the two 
super powers - not the United Nations' own 
satellites, but a terminal in New York to which 
the Secretary-General could be authorised to 
have access to obtain photographs from obser
vation satellites which are circling the world on 
behalf of the two super powers. That would be 
a more practical way of providing the Secretary
General with information which is clearly of 
value to him and to the Security Council in 
coming to its decisions. 

The second part of paragraph 6 reiterates the 
view which we stated earlier on the interpre
tation and application of the Montreux Con
vention. We would be here for the rest of the 
day if we were to become involved in the legal 
intricacies of the Montreux Convention. Each 
time I study it I discover more problems if not 
ambiguities. It is interesting that the Council in 
its reply to us on the correct application states 
that it shares the view that complicated legal 
issues are involved in the interpretation of the 
convention to which nine States in all are party, 
though many of them are not members of this 
organisation. The Council has been assured by 
the two WEU member governments concerned 
with this matter that it will be given careful 
consideration. 

It seems to me that before we as a parlia
mentary assembly reiterate our interpretation of 
the Montreux Convention, it would be useful for 
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us to await further advice from the Council of 
Ministers on the interpretation of this very con
fused subject. 

Amendment No. 5 refers to paragraph 1 of the 
recommendation. We feel that while the other 
countries in Western Europe, the other members 
of NATO, will be able to contribute and use their 
good offices to bring a general settlement to the 
Cyprus problem, it is unlikely at this stage that 
the institutional framework in which that would 
be achieved is NATO as such. Therefore our 
proposal is to maintain the substance while 
changing the form and to substitute for 
"NATO", "their partners and allies in Europe" 
and in particular members of the European 
Community. 

Amendment No. 6 seeks to take up the same 
point made by Mr. Krieg about the situation of 
Greece and Turkey vis-a-vis the European Com
munity. Unfortunately, while in English the 
phrase "foster the association of Greece and 
Turkey with the European Community" implies 
a continuing development, the translation into 
French created a certain ambiguity. 

The purpose of Amendment No. 6 was to try 
to make clear that what one wants to see occur
ring is the development of association agreements 
which were originally intended to lead to full 
membership, and therefore it is not far from the 
proposals Mr. Krieg seeks to make in his amend
ments. 

The same can be said of Amendments Nos. 7 
to 9. I take Mr. Krieg's point about the impli
cations of international law in respect of 
sovereign base areas. I have in this series of 
amendments tried to distinguish between the 
responsibility of the United Nations forces, 
including a substantial British contingent also to 
include Danish and Irish forces, in trying to 
bring a return to normal conditions in the island; 
and, secondly, the continued importance of 
British defence installations in the island. 

I have used that phrase for two reasons. The 
first reason relates to questions of international 
law and the commitment of the six other mem
bers of WEU in regard to sovereign base areas, 
but the second, and perhaps more important 
reason, is that some of the most important 
defence installations in the defence of Western 
Europe are outside the sovereign base areas, 
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namely, the radar installations on Mount 
Troodos. Therefore, the formulation which I have 
put forward and the reference to "British 
defence installations" would go a long way to 
meet Mr. Krieg's amendment by removing the 
reference to sovereign bases, which reference he 
finds unacceptable. Nevertheless, these instal
lations have played and will in future play an 
important role in the defence of our continent. 

I apologise for having taken so long, but I 
hope that it will save time when we come to 
discuss the amendments in detail. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Roper. 

I call Mr. Mattick. 

Mr. MATTICK (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, as far as the strategic position 
of Cyprus is concerned everything has already 
been said here. I can only endorse it, and do not 
wish to refer to the subject further. But I would 
like to begin by saying something about the 
human problems. The example of Cyprus makes 
us realise once again - and the debate has 
shown this - how quickly a civil war can lead 
to a world conflagration. Those who always suf
fer in such a case are people who are not directly 
involved and are often completely innocent. 
Some thousands of them are still living in the 
forests in Cyprus. There is one thing I cannot 
excuse, and that is that the powers involved -
and whom we are discussing here - have not 
found an interim solution for the winter which 
would allow the refugees to be brought in from 
the woods. For after all, the powers involved 
are democratic countries. They know very well 
that the winter will have passed before the poli
tical problems are solved. There are many 
reasons for that, and I do not need to list them 
here. But it must surely be possible for demo
cratic countries to find some way of bringing the 
refugees in from the forests for the winter ; for 
even in Cyprus it is cold in the woods in winter. 

There are two reasons for saying this, Mr. 
President. In the first place, I consider that the 
primary object of our political efforts is to help 
people. Secondly, I have found from experience 
in the course of my travels that refugee camps 
under canvas out in the woods, whether in bad 
weather or in a burning sun, are positive 
breeding-grounds for terrorists. Anyone who has 
followed the history of the Palestinian move
ment, and thinks of what went on in the refugee 
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camps until eventually the partisan movement 
emerged, will understand what I mean. 

So I say again to the powers concerned : find 
an interim solution for the people who are still 
living out in the woods ! 

There is something more I want to say about 
the report. Following my comments on the 
human problem, which has already played a 
large role in the debate, may I first of all sug
gest that paragraph 5 of the draft recommen
dation be made paragraph 1. I believe this 
change of order is justified because our recom
mendation should first and foremost express the 
fact that we are concerned about the welfare of 
the people involved. 

I would further ask that where the paragraph 
reads: "Request member governments to arrange 
for their Ministries of Defence to assist ... " the 
words "for their Ministries of Defence" be 
deleted. For I believe that the appeal to examine 
to what extent humanitarian aid for the 200,000 
refugees on Cyprus can be increased cannot be 
addressed to the Defence Ministers but must 
be made to the governments. Only the last part 
of the paragraph concerns the Defence Ministers. 

So I propose that paragraph 5 be made the 
first paragraph, and that the words "for their 
Ministries of Defence" be deleted ; and I would 
also request that if this amendment is adopted 
the following sentence be added to the new 
paragraph 1 : 

"to appeal to the powers concerned, by finding 
interim solutions, to close down the camps and 
evacuate those now living in them". 

I would like this added to paragraph 5, now to 
become paragraph 1. 

There is also a comment I would like to make, 
on paragraph 3. This is in fact a question to my 
colleagues. Paragraph 3 recommends that the 
Council "recognise the importance of a continued 
British military presence in the sovereign base 
areas". The preamble expressly states that the 
Assembly believes : 

"that the continued presence of British forces 
in British sovereign areas in Cyprus, in accor
dance with international agreements to which 
representatives of the Cyprus communities are 
parties, contributes both to the defence of 
Europe and to the return to normal conditions 
in the island as a whole". 
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I am not against this paragraph. But my ques
tion is what part did the 8,000 British soldiers 
in Cyprus play on the day when the junta with 
their Mr. Sampson started the civil war and 
thereby brought about all the trouble in Cyprus ? 
Perhaps that question can be answered ; if it can, 
it would be easier for me to support paragraph 3. 

In conclusion, I have just one more comment 
to make. At the North Atlantic Assembly in 
London a fortnight ago we decided to set up a 
solidarity fund for the southern Mediterranean 
NATO countries which are in special need. Per
haps WEU could join in that. 

My final point is that I believe it is our task 
within our own sphere to see that the policy of 
peace extends beyond that sphere. My impres
sion is in this respect that we shall no longer be 
able for the foreseeable future to _place our hopes 
in the United Nations, now that the United 
Nations General Assembly has become a talk-in 
where majority decisions override minority 
rights. When we look at the United Nations 
General Assembly, therefore, we no longer think 
in terms of justice. During the short time when 
the Cyprus crisis was at its height, the Security 
Council adopted no less than nine resolutions. 
My impression is that these resolutions made 
little difference. I think, therefore, we must con
centrate more on those areas which are signifi
cant for European security and for the main
tenance of peace. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Dr. 
Mabon. 

Dr. MABON (United Kingdom). - I should 
like to revert to the contribution of Mr. Roper, 
dealing with the amendments which we shall be 
discussing in more detail later. I take no excep
tion to Amendments Nos. 7, 8 and 9. With regard 
to the other amendments on the paper signed 
by Mr. Roper, Mr. Dankert and Mr. van Ooijen, 
I take no exception to Amendments Nos. 3, 5 
and 6, but having listened to the argument about 
Amendment No. 4, I remain quite unconvinced 
that we should make this amendment and with
draw this very important section of the draft 
recommendation. 

Nobody can deny that the second part of 
preambular paragraph 5 is a very important 
matter. Those of us who are interested in peace, 
not only in the Mediterranean but also in the 
Indian Ocean, do not want to see aircraft
carriers, Soviet or American, building up naval 
strength which will cause the other side to build 
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up its strength. We are already seeing this in 
the Indian Ocean in quite an alarming way. It 
will not be long before the Suez Canal is opened, 
and if the Montreux Convention is disregarded, 
if the Soviet lawyers and the others concerned 
are able to argue that the Montreux Convention 
allows aircraft-carriers to sail through, there is 
a strong possibility of the Soviets reinforcing 
their fleet not only in the Mediterranean but in 
the Indian Ocean. I am not a lawyer, only a simple 
doctor - of medicine, I hasten to add - but 
my reading of the Montreux Convention makes 
it absolutely clear in my mind, simple though it 
may be, that aircraft-carriers are aircraft
carriers. They are not capital ships within the 
definition of the convention and ought not to be 
allowed through the Straits in either direction. 
Therefore, the Soviets would make a great 
mistake if they were to insist that the aircraft
carriers that they are building, and those that 
are there, should sail through the Straits of the 
Dardanelles. 

I would hope, therefore, that we shall not 
resile from past resolutions and recommendations 
on this matter; that we will stick to what we 
have said in the past, and stick to our under
standing of what was said. 

With regard to the advice given to us by the 
Council of Ministers, referred to by my colleague 
Major Wall, I agree with him that the advice 
is very opaque, to put it in as flattering a way 
as I can, and I am not as a parliamentarian 
willing to accept that there is any ambiguity of 
the convention sufficiently strong to say that 
these aircraft-carriers can sail into the Eastern 
Mediterranean, so therefore I am not persuaded 
that we should agree with Amendment No. 4. I 
agree with my colleague Mr. Roper that it is 
meant to be a probing amendment. He is not in 
any way suggesting otherwise. I agree that he 
would probably want us to delete it today, and 
then at a later stage, when we have discussed 
it more fully, restore it to one of our future 
recommendations in June. I am perfectly willing 
for these matters to be examined, but on the 
evidence we have at the moment I feel that we 
should not make this amendment. We should 
stick to our past declarations. We can examine 
it again but we must not let anybody feel in 
any way that we are retreating from the propo
sition that the more there are naval vessels on 
the high seas of this considerable strength, the 
more danger there is to world peace. That is the 
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only difficulty I have with my colleague Mr. 
Roper. I hope he will seriously consider not 
moving Amendment No. 4 and I hope he can 
persuade his eo-sponsors not to persist. 

The report in my view is a very good one such 
as we would expect from Mr. Critchley. He is 
not only Chairman of the Committee but also 
the Rapporteur. Indeed, after his speech this 
morning he appeared to be not only the Prime 
Minister but the Leader of the Opposition all 
wrapped up in one. He was rather like the 
wonderful character in the English operetta 
"The Mikado". There, Gilbert and Sullivan 
described one of the characters, Pooh Bah, as a 
man with many offices rolled into one. Mr. 
Critchley often reminds me a little of Pooh Bah. 
The only trouble about that is that he is rather 
good at everything he does, which is rather 
irritating ! 

Passing to the substance of the report, here 
I am very glad that we have the presence of 
distinguished representatives of Greece, Turkey 
and Cyprus here today. I have always regarded 
myself as a friend of that very beautiful island 
and I have visited it many times. I have fortu
nately been able to meet the leaders of both 
communities on many occasions. 

A solution of the problem of Cyprus in my 
view does not lie in any of these reports. It 
does not lie with any of the great powers. It 
does not lie in Athens or in Ankara. It lies 
entirely and exclusively on the island of Cyprus 
itself. 

In paragraph 45 of the report, with regard 
to concessions to be made apparently by Turkey 
on the island of Cyprus and concessions else
where by Greece in other ways, for example, in 
the Aegean seabed, the implication that conces
sions on Cyprus are to be made by Turkey and 
only Turkey is a mistake. I like to think that 
I am equally friendly to both communities. 
However, the failure of the existing constitution 
on the island of Cyprus to work I believe was 
not the failure of the Turkish Cypriots ; it was 
exclusively that of the Greek Cypriots. There 
was no effective Vice-President of Cyprus who 
by definition had to be a Turkish Cypriot. He 
was not allowed to carry out this office in a 
proper way. It is true there was a great deal 
of umbrage on the Turkish side, but a Turkish 
Vice-President was not allowed to work effec
tively with the Greek Cypriots of the island. In 
addition, the cabinet was drawn exclusively from 
the Greek Cypriot community. Whether by 



OFFIOLAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Dr. Mabon (continued) 

accident or some design does not matter. The 
fact remains that the Turkish Cypriots were not 
allowed in this hi-communal State, this federal 
State which was supposed to weld together two 
communities. It is not true that the Turkish 
Cypriots were allowed to sit in the commons 
chamber with their Greek Cypriot colleagues 
elected to serve in that parliament of both com
munities. 

The constitution which was supposed to be 
one of friendship between both communities 
turned out to be a rather bitter one for the 
Turkish community. Some of us visited Cyprus 
in the so-called peaceful years on the island when 
the United Nations force was there and when 
there were very few incidents - for some time, 
in fact, no incidents at all - when the Turkish 
communities were beleaguered and isolated. In 
the centres of the towns of Famagusta, Kyrenia 
and so on they were beleaguered, impoverished, 
in many cases unfairly treated, second-class 
citizens. 

It behoves not the Greek Government in 
Athens but the Greek Cypriots themselves to 
realise that they have sown the seeds of a great 
deal of hatred and they are now reaping the 
whirlwind of that at the present time. I do not 
rejoice in that at all. Indeed, I think it is a 
great tragedy. But it lies with the Greek 
Cypriots to make up their mind, if they do not 
want partition of the island, that they must 
have a constitution which works and one under 
which the Turkish Cypriots are given an equal 
chance of citizenship alongside the Greek 
Cypriots. If they do not want that and if it is 
not possible, then regrettably partition is inevit
able. I hope that will not be the case because 
the problems of partition are enormous. 

I wish to say to my friend, Mr. Critchley, 
that I regret that not more has been said in the 
report about aid given by the European powers 
- including, if I may say so modestly, the 
United Kingdom - or what we have done in 
the present situation to help those who are now 
in distress. 

Something like a quarter of a million Greek 
Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots are under canvas 
if they are lucky, or in caves or in other parts 
of the island, sheltered from further violence, 
some of them ill, some injured and recovering 
from their wounds and many of them of course 
holding their dead. These people are there today. 
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Some 100,000 of them or so are being sheltered 
outside the British base at Dhekelia. As to the 
Turkish Cypriots, there are 20,000 outside the 
British base at Akrotiri. These bases seemingly 
have their humanitarian usefulness apart from 
their defence capabilities. President Makarios 
would not be alive today if we had not had the 
base at Akrotiri. He would not have been able 
to escape with British assistance, as it is so 
politely put in the report, if that base had not 
been there. He would have been assassinated by 
Greek Cypriots, Eoka B, if that had not been 
the case. We often forget these things. In the 
report not enough credit has been given to those 
European powers who have made this humani
tarian effort to help these people over this winter 
nor to those Europeans, including the British 
Government, who have assisted in the relief of 
these unfortunate people. I would like that to 
have been acknowledged. 

Because I believe we should be a little more 
aggressive in this Assembly from time to time, 
we ought to put to shame and make reference 
to those European powers who, although they 
are willing to comment - and to comment 
adversely - on the activities of the others in 
Cyprus, are not willing to give any money for 
the aid of the refuges. We should name a few 
of our well-known critics who are not willing 
to give any money for this important humani
tarian effort but are willing merely to talk about 
this. 

This is a very good report. I hope the amend
ment will not be pressed. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Miiller. 

Mr. MULLER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies and 
Gentlemen, before I say anything about the 
Cyprus question, I want to mention one circum
stance which will in the years ahead affect the 
situation in the Eastern Mediterranean. Admit
tedly the region directly concerned is not actually 
in the Eastern Mediterranean, but the latter 
is going to be affected. I am talking about the 
way things are moving in the Adriatic ; the 
region in question is to the north of Greece. 
Yugoslavia's policy of opening its harbours to 
Soviet vessels has started off a development that 
in the long run will affect the Eastern Mediter
ranean as well. We all know that in many 
quarters there is some concern about future 
developments in that area. When we look at 
the situation in the Eastern Mediterranean we 
can only endorse that concern. 
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Now, one or two points about Cyprus. I take 
the view, Mr. President, that the Cypriot prob
lem can be solved only by restoring the indepen
dence of that island republic. We must however 
recognise that progress in this direction is un
likely with the normal, democratic rule of 
majority decisions. 

Cyprus has been a trouble spot since 1960 
because, as became clear, the two communities 
on the island were unable to arrive at a con
sensus. During the past year an attempt was 
made to cut the Gordian knot. The sword-stroke 
was initially the coup by Nikos Sampson and the 
National Guard, which was then followed by 
a further sword-stroke in the form of the Turkish 
invasion. As I see it, this attempt led only to 
further complication. The Cyprus problem can 
only be solved if the negotiations by those con
cerned - and I am thinking primarily of the 
Greek and Turkish Cypriots - lead to a federal 
solution for the island. Anything else would seem 
to me only to conjure up fresh trouble for the 
future. 

Above all I believe that partitioning the island 
would not produce the solution. We have, God 
knows, already too many countries in the world 
which have been partitioned. We know that these 
divisions have led only to further conflicts. So 
there can only be one solution, one which leads 
to a federal constitution. We should strongly 
support such a solution. All of us - allies, 
friends or whatever - should back this up. I 
would support Mr. Roper on this when he said 
that Mr. Dankert's Amendment No. 5 should 
not use the word "NATO", but such words as 
"friends" or "allies". I think that would be a 
reasonable approach. 

Just one comment on what Mr. Mattick said, 
and which has already been touched on by the 
previous speaker. I believe that the part played 
by the British troops in the Cyprus bases during 
the crisis period last year should not be under
estimated. Not only does Makarios owe his life 
to the presence of British troops but tens of 
thousands of tourists in Cyprus owe it to the 
British bases that they emerged unharmed from 
that terrible civil war. Nor should we forget that 
the action of the British troops in Cyprus and 
their being able to open up their bases prevented 
a number of massacres which might otherwise 
have occurred. This role of the British troops 
should be recognised and the potential future 
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importance of the British 'bases in Cyprus under
stood. 

I would like to end by stressing forcefully 
once again that there is only one solution for 
Cyprus - to establish a federal constitution 
safeguarding the rights of both communities -
even if this does not always follow the rule of 
the democratic majority - and guaranteeing 
their right to live. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Waltmans. 

Mr. WALTMANS (Netherlands) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, I am greatly honoured 
to be able to speak in this company of experi
enced and influential politicians from a number 
of Western European countries. I gather, from 
the outstanding and extensive groundwork that 
has been done for this report, that overall it 
reflects the thinking of the political and military 
top people in NATO. But this need not in itself 
be a reason why one should not be critical of it. 

First of all, one must wonder whether the 
issue before us here really is a prime concern 
of the Assembly of Western European Union. 
Naturally there is solidarity between all of us 
in this world, and we ought to be able to deal 
with any problem in every political discussion ; 
but whether it is right and intelligent to do so 
is another matter. 

Another aspect one can criticise is that too 
many different issues are all mixed up together, 
so that what is lost sight of is in fact what is 
most important in it. 

There are two more points I want to raise. 
In the first place the central issue, for me too, 
is the human problem of the refugees. I therefore 
wholeheartedly support what has been said by 
Mr. Mattick. In the second place, the ultimate 
objective of all our efforts, if we are trying 
to serve the cause of peace and European secu
rity, can only be the restoration of an indepen
dent, wholly sovereign, inviolably neutral and 
unfettered Cyprus, under international guaran
tees. 

At least where my political friends are con
cerned, I would not dare insist that the presence 
of British troops in Cyprus is essential for any 
positive purpose. This is clearly also the view of 
the British Government, since they yesterday 
hinted that they are going to make a substantial 
reduction in the number of British troops in 
Cyprus. 



OFFICLAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Waltmans (continued) 

To sum up, I would say again that the central 
issue for all of us should be a solution to the 
problems affecting the refugees and the interests 
of Cyprus itself. I believe this is the best con
tribution we could make to European peace and 
security. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Cermolacce. 

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation). 
-Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, in the 
course of my speech yesterday on European 
union and WEU, I reminded you of the adop
tion of a recommendation by our Assembly which 
noted the small impact on public opinion 
achieved by the institution known as WEU. The 
current discussions bear witness to this. The 
debate on European union in this forum 
remained unfinished and is deferred until the 
next session. 

Yesterday again, a debate on a request for 
urgent procedure for a recommendation con
cerning the Channel Tunnel got off to a poor 
start. The debate was cut short. 

Today we are reverting to a text, the discus
sion of which ended up in confusion at the 
session of November 1973, although it is true 
that this text has been adapted to the new situa
tion in that part of the world, with Cyprus 
becoming the focal point of our discussions. On 
each occasion questions of procedure have been 
advanced to explain these adjournments. But are 
these the real reasons ? Are not these delays 
rather a sign of the difficulties, both internal 
and external, which you have to face ? Is it not 
a fact that, despite your facade of unity, you 
are overwhelmed with contradictions, that this 
body, WEU, no longer matches up in any way 
to the spirit of our times, that it is done for, that 
it is going against the tide of history Y And here, 
fundamentally, lies a large majority itself united 
in negation. 

The draft recommendation we are again dis
cussing which concerns European security and 
the situation in the Eastern Mediterranean, is 
a caricature of the spirit of the majority in 
this Assembly. Its aim is to ensure at all costs 
that a spirit of cold war, of isolation, anti-Soviet 
feeling and contempt for the right of peoples 
to decide their own destinies shall prevail. This 
draft is scandalous by virtue of what it omits 
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to say and what it pretends to ignore, namely 
the right of Cyprus to independence and 
sovereignty affirmed in various United Nations 
resolutions, and in particular in that of 1st Nov
ember 1974, this last adding that all foreign 
troops - including British troops - should be 
withdrawn. It is along these lines that we should, 
above all, be thinking. For while it is true that 
Cyprus is a problem which concerns the interna
tional community, the island could become a 
veritable volcano, as Mr. Mavros, then Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Greece, affirmed in his 
own statements. 

What is then the solution? During the session 
of the Council of Europe last September, I had 
occasion to ask Mr. Averoff, Minister for Defence 
and acting Minister for Foreign Affairs, the 
following question : " I want to ask the Minister 
what his attitude is to the proposal just put 
forward by the United Nations for an interna
tional conference between the Mediterranean 
countries concerned, the Security Council and 
the non-aligned countries." 

Mr. Averoff's answer is most important: 

"So far as the methods of solving the Cyprus 
problem are concerned we are open to any 
kind of suggestion. What matters is the sub
stance ; the form is immaterial. Even bilateral 
discussions between Ankara and Athens would 
suit us, although they are not a good method 
beeause we are not the interested parties, 
provided the substance is guaranteed and the 
two parties can discuss the matter on an equal 
and dignified footing. 

So what Mr. Cermolacce suggests" - it is 
Mr. Averoff speaking - "is acceptable too 
provided it can really be useful." 

We believe this to be useful ; and it is this 
quest for a peaceful solution which should be 
in the foreground of this recommendation. Yet 
you maintain the most complete silence, which 
also enables you to say nothing about the role 
of NATO and of the United States of America 
in this conspiracy, in supporting the Greece of 
the colonels, its vassal since 21st April1967, and 
then in supporting the Turkish militarists, whose 
turn came after the fall of the Greek fascist 
junta. In all this no account is taken of the 
danger to which this conspiracy exposed peace 
in this Mediterranean region and in Europe, 
and no concern is expressed about the sufferings 
inflicted on the Cypriot peoples, Greek and Tur
kish. 
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But the recommendation is also scandalous 
by virtue of what it says, namely in calling for 
the reintegration of Greece in NATO, in defiance 
of the popular demands which have emerged in 
Greece. We must take into account the fact that 
the Greek people has expressed itself in favour 
of withdrawal from NATO, while in the explan
atory memorandum of your recommendation 
you describe this people as "at best volatile". 

This recommendation is likewise scandalous in 
that it affirms its determination to settle the 
affair within the framework of NATO, to inter
fere in the affairs of the Cypriot people and in 
the second place to turn Cyprus into a base for 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. 

Who can dispute the assertion made recently 
in the Greek Cypriot weekly Democratia, that 
the United States wants to establish a military 
base in Cyprus, and that to this end it is exerting 
pressure on the Governments of Cyprus, Greece 
and Turkey 1 

To be more precise, let us point out that the 
base in question is that of Dhekelia, which it is 
said that the British Government will give up 
next spring. Through your recommendation, you 
are approving this course of action. The draft 
is also scandalous in that it repeats the never
ending refrain of the Soviet menace ; for it is 
perfectly obvious that the United States would 
like to make the Mediterranean its own private 
preserve in which to play its sinister tricks, and 
it is likewise obvious that the Soviet presence 
restrains it. 

We have a different conception of European 
security, which is centred on dialogue and 
directed towards political and military detente 
and fruitful international co-operation. It is the 
reverse of what the recommendation presented 
to us contains, and we reject it unhesitatingly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I have 
the honour and pleasure of welcoming Mr. Ber
nard Destremau, Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of France. I greet 
him with particular pleasure, because only a few 
months ago Mr. Bernard Destremau was seated 
amongst us, and indeed he presided with distinc
tion over our important Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments. 

We shall obviously listen to his words with 
great interest, and we shall also observe with 
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curiosity and some enjoyment to what extent 
a member of the government can continue to 
uphold the views he expressed as a parliamen
tarian. 

The debate which is about to open is of par
ticular interest to all of us. 

Mr. Destremau, I invite you to take the floor. 
(Applause) 

Mr. DESTREMAU (Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, allow me to tell you how much 
I appreciate the words of welcome you have 
just uttered and how touched I am by your 
invitation to address from this rostrum my for
mer colleagues in Western European Union, with 
whose work I had the honour to be associated 
not very long ago. 

In a world in which the fear of over-production 
has given place to the threat of scarcity, it will 
be the purpose of my speech, with your permis
sion, to bring us up to date as regards the 
problem of security in Europe and its guiding 
principle of detente, and to tell you what stage 
we have reached in building up Europe and 
what progress has been achieved in the political 
sphere. 

Your reports highlight the fact that you are 
particularly concerned with perfecting a defence 
organisation common to the nations of Western 
Europe. Now it is apparent that the political 
and military aspects are closely connected : this 
can scarcely be disputed. Detente implies long 
and exacting effort. It depends upon the frame 
of mind of those concerned and upon the resolve 
of responsible leaders to improve relations among 
the peoples. The agreements concluded and the 
arrangements made stem, in fact, from a parti
cular frame of mind or line of thought. If we 
come to look at what are traditionally called 
East-West relations, it seems to me that we can 
indulge in a certain measure of optimism, and 
we can assert here and now that detente has 
produced results which are reflected in exchanges 
of visits, contacts of all kinds and every form 
of co-operation, and which have become more 
firmly-rooted over the last ten years or so. 

Although the risks of a major crisis have not 
disappeared, at least the tragic lack of under
standing which plunged Europe into the cold 
war has been replaced by a dialogue expressing 
the patient endeavours of statesmen to under
stand each other better in order to ensure the 
security of their peoples more effectively. 
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We have no alternative but to succeed in this 
venture, although we shall only succeed if our 
partners concert and harmonise their efforts 
with our own, and also provided we accept the 
idea that our partners in dialogue may them
selves have a deep desire for peace. 

In that connection, the conference on security 
and co-operation in Europe, at present being 
held at Geneva, represents a contribution to the 
process of detente. What stage have we now 
reached 1 

We have observed that progress in a certain 
number of fields has been achieved since work 
was resumed last September. That is attribut
able to the fact that the countries of Eastern 
Europe have modified their initial intransigent 
attitude on a number of issues. 

Does that mean to say that the essentials have 
been successfully secured and that only second
ary questions remain to be settled ? Assuredly 
not, since we attach particular importance to an 
agreement on the free movement of men and 
women and, on this point, have not yet achieved 
satisfactory results. 

Whatever the result of this conference may 
be, the discussions which are taking place there 
bear witness to praiseworthy perseverance on 
the part of those responsible for defence. That 
being said, we must recognise clearly that this 
policy still seems vulnerable and subject to the 
shocks in which the international situation con
tinues to abound. Thus, for example, the develop
ment of a new type of crisis centred on the 
problem of raw materials and energy resources 
has had the indirect effect of adding a certain 
degree of relativity to the phenomenon of 
detente. In the same way, there are throughout 
the world many armed forces on the alert, and it 
must not be forgotten that you can do anything 
with bayonets except sit on them. 

We Frenchmen are, however, convinced that 
Europe can constitute a solid and lasting pillar 
of detente, as one day it can become a pillar of 
defence. For that reason we shall unrelentingly 
pursue our work of building up Europe. 

That work has experienced, is experiencing 
and will continue to experience vicissitudes. It 
is considered good form to utter laments about 
Europe, as though the considerable results which 
the Europeans have achieved might be held to 
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be completely natural. I would cite, in the first 
instance, the virtual impossibility of a conflict 
occurring between France, Germany and Bri
tain. What we take for granted today would 
have amazed our grandfathers. I would also 
instance the extraordinary expansion of our 
industries and agriculture over the past fifteen 
years. Even if, in this latter case, some backward 
steps and some disappointments have to be 
recorded, should we not, distinguished deputies 
and senators, place on record the admirable 
progress achieved through our efforts to refrain 
from further disputes and to improve mutual 
aid' 

I do not therefore approve of the frame of 
mind that is now fashionable. I believe that to 
clear-sightedness in face of today's realities must 
be added faith in the undertakings of the men of 
Europe. For the time being, it must be their 
foremost endeavour to preserve at all costs what 
the Community has achieved, but they must also 
progress forthwith beyond preoccupations of a 
materialistic nature in order to foster the har
monisation of their political views as the weeks 
and months go by. There is no other way to 
advance along this road except by multiplying 
contacts, for although frequent meetings do not 
always lead to identical concepts, at least they 
make those concerned hesitate before a break
down. Links of varying closeness endure among 
those who meet frequently and come to know 
each other better. 

In this way political union may emerge here 
and now in hardly visible form, in particular as 
a result of the proposals to be considered at the 
forthcoming meeting of Heads of State on 9th 
and lOth December next. It is clear, however, 
that the building of Europe is dependent upon 
political will. We had a foretaste this summer of 
European political resolve on the occasion of the 
Cyprus crisis, during which the French pre
sidency conducted its actions through a virtually 
uninterrupted dialogue with its European part
ners in the political field and also in the 
humanitarian sphere referred to in the report 
by my former colleague, Mr. Critchley. 

This resolve to take common action again 
found expression at the United Nations, where 
voting on the majority of the resolutions pre
sented revealed a community of views on the 
independence and sovereignty of Cyprus. It is 
essential that this rough cast of a common 
political determination should take clear shape 
whenever we have to tackle such explosive 
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questions as the energy crisis or defence. We 
consider that Europe of the Seven or of the 
Nine has the means to establish an energy policy 
of such a nature that the apportionment of 
resources in cases of crisis would not, in our 
eyes, have overriding priority - for would it in 
that case be applied T - but would, on the other 
hand, be concentrated on immediate tasks, 
namely reduction in consumption as well as the 
search for and development of new energy 
sources. A Community policy is likewise essential 
for issues related to our defence, and we may 
hope that, among the preoccupations of every 
kind resulting from the energy crisis, the inde
pendence of our countries, as far as energy sup
plies affecting their security are concerned, will 
not be forgotten. 

These last two points, namely concerted action 
and the strategic aspect of the problem, were 
aptly evoked in the recommendation contained in 
Sir John Rodgers' report. 

A European political will can also be applied 
in supporting some of our industries. In this 
Assembly, where a number of parliamentarians 
specifically follow problems of science, techno
logy and aerospace, I would express the fervent 
hope that they may remember, on every appro
priate occasion, that where there are no dif
ferences in quality, it would be detrimental to 
our future not to choose the European product. 

I think it was our colleague, Mr. Warren, 
who emphasised the gravity of the choices we 
shall soon have to make. 

Lastly, political resolve is needed if we wish 
to bring about, when the time comes, an organ
ised defence system among the Europeans who 
might come to be exposed to comparable dangers. 

During the past few years, eminent members 
of the French Government have invited the 
Assembly to widen the scope of its thinking in 
that respect, and have specifically suggested that 
the Standing Armaments Committee should be 
given new life. The least one can say is that 
these suggestions do not seem to have met with 
unanimous good will. 

While cold water was thrown on that sug
gestion, we heard much, in this Assembly, of the 
merits of another organisation - an organisation 
which, we must clearly admit, has also failed to 
cause many European products to be sold. 
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These are partisan arguments of no practical 
interest. Today, I would simply confirm the fact 
that we remain attached to the idea of rational
ising armaments production ; but the means for 
achieving this goal, as well as the framework 
for concerted action, still remain to be found. 

In my view, however, the solution to these 
armament problems will not become visible so 
long as a closer identity of views on strategic 
concepts does not begin to emerge and so long as 
a genuinely European political resolve is not 
unequivocally affirmed. 

The question which exercises many of you still 
remains, although I do not wish to give umbrage 
to any of the allies with whom we are linked in 
other ways or to pick quarrels with any of those 
powers with whom it is our specific desire to 
establish detente. 

With each form of approach lending support 
to the other, defence and detente can move 
forward on the lines of the "leap-frog" advance 
taught in military academies, and can become 
at once the components and the resultants of a 
united Europe. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Secretary of State. You have kindly 
agreed to answer any questions you might be 
asked, and I shall now give the floor to those of 
our colleagues who request it. 

I call Mr. Leynen. 

Mr. LEYNEN (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, in the sixth paragraph of the 
Council's reply to Recommendation 254, the 
governments speak of the "area ... of Western 
European Union", which allegedly does not 
include the Indian Ocean. I should like to ask 
whether this is not a slip. At all events, it seems 
to me unfortunate to speak of an "area" in 
relation to WEU. I would ask the honourable 
Minister, who has a long experience of WEU 
debates, whether he can tell us on what text 
this is based and, if such an area exists, what 
are its limits. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Secretary of State. 

Mr. DESTREMAU (Translation).- I would 
simply say to Mr. Leynen that his comment is 
very pertinent, but that I am not in a position 
to answer him on this point, since at the moment 
France is not in the Chair of the WEU Council 
of Ministers. 
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But France is a member of the Council. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Sieglerschmidt. 

Mr. SIEGLERSCHMIDT (Federal Republic 
of Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, 
may I first tell the Secretary of State how 
pleased I am - after working with him so long 
in this Assembly - to greet him as a speaker 
from the government seats. My question concerns 
his remark that we should one day achieve 
organised European defence. What immediate or 
preparatory tasks would the French Govern
ment think should be given in this respect to 
Western European Union 1 

Mr. DESTREMAU (Translation). - Mr. 
Sieglerschmidt knows as well as I do that WEU 
has experienced periods of difficulty, but it 
must also be observed that we have survived 
these periods and that WEU remains a very 
valuable organisation. This will become apparent 
when the moment comes to advance further in 
the direction which he has indicated ; but this 
obviously necessitates a political will to do so, 
perhaps as a preliminary to the military organ
isation to which he has alluded. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. de Niet. 

Mr. de NIET (Netherlands). -I should like 
to ask the Minister how this Government of 
France is looking at the recommendation of the 
spring meeting of this Assembly in which was 
included practically a call upon France to join 
again in the operative functions of NATO in the 
Mediterranean as a contribution to security and 
to a better foundation for coming to close co
operation in all those matters within the context 
of NATO. 

Mr. DESTREMAU (Translation).- I would 
reply to Mr. de Niet, who is very well informed 
on many issues, that France has absolutely no 
intention of resuming its place in NATO, but it 
is obvious that it has a great number of links 
within the framework of the Alliance, which 
make it possible to say that security in the 
Mediterranean is assured in large measure 
thanks to the role which it plays there and which 
it will continue to play. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does 
anybody else wish to speak L 

On behalf of the whole Assembly, Mr. Secre
tary of State, I would reiterate to you our 
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thanks both for your statement and for the 
clarity of your answers. 

We shall resume the debate on Mr. Critchley's 
report, and I call one of the observers from the 
Turkish Republic, Mr. Inan. 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, distinguished members 
of the Assembly, it is a great honour and a 
privilege for me and for my colleague to be 
invited to attend this Assembly today and, above 
all, to be given the right to address you. This 
is a privilege which not only we ourselves, but 
also the Turkish Parliament and people, appre
ciate. 

We have followed with great interest the 
debate which took place this morning. It showed 
that action by WEU, unlike that of other inter
national organisations with which I am per
sonally familiar, is not confined solely to prob
lems which affect the interests and the defence 
of the western world as well. I believe that this 
constitutes an instructive example, from which 
other international organisations responsible for 
our defence might draw a lesson. 

The third point that I should like to stress is 
the objectivity of the report presented to you, 
for which I would thank the Chairman, the 
Rapporteur and all the members of the Commit
tee. This report shows a concern for equity, 
justice and balance which we should like to see 
prevailing everywhere when such conflicts arise. 

I shall revert later to some points in this 
report for the purpose of correcting or clarifying 
certain matters. 

There is one event about which Turkey is the 
first to feel gratification : the return of demo
cracy in Greece. We are extremely glad to see 
this happen after an interval of over seven years. 
In the part of the world in which we are located, 
Turkey was the only democratic country and 
felt itself isolated. I have often had cause to 
compare our position in that part of the world 
with that of West Berlin. Now isolation, whether 
in a democracy or elsewhere, is not a desirable 
thing. In other words Western Europe will not 
be alone in rejoicing at the return of democracy 
in Greece, and we shall support the presence 
and continued existence of this democracy in 
the land of our neighbour. 

After expressing these congratulations, I would 
add a note of regret. This is caused by the 
decision of the outgoing government to withdraw 
from the integrated system of the Atlantic 
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Alliance. Here I address an appeal to the govern
ment in Athens : it must reconsider its decision 
and join us once again in order to consolidate 
the defence of the western world in that part of 
the globe. 

In this part of the report there is reference 
to the Montreux Convention and to the defence 
of that part of the world ; but if an allied coun
try opens the doors to facilitate the access and 
presence of the Soviet Union in this region, that 
is certainly not in order to contribute to the 
defence of the western world. Furthermore, can 
the Atlantic Alliance be held responsible for the 
way in which the situation developed and be 
blamed for its inability to avoid what occurred 
in Cyprus Y This accusation is unjustified : in 
the first place, the Atlantic Alliance is not 
intended to intervene in conflicts of that kind. 

Secondly - and this is still more important -
Cyprus is not located in the area covered by 
the Atlantic Alliance. The events which took 
place in Cyprus were not the direct concern of 
the Atlantic Alliance. 

We have followed with interest the debate on 
the question of Cyprus and of security in the 
Eastern Mediterranean. I felt gratification in 
listening to the words of the speakers ; they will 
please the Turkish people and Government. I 
would stress the extent to which these speakers 
displayed objectivity, since nobody sought to 
lay the blame on any party. 

It is not our intention to pass judgment on 
recent events. It would serve no useful purpose 
to focus on these events and to dissect them. 
The main issue is to know where we are going 
from here, and to find a solution which can 
give satisfaction to all parties. 

It was clearly stated this morning that a return 
to the status quo prevailing before 15th July 
last was impossible. The intention was probably 
to lay the blame, unjustly, on the 1960 consti
tution. 

It was not the constitution in itself that was 
responsible for these events, for the very same 
constitution was applied with a certain measure 
of success from 1960 until 21st December 1963. 
It was at that point that tragic events caused its 
application to be suspended. I do not wish to 
recapitulate the successive events occurring in 
subsequent years, until 15th July last, for the 
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main point is to turn our thoughts to the future. 
But with every constitution, however perfect it 
may be, it is necessary that the rules of the game 
should be observed. 

It has been recognised by Turkey that the 
only solution to the present situation is a hi
cantonal and federal system - a system which 
would respect the independence and territorial 
integrity of Cyprus. This would avoid the divi
sion of the citizens of that island into first-class 
and second-class citizens. 

That being said, I should like to examine some 
paragraphs of the report and present a few 
arguments. 

First of all, there is mention in paragraph 2 
of the draft recommendation of "active member
ship of NATO". I think that it would be better 
to align this recommendation with paragraph 43, 
in which the advantages of "active participation 
in the integrated military structure of NATO" 
are stressed. If we draw a distinction between 
active participation and passive participation, 
we are running counter to the interests of the 
Alliance. In my view, the terms used in para
graph 43 should be employed to make the mean
ing of this recommendation clearly understood. 

I would like to make a few comments on the 
amendments. It goes without saying that we are 
in favour of the amendment proposed by Mr. 
Roper, Mr. Dankert and others which deals with 
developing the association agreements of Greece 
and Turkey with the European Community. 
The word "foster" which figures in the amend
ment proposed by Mr. Krieg is inopportune. It 
is, indeed, my belief that to "foster" action by 
a country to pursue that course upsets the 
balance existing between the two countries. 

In another speech, the need was emphasised 
of associating Greece with the discussions of the 
Davignon committee. I would venture to point 
out that Turkey has wanted this for years past. 
We have not ceased to repeat that if there is 
discrimination in the realm of political consul
tations, the system of consultation under the 
North Atlantic Treaty is in danger of being 
compromised. 

We have even stressed the fact that, although 
the economic level attained by Greece and Turkey 
does not enable them to contemplate full acces
sion immediately, it would enable them to co
operate in the political sphere, and also that the 
Davignon committee must not be turned into an 
exclusive club of the Nine, which would not be 
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in the interests of Europe. I am glad to observe 
that you are in favour of this idea. 

With regard to paragraph 5 of the recom
mendation, which refers to refugees who number 
200,000, a distinction must be drawn between 
three kinds of refugees : those who have 
abandoned their houses and their belongings, 
those who are treated as hostages - I mean the 
Turks - in the Greek Cypriot part of the 
island, and those who have had the status of 
refugees for upwards of eleven years. In a fourth 
category, we have the case of the prisoners. 
When we speak of refugees, we must not think 
only of those who have suffered as a conse
quence of recent events, but also of those who 
have been suffering for the past eleven years. 
There are more than 30,000 Turks, in the areas 
controlled by the Greek Cypriots, who should 
be considered as refugees. 

I now come to the actual text of the report. 
At the end of paragraph 5 of the explanatory 
memorandum, the words "large Turkish Cypriot 
minority" occur. We all agree in recognising 
that a Cypriot nation cannot be deemed to exist 
as such, in which a minority might be present. 
There are two communities in Cyprus. When a 
country is composed of two distinct communities, 
you cannot speak of a minority. In consequence, 
this term "minority" can lead to undesirable 
misunderstandings. 

Paragraph 6 says that "the new [1960] consti
tution... was proving unworkable". The consti
tution as such should not be held responsible, 
and it would be unfair to lay the blame upon it. 

I shall not trace the historical background of 
the events. You will recall that an independent 
judge was appointed - he was a German judge 
- to see that this constitution was applied. Now 
this same judge was compelled to leave the island 
in order that the constitution might not be 
respected. Blame should not therefore be laid 
on the text itself, although that does not mean 
that the constitution which we are going to work 
out for the future will necessarily be the same. 

There is a small discrepancy between para
graphs 12 and 13. 

In paragraph 12, we Tead : "the... talks con
vened on 8th August broke down ... ". The refer
ence is thus to the Geneva talks. In paragraph 
13, we find the words: "in the midst of nego
tiations". 
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Hence, although the talks broke down, this 
did not occur in the midst of negotiations. Here, 
I must provide you with a clarification and even 
a piece of specific information about the second 
round of the Geneva conference. The Turkish 
Government explicitly proposed a basis for nego
tiating a settlement in Cyprus, namely the basis 
of which you were vividly reminded this morn
ing : the suggestion of a federal system. That 
proposal was not adopted. The same Turkish 
Government shelved the proposal, and invited its 
partners in the talks to make fresh proposals so 
as to make it possible for these negotiations to 
continue. No further proposals were put forward. 
The Turkish Delegation waited six days in 
Geneva in the hope of pursuing the talks. Fur
thermore, the first Geneva agreement provided 
for the freeing of Turkish prisoners and hostages, 
but that agreement was not respected. In other 
words, the course and consequences of the second 
round in the Geneva talks have probably not 
been completely and clearly explained. Never
theless, it is right that we should bear these 
facts in mind. 

Specifically, there is mention in paragraph 24 
of a Turkish refusal. As I have stated, there 
was absolutely no refusal on the part of Turkey. 
In paragraph 32, I observe a minor mistake 
about dates : there is mention of President 
Johnson bringing pressure to bear in 1967. The 
actual date was 1964, when we received the 
famous letter from President Johnson; whereas 
in 1967 the Turkish Government, with the help 
of its allies, succeeded in persuading the Athens 
Government to withdraw about 15,000 soldiers 
whom it had sent to Cyprus illegally. At the end 
of paragraph 35, it is stated that "the Turkish 
attitude in Cyprus has so far done little to help 
a settlement of the Cyprus problem". Here, too, 
I believe that the text does not entirely tally 
with the facts. 

What is the attitude of Turkey in Cyprus 
which would not favour the promotion of a solu
tion 1 We have sought for a solution. I myself 
have visited the countries of the European Eco
nomic Community, as well as all the allied coun
tries. I informed them that we were disposed 
to resume the negotiations immediately, for 
humanitarian reasons and on the basis of a 
system of separation into two cantons. At that 
time, we said that the existing demarcation line 
was not final, that it was subject to negotiation 
and discussion. Alas, we received no reply. 

You are, moreover, perfectly well aware that 
contacts are taking place between the leaders 
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of the two communities, with the express purpose 
of facilitating negotiations ; and you are also 
aware of the very constructive contribution made 
by Turkey. These same contacts have made it 
possible to alleviate suffering in the island. Pris
oners have been freed. Another fact which I 
should like to emphasise is that Mr. Clerides 
was able to visit the areas controlled by the 
Turks to see for himself what was the situation 
of the Greeks in that part of the island. This 
is a matter for rejoicing and gratification, for 
it represents important progress. 

I now come to paragraph 40, in which the 
statement made on 6th November by President 
Clerides, who is himself also a realist, is very 
rightly stressed. Some speakers to whom we 
listened this morning recognised that fact. I 
trust that the same realism will prevail at Athens 
and Nicosia in order to facilitate progress. 

I would venture to make one single appeal, 
namely that the association which has maintained 
contacts in Cyprus between the two communities, 
with the support of Ankara, may also support 
the arrangements made by the Turkish Govern
ment to resume the talks as speedily as possible, 
unimpeded by a return which is, alas, in prepara
tion. I must say this clearly : Archbishop Maka
rios has entirely lost the confidence of the 
Turkish people, the Turkish Government and 
every government - and that was true already 
long before his return. He had already refused 
a basis for negotiations, and I am, alas, con
strained to say that his return to the island would 
put the whole issue, from start to finish, back 
into the melting-pot. 

I would stress another fact. Since we are all 
gathered here to discuss the defence of Western 
Europe and its evolution, I would bring a recent 
development to your notice. The Soviet Union 
is now trying, together with Archbishop Maka
rios, to lend its support to the building of a 
possible base in Cyprus, on which an aerodrome 
would be established. In this connection, a Greek
Cypriot Delegation has gone to Moscow to nego
tiate for such support and assistance as the 
Soviet Union might be able to provide for it. 

In your report, you express your anxieties 
about the possible passage of two aircraft
carriers, now under construction, from the Black 
Sea to the Mediterranean. I fully share anxieties 
of this kind. Imagine the presence of the Soviets 
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in Cyprus : it would be the equivalent of a 
hundred aircraft-carriers, and would drastically 
alter the balance in the Mediterranean in general 
and the Eastern Mediterranean in particular. 

That would provide the solution and the 
answer to the dream of the Soviet Union, which 
was lacking a cover for its presence in the 
Mediterranean, since it desired one day to have 
a base in one of the most sensitive and most 
important points, an island in the Mediterranean. 

Imagine the rOle that this base would play 
in a possible conflict in the Middle East, and 
its influence on the Suez Canal, on the United 
Kingdom's presence in Cyprus, and on the pro
tection and defence of this part of the world 
by the Atlantic Alliance. 

IIIUl.gine, too, what this return would mean 
in the unfolding of events. It is not a desirable 
development. I hope that at the end of the ses
sion, through the medium of this draft recom
mendation, your Assembly will appeal to all 
concerned to avoid a return which would unsettle 
the good atmosphere prevailing at present and 
would create difficulties for the defence of the 
western world. 

I would, in conclusion, address an appeal to 
you. In Turkey, we are aware that the Greeks 
and Turks have practically no alternative other 
than mutual understanding and co-operation, in 
the interests of both countries and also in the 
interests of the western world, since these two 
countries are members of the Atlantic Alliance 
and of the economic union. They share the way 
of life of the western world and they belong 
to the same family. These two countries must, 
therefore, overcome their differences and try to 
reduce the extent of their disagreements. They 
must endeavour to foster not only understanding 
but also affection. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Touloupas, observer from the Greek Repub
lic. 

Mr. TOULOUP AS (Observer from Greece) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, first let me 
express my warm thanks for being invited to 
attend this session of Western European Union 
as an observer from Greece. I would also thank 
you for giving me the floor and will take 
advantage of this opportunity to share some 
thoughts with you about the problems dealt 
with in the report by Mr. Critchley, Chairman 
of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments. 
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The chief problem dealt with in this report 
is that of Cyprus, in the light of the situation 
created as the result of the Turkish invasion of 
20th July last. This is proof of the importance 
which this Assembly rightly attaches to this 
problem, the outbreak of which has had unac
ceptable results in creating a real danger in this 
part of the Mediterranean. The crisis began 
with the Nicosia coup d'etat of 15th July. This 
was immediately condemned by all the political 
parties of Greece and aroused indignation among 
the entire Greek people. While it is true that the 
dictatorial regime in Athens was alone guilty 
of this act, which it instigated, it is no less true 
that the coup d'etat was in no way directed 
against the Turkish Cypriot community. The 
proof of this is that no Turkish Cypriot was 
touched and that not one member of this com
munity suffered in any way at all - a fact 
which was immediately recognised not only by 
the representative of the Turkish Cypriot com
munity but also by the leadership in Ankara. 
From this it may be concluded that the Turkish 
invasion of Cyprus was not a direct consequence 
of the coup d'etat but the unbridled exploitation 
of a pretext offered, with frightening irrespon
sibility, by an authoritarian regime hated by 
both the Greek people and their friends. Today, 
it is proven that this operation, carried out on 
the basis of specific plans and bearing the 
evocative code-name "Attila", had been prepared 
down to the last detail well in advance and that 
all that was lacking was the opportunity for 
putting it into effect. The operation was hur
riedly launched, for it was by no means certain 
that the dictatorship would resist the pressures 
called into being after 15th July. A change in 
Greece, such as the formation of the government 
of Mr. Karamanlis, could earlier have prevented 
the operation. Thus the Turkish army, under 
the tragically ironical name of a "peace-keeping 
force", and equipped with weapons provided 
for quite different purposes, invaded Cyprus, 
caused incalculable destruction and ruined the 
economic structure of the island, to say nothing 
of creating appalling numbers of Greek refugees. 
The Geneva conference - which took place in 
a stifling atmosphere - raised some slight hopes 
at the beginning. In the second stage, however, 
in spite of the efforts of Mr. Callaghan, the 
Foreign Secretary of the United Kingdom, the 
Turks imposed conditions such that Mr. Mavros, 
the Greek Minister, described them as an ulti
matum ; and they proceeded to the premeditated 
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implementation of the second part of their plans 
by violating the cease-fire and considerably 
extending their zone of occupation of the island. 
So it has come about that 18 % of the population 
of the Cypriot State - or others in their name 
- occupy almost 40 % of the territory, more 
than 70 % of the economy, 80 % of the tourist 
industry and 100 % of the mining industry. 
Three-quarters of the Greek population in the 
area occupied by the Turkish army have had to 
leave their homes. According to impartial sour
ces, the outcome of the aggression was 5,000 
victiins, dead or missing, 50,000 houses destroyed 
or pillaged and 200,000 Greek refugees living 
in appalling conditions. 

Moreover, it should be noted that Article IV 
of the treaty of guarantee signed in 1960 pro
vides that in case of violation of the provisions 
of the treaty, the guarantor States shall reach 
agreement on the approaches to be made or 
steps to be taken to ensure that those provisions 
are respected. Under the terms of the same 
Article IV, in a case where joint action cannot 
be taken, each of the guarantor parties reserves 
the right to take independent action to restore 
the status quo ante. I shall not dwell on the 
legal aspect of the question whether a member 
of the United Nations can invade another mem
ber and thus act contrary to the provisions of 
the United Nations, even by invoking a treaty, 
a course which is generally not admitted. As 
regards the restoration of the status quo ante 
in Cyprus as envisaged in the 1960 treaty, com
ment would be superfluous. 

Yet at the present time the problem of Cyprus 
cannot remain in suspense. For political and 
humanitarian reasons it must be solved as 
quickly as possible. In our opinion, the only just 
and reasonable course is that of negotiations 
between the two island communities, since Cyprus 
is, as has generally been recognised, an inde
pendent sovereign State which must maintain 
its territorial integrity. Any solution, therefore, 
which would result in partition of the island 
would be incompatible with the United Nations 
resolution of 1st November 1974 which lays down 
the principles mentioned above. Partition of the 
island, involving the enforced transfer of a large 
number of Greek or Turkish Cypriots, would 
result in economic and social upheaval and the 
creation of a situation which could not last. 
Moreover, this enforced mass transfer of the 
population would in fact be totally incompatible 
with the principles of the universal declaration 
of human rights. The possibility of such a 
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transfer was studied some time ago by Mr. Galo 
Plaza, the United Nations mediator, who reached 
the conclusion that such a solution would give 
rise to even greater difficulties than had already 
arisen. 

Another argument which is often advanced is 
that the Greeks and Turks of Cyprus cannot 
and do not want to live together. The only people 
who advance this view are those who want to 
start with a geographical separation and finish 
with the partition of the island. I cannot support 
this argument. It is not clear that even Turkish 
Cypriots are ready to accept unreservedly their 
enforced transfer far from their homes. In an 
article published on 17th October last in the 
London Times, Mr. Michael Harbottle, former 
chief of staff of the United Nations forces in 
Cyprus, asserted that Greek and Turkish 
Cypriots wanted to and could live together in a 
single independent State. "A divided island", he 
added, "was not what was wanted except by the 
very few ; and those who did, sought it for the 
protection it would provide - a protection 
presumably which was dependent in their eyes 
on the continuing presence of the Turkish army." 
If, then, the direct or indirect partition of the 
island is ruled out, the two communities will 
surely find by way of negotiations a constitu
tional solution providing guarantees for their 
respective rights. 

When the crisis began last July, the rest of 
the world followed the march of events very 
closely, but reactions were varied. The factors 
which had made it possible to avoid a crisis in 
1964 and 1967 were, however, lacking on this 
occasion. The Greek people, their hopes frus
trated, had a feeling of disillusionment and 
willingly accepted their new government's deci
sion to withdraw the Greek armed forces from 
NATO. The reasons were obvious. Before indul
ging in a study of the perils of the future, we 
should at least be able to face up to present 
dangers. NATO had been unable to prevent a 
member of the Alliance from attacking an inde
pendent country, from subsequently enlarging 
the area occupied as the result of the invasion 
and from thus creating a dangerous situation 
between two allies. The argument, mentioned in 
the report, that Cyprus is not Greek territory 
- which is certainly true since it is an inde
pendent State - and that consequently the 
Alliance could not intervene, is a very feeble 
one, meaning nothing more than shutting one's 
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eyes to something which is happening in the 
very region the security of which is under 
discussion. The fact is, therefore, that NATO 
has given proof of an apathy and indifference 
which may even be said to have aggravated the 
crisis. The disappointment felt by the Greek 
people is justified and understandable. 

As far as the USSR is concerned, allow me 
to point out that this power, having strongly, 
and rightly moreover, attacked the dictatorial 
regime which instigated the coup d'etat of 15th 
July, subsequently maintained a moderate atti
tude concerning the Turkish action, which was 
not calculated to curb the ambitions of Turkey. 
This should surprise nobody. We can hardly 
expect the USSR to be enthusiastic about helping 
to smooth out difficulties arising among members 
of the Alliance. 

Before finishing I would like to say a word 
or two on the draft recommendation. The second 
paragraph of the preamble reads: "Believing 
that any solution to the crisis in the island 
depends on improved relations between Greece 
and Turkey involving mutual concessions on 
several issues." In this connection allow me to 
remark, as I have already mentioned, that Cyprus 
is a sovereign and independent State and that 
consequently it is incumbent on the two Cypriot 
communities to negotiate and arrive at a solution 
acceptable to both. This is confirmed by the 
last resolution of the United Nations General 
Assembly, which was accepted unanimously. This 
resolution calls on all members to respect the 
sovereignty, independence and territorial integ
rity of Cyprus and expresses the view that the 
constitutional system of the Republic of Cyprus 
concerns the Greek Cypriot and the Turkish 
Cypriot communities. The abovementioned para
graph, as drafted, by making the Cyprus 
problem subordinate to all the problmns existing 
between Greece and Turkey, therefore runs 
counter to the United Nations resolution just 
quoted. In addition, I think that relating one 
difficult problem to other entirely different ones 
merely complicates matters. The paragraph 
should therefore, in my opinion, be drafted as 
follows: 

"Believing that any solution to the crisis in 
the island will result in an immediate improve
ment in the relations between Greece and 
Turkey." 

Finally, Mr. President, I would once again 
like to express my thanks for the welcome 
extended to my country in this Assembly. I shall 
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be very happy if my short speech has contributed 
to enlightening members of the Assembly on the 
problems of Cyprus and the objective sought by 
Greece in the matter. (Applause) 

4. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the 
next Sitting 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I propose 
that the Assembly now suspend the debate and 
resume it this afternoon at 3 p.m. with the 
following Orders of the Day : 

1. European security and the situation in the 
Eastern Mediterranean (Resumed Debate 
on the Report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments and Vote on the 
draft Recommendation, Document 651 and 
Amendments). 

2. Address by Mr. MatthOfer, Minister of 
Research and Technology of the Federal 
Republic of Germany. 
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3. State of European aviation activities (Pre
sentation of and Debate on the Report of 
the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions and Vote on the 
draft Recommendation, Document 658). 

4. State of European nuclear energy pro
grammes- security aspects (Presentation 
of and Debate on the Report of the Com
mittee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions and Vote on the draft 
Recommendation, Document 655 and 
Amendments). 

This appears to me to be an ambitious pro
gramme and I do not suppose we shall complete 
the Orders of the Day this afternoon. 

Are there any objections L 

The Orders of the Day of the next Sitting are 
therefore agreed to. 

Does anyone wish to speak L 

The Sitting is closed. 

' (The Sitting was closed at 12.45 p.m.) 
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Mr. Krieg, Mr. Waltmans, Mr. Sieglerschmidt, Mr. 
Krieg, Mr. Leynen, Mr. Critchley, Mr. Roper, Mr. 
Krieg, Mr. Waltmans, Mr. Cermolacce, Mr. Krieg, 
Mr. Roper, Mr. Critchley, Mr. de Niet, Mr. de 
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Bennett, Mr. Leynen, Mr. Schwencke, Mr. Critchley, 
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Mr. (',ermolacce. 

On points of order: Mr. de Montesquiou, Mr. Waltmans, 
Mr. Page, Dr. Mabon, Mr. Roper. 

4. Address by Mr. MatthOfer, Minister of Research and 
Technology of the Federal Republic of Germany. 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Matthofer (Minister of 
Ruearch and T6Chnology of the Federal Republic of 
Germany). 

Replies by Mr. MatthOfer to qUill!tions put by: Mr. 
Schwencke, Mr. Richter, Mr. Enders, Mr. Valleix, 
Mr. Abens, Mr. van Ooijen, Mr. de Montesquiou. 

5. State of European aviation activities (Presentation of 
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Speakers: The President, Mr. Waltma.ns (on a point 
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Speakers: The President, Mr. Waltmans, Mr. de 
Monteaquiou, Mr. Len111er. 

The Sitting was opened at 3.10 p.m. with Mr. NeBSkr, Pruident of the Assembly, in the Okair. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Sit
ting is open. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- In accord
ance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, the 
Minutes of Proceedings of the previous Sitting 
have been distributed. 

Are there any comments L. 

The Mimdes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -The names 
of the Substitutes attending this Sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be pub
lished with the list of Representatives appended 
to the Minutes of Proceedings 1• 

1. See page 24. 
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3. European security and the situation in the 
Eastern Mediterranean 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armamenta and Vote on 

the draft Recommendation, Doe. 661 and 
Amend menta) 

The PRESIDENT (Tra..nslation). -The next 
Order of the Day is the resumed debate on the 
report of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and ArmMllents on European security and the 
situation in the Eastern Mediterranean and vote 
on the draft recommendation, Document 651 and 
amendments. 

In the resumed debate, Mr Ol~men, Observer 
from Turkey, has asked for the floor. 

I should like to point out that one Turkish 
speaker has already expressed himself very 
eloquently in this chamber. Since Mr. Ol~oo.'s 
name was on the list of speakers, I shall of course 
not refuse him an opportunity of speaking in his 
turn in this forum. Nevertheless, I would ask 
him, because of what has already been said, to 
confine himself to a short speech. I reserve the 
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right, should the need arise and, I believe, with 
the unanimous agreement of the members of this 
Assembly, to give the £,loor once again to the 
Greek observer, if he should feel the need to 
provide additional clarification. 

I call Mr. Ol<;men. 

Mr. OLQMEN (Observer from Turkey) (Trans
lation). -Mr. President, I will try to be brief. 
I would probably not have asked to speak if 
His Excellency the Greek Ambassador had not 
presented certain matters in a way which is not 
in accordance with the facts. I will try to prove 
to you, by citing the facts, that these assertions 
do not quite match reality. 

In the first place, we as Turks cannot accept 
the tenn "invasion". The Turkish intervention in 
the island of Cyprus was not an invasion. It was 
based on international agreements, recognised 
even by the United Nations. As the guaranteeing 
powers, Britain, Greece and Turkey must ensure 
the sovereignty and independence of Cyprus. 
Turkey too, therefore, was bound by that duty. 

The required consultation with Britain unfor
tunately did not lead to the desired result; oUJr 
Prime Minister went to Britain and tried for 
three days to make contact wirth Britain on this 
issue. Turkey could not negotiate with the 
Greek junta, dominated at the time by the 
colonels who were themselves to be seen as the 
aggressors on the island. I must make that point 
quite clear. 

His Excellency the Greek Ambassador also 
maintained that the putsch by Nikos Sampson 
did not affect the Turks on the island. That, 
from the Turkish point of vilew, cannot be right, 
because a conflagration on the island was bound 
to affect both the Greek islanders and the 
Turkish islanders. 

We want to forget the past and not to talk 
about it any more. But unfortunately His 
Excellency brought the subject up. We, too, 
could talk about the massacre of 1963. We could 
t11.lk about eleven years of oppression of the 
Turks. We could talk ·about Turkish children 
killed in their bathtubs. But we want to forget 
all this. 

We want to work, together with our Greek 
friends, for European and western security. My 
colleague Mr. Inan has already said that we are 
condemned by geographical and geopolitical 
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factors to live and work together with our Greek 
friends in this area. Our economies are similar, 
and our strategic situation is similar. This is 
why we want, with the new democratic Greek 
government, to settle not only the problem of 
Cyprus, but also problems in the Aegean and in 
Thrace. 

I must however also express regret at the 
baleful influence that Archbishop Malm.rios has 
had over eleven years. It would not help towards 
a peaceful soiution if he returns to the island ; 
he is felt to be responsible for the many mistakes 
made in the past, and this view cannot be 
changed that quickly. 

Thank you, Mr. President, for giving me this 
opportunity to speak. Like my colleagues, I hope 
that in future we shall be able to speak to you 
from this rostrum as the partners of Greece. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Ol<;men. You have fulfilled your obliga
tions in the spirit in which I myself gave you 
the floor. The Greek Ambassador is not present. 
We shall therefore proceed with the debate on 
Mr. ·Critchley's report. 

Mr. Rapporteur, there 1are no furtheT speakers 
on the list in the debate on your report. It is 
for you to wind up. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom).- Per
haps I may reply to some of the points made 
before the various amendments are either 
accepted, rej-ected or debated. I believe that this 
has been a valuable debate because it has been 
pitched in a low key. We have had an absence 
of recrimination, which I believe to be essential 
when one debates a situation as difficult and 
fraught as is the problem of Cyprus itself. 

Mr. Krieg professed a degree of surprise that 
the Brittish Goverrunent should yesterday of all 
days have announced their proposals to reduce 
the proportion of British defence expenditure. 
Why he should have been surprised I have no 
idea at all. Most politicians in England and a 
lot of politicians beyond Great Britain have been 
waiting for this defence review not for weeks 
but for months, and we feel a certain sense of 
relief, if not of anti-climax, that finally the 
review has been made public. 

I disagreed with Mr. Krieg when he asserted 
that Cyprus had nothing .to do with European 
security. It has a great deal to do with European 
security. The Vulcan ·aircraft which fly into and 
out of Cyprus are there available not only to 
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CENTO but also to NATO, and the radar instal
lations on the island, the listening post function 
of the island, is of vital importance to the whole 
of the Western Alliance itself. Further, for 
Mr. Krieg to claim that the sovereign bases owe 
legitimacy to the agreement of 1972 is quite 
wrong. They owe their legitimacy to the agree
ment, not of 1972 but of 1962. 

I am very sorry to see that Mr. Roper is not 
here, although he is no doubt hurrying to the 
building from one of the finer restaurants of 
Paris and will be here befOII'e very long. I believe 
that his amendments are very valuable indeed 
and I am very happy to say that on behalf of 
the Committee I shall accept most of them. But 
I am really impressed by John Roper - who has 
just arrived - because he seems to have devel
oped the habit of reading out at length f·rom 
the speeches of either Mr. Harold Wi1Bon or 
Mr. Roy Mason. I hope he will find it as easy 
in tlie future as he has today to go on making 
extravagant quotations from the leader of the 
British Labour Party. 

Mr. Mattick put the stress on the fifth of our 
recommendations, that dealing with the humani
tarian aspect, and suggested that it would be 
sensible were we to move that recommendation 
from the fifth to the first position. Provided 
that it is not sought to ·alter the recommendation 
itself on the lines he suggests I would be very 
happy to move the original recommendation from 
the fifth to the first position. 

Mr. Mattick at one stage said that the 8,000 
British troops in Cyprus did not help in the 
conflict. This is to repeat the fallacy that others 
have mentioned, that the role of the British 
troops in the sovereign base areas was to prevent 
conflict between Greeks and Turks or between 
the two communities. That was not their role at 
all. If reference is made to paragraph 16 of my 
report there will be seen written out in full the 
contribution that the British forces have made 
since 15th July. We were •able to evacuate 8,000 
foreign nationals from 49 different countries, 
including the Soviet Union, and the number of 
Cypriots who have been prepared to take refuge 
in the sovereign base areas is very large. 

Dr. Mabon made a very esoteric reference to 
"The Mikado". I suggest that he circulates the 
script of the Gilbert and Sullivan opera a.s a 
document to members. I can only suggest that 
if Mr. Roper is the Dr. Finlay of the Assembly, 
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Dr. Mabon is the Dr. Cameron of the Western 
European Alliance. Nevertheless, his speech was 
a valuable contribution to our debate. 

Mr. Inan was very flattering in that he went 
through our recommendations line by line. This 
is the sort of f1attery to which humble members 
of parliament are unaccustomed, and we are 
very grateful to him. I apologise for certain 
errors of fact that have crept into that document. 

The most interesting elements in the debate 
itself perhaps were the contributions by Mr. Inan 
and by the Greek Ambassador observer to the 
debate, for I think that we had the impression for 
a moment at least of being at the centre of events 
and seeing the situation itself move, a little per
haps, but at least important and interesting, and 
I hope that our observers have felt that they, too, 
have not wasted their time. 

This has been a good debate, and one without 
rancour or recrimination. It has viewed a very 
difficult situation constructively, and I impress 
upon the Assembly that, amended or not - and 
I think that the amendments are marginal and 
that most of them will make the document more 
impressive than before - the Western EUII'opean 
Union Assembly has made a real contribution to 
trying to find some sort of solution to an 
angonisingly difficult problem, the solution of 
which is in the interests not only of Cypriots and 
the Greeks and Turks but of the whole of the 
Western Alliance itself. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Rapporteur. 

We shall now proceed to consider the amend
ments, some of which have already been accepted 
by the Committee and by the Rapporteur. 

Amendment No. 3, tabled by MM. Roper, 
Dankert and van Ooijen, reads as follows : 

In the second paragraph of the preamble to 
the draft recommendrution, after "Turkey" insert 
",and between the communities in Cyprus". 

Does anyone wish to speak to this amend
ment L. 

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation). 
- I shall abstJain. 

The PRESIDENT (Tra.JlBlation). -If nobody 
wishes to speak, I shall put the amendment to 
the vote. 

The amendment is agreed to. 

Amendment No. 2, tabled by Mr. Krieg and 
accepted by the Committee, reads as follows : 
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1. In the fifth paragraph of the preamble to the 
draft recommendation, leave out "contributes" 
and insert "contributed". 

2. Leave out paragraph 3 of the draft recom
mendation proper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, I request the floor on a point 
of order. Can you confirm that this amendment 
is accepted by the Committee ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - That is 
what the Rapporteur told me. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom).- I do 
not think that we do accept this recommendation. 
We prefer Amendment No. 7, because I fear that 
if M~. Krieg's amendment were to be carried we 
would lose the balance that we have striven -
I think successfully - to maintain between the 
interests of Greece and Turkey and this might 
be open to misinterpretation. We should look, 
perhaps, at Amendment No. 7, which perhaps 
makes the point that Mr. Krieg is trying to make, 
hut at the same time keeps the balance of aspira
tion with regard to the EEC between the Greeks 
and the Turks. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
K~ieg. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (TranslatiOill). - In 
order to avoid 1any argument on this point, I 
withdraw the first part of my Amendment No. 2, 
but maintain the second part. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The first 
part of Amendment No. 2 is therefore with
drawn. 

I have before me Amendment No. 7 tabled by 
Mr. Roper - which is Olll the lines desired by 
Mr. Krieg - to replace the fifth paragraph of 
the preamble to the draft recommendation with 
the following text : 

"Believing that the continued presence of 
British defence installations in Cyprus, in 
accordance with international agreements to 
which representatives of the Cyprus communi
ties are parties, contributes to the defence of 
Europe as a whole;" 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - I 
request the floor. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Krieg. 
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Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - It is 
my intention to defend the amendment tabled 
by Mr. Roper, but I have the impression that you 
are makilllg a mistake, Mr. President, since 
Amendment No. 7 is designed to replace the fifth 
paragraph of the preamble with a text that is 
completely different from that desired by me. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, can you explain to us what 
procedure you intend to adopt for the votes on 
these amendments? It seems, in fact, as though 
there were some confusiOill ... 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The posi
tion is quite clear. (Laughter) Certain amend
ments have been accepted by Mr. Critchley, the 
author of the report, whereas he h'IIB exp~ 
no views on a number of others, which will in 
consequence have to be discussed. 

In the interests of clarity in this debate, I 
would point out that I am first bringing up for 
discussion the amendments accepted by the Rap
porteur and which bear on the preamble to the 
r<>commendation. 

I shall then call for discussion of the amend
ments bearing on the opemtive text itself. 

Accordingly, I have before me Amendment 
No. 7, tabled by Mr. Roper, which I have just 
read out. 

Does anybody wish to speak to this amend-
ment?... 

Are there any objections L 

Amendment No. 7 is agreed to. 

I have before me Amendment No. 8, tabled by 
Mr. Roper and accepted by the Rapporteur, 
which proposes to insert the following new para
graph after the fifth paragraph of the preamble : 

"Convinced that the United Nations force in 
Cyprus, to which three members of the Euro
pean Community have contributed, is playing 
an essential role in the return to normal condi
tions in the island;" 

Does anybody wish to speak to this amend-
mentL. 

Are there any objections L 

Amendment No. 8 is agreed to. 

I now have before me a number of 8Jlllendments 
which .have not been accepted by the Rapporteur 
or on which the Committee has not given its 
views. 
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Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (TranslatiCJn). 
- Mr. President, can you tell me whether 
Amendment No. 9 has or has not been accepted 
by the Rapporteur 1 It seems to me to be on the 
lines of Amoodment No. 7. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- We have 
not yet got that far. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation). 
-It was my understanding that we were going 
to consider first of all the amendments accepted 
by the Rapporteur ... 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - That is 
correct, but only those which are applicable to 
the preamble, whereas Amendment No. 9 applies 
to the text of the recommendation proper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation). 
- Can you give me firm confirmation, Mr. 
President, that Amendment No. 9 has not been 
accepted by the Committee ? 

The PHESIDENT (Trnnslation).- It has not 
yet come up for discussion. 

I have before me Amendment No. 4, which 
proposes the deletion of the sixth paragraph of 
the preamble. 

I call Mr. Roper. 

Mr. ROPE'R (United Kingdom). - I gave 
some of the Teasons for the amendment when I 
spoke this morning. As I pointed out, the •amend
ment, which proposes to leave out the sixth para
graph of the preamble, deals with two distinct 
matters. The first is the question of the United 
Nations having their own observatioo satellite 
capacity. I understand that it may be possible for 
the Committee to find a formula that would go 
some way to meet me on this matter. 

There remains, however, the matter to which 
my colleague Dr. Mabon referred and to whieh 
others referred this morning, namely, the 
question of the interpretation of the Montreux 
Convention whi<ch we need to consider in the 
light of the reply which we have had from the 
Council of Ministers. I should be glad to hear 
what the Rapporteur of the Committee has to say 
on this matter, because I believe that, whatever 
is done this afternoon, it is very important that 
our Committee should, in the light of the report 
which we have had from the Council of Ministers, 
give considerable further thought to the question 
of the interpretation of the Montreux Convention 
and come forward with some proposal such as, 
for example, that the North Atlantic Council 
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should consider the appropriate interpretation 
of this somewhat complicated text. I should be 
glad to hear the reply of the Committee to this 
probing amendment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -I give you 
the floor, Mr. Rapporteur. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). - I 
accept that the amendment is a probing amend
ment. Therefore, I would be prepared to alter 
the first part of it to soften the recommendation 
that the United Nations should have its own 
observation satellite capability. I suggest that 
any such capability should be available to the 
Secretary-General. By that I mean that other 
powers should provide the machinery and there
fore meet the expense of such a satellite sur
veillance capacity and that it should be made 
available to the Secretary-General. I do not wish 
the United Nations to get into the satellite 
busimess as such and to construct satellite capa
city. That was not the intention of the first part 
of the amendment. I hope that that concession 
will make Mr. Roper a little happier. 

The new paragraph would read : 

"Calling for satellite observation capability to 
be made available to the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations;" 

I think that would get round the problem of 
the United Nations being obliged to pay for such 
capability. 

As for the second haJf of the amendment, I 
think that we should stand firm on what we 
consider aJt this stage of the debate to be our 
reading of the Montreux Convention. I wish to 
remind the Assembly of an imteresting passage 
in Mr. Inan's speech when he mentioned the 
possibility - I do not think he put it any higher 
- of a Soviet base in Cyprus and compared that 
by implication with the possibility of a Soviet 
aircraft carrier being aJlowed through the Straits. 

I do not accept that there is a relationship 
between these two ideas, but I believe at this 
stage it would be helpful for the Assembly to 
stress the standard conventional western. inter
pretation of the Montreux Convention because 
we know from the answers given by the Council 
of Ministers that it is doing precisely this exercise 
at the moment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Rap
porteur, do you accept the amendment which has 
been tabled and which is under discussion, 
designed to leave out the sixth paragraph of the 
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The President (continued) 

preamble? The aim is to allay Mr. Roper's 
anxieties. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- May I ask 
whether Mr Critchley will give an undertaking 
that the Defence Committee, in the light of the 
reply from the Council, will make further studies 
on this difficult problem ? Unless he is able to do 
so, I must press my amendment. 

1\Ir. CRITCHI,EY (United Kingdom). - Mr. 
Roper knows very well that the Defence Com
mittee has a heavier load of work at the moment 
than it has had for some time. I would gladly 
give such an assurance, but I am a little doubt
ful as to the time scale. It would be particularly 
difficult if Mr. Roper wanted a study to be 
undertaken between the present time and May, 
but if he were to insist on a study being carried 
out between the present time and next November
December, the Committee would gladly meet his 
wishes. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The Com
mittee has given an answer which I might 
describe as of a temporising nature. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - No. 

The PRESIDENT. - Yes, that is so. 
(Translation).- Nevertheless, I put Mr. Roper's 
amendment to the vote. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation). 
- Mr. President ... 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - You have 
had your say, Mr. Roper. The Rapporteur has 
given you an answer. We cannot proceed with 
a debate in these conditions. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation). 
- On a point of order ... 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The Rap
porteur has answered your question. You cannot 
speak again except by •asking for the floor. You 
intervene constantly in the discussion in which 
we are engaged. Everybody must have his turn 
to speak, otherwise we must change our proced
ure. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- I have been 
assured that I have the right to reply to a debate 
on an amendment. I trust, Mr. President, that 
you will follow the rules of procedure. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - You do 
not have the floor. You only have the ri·ght to 
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reply by asking for the floor ; this is not a public 
place; we are in an assembly which has rules of 
procedure. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - May I 
request the suspension of the sitting while you, 
Mr. President, consult the Clerk on the question 
of procedure. I understand that I have the 
right to reply to a debate on an amendment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -You had 
the floor, and the Rapporteur replied to you. 
Everything was voted on normally. If you ask 
for the floor again, we shall never finish with 
this debate. The Assembly is sovereign, and a 
vote will put an end to this debate. I call the 
Rapporteur. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). - I 
understand that Mr. Roper is preprured to with
draw the amendment on the assurances which I 
have given him. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- I want to 
assist the work of the Assembly, but unfor
tunately, Mr. President, in your high office you 
seem to be denying me the possibility of assist
ing the Assembly's work. What I am ·attempting 
to do, in the light of what I have been told by 
the Chairman of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments, is to withdraw the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - No one 
had any such intention, Mr. Roper. You have had 
the floor as often as you asked, I might even say, 
if I may, a little more than your share. Unfor
tunately, at a certain moment your microphone 
was not working because you had put your hand 
on it. There was ·therefore no interpretation and 
the majority of members could not understand 
what was going on. Do you withdraw your 
amendment? 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- I am sorry, 
Mr. President, if we have managed to misunder
stand each other twice because of translation dif
ficulties or the fact that I have had the folly of 
speaking your language. I have done my best 
to assist the Assembly. I have a right to reply 
before a vote is taken. Havilllg given my reply 
it was my intention, since an amendment has 
been ·accepted by the Rapporteur and in view 
of the assurances that he has given, to withdraw 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
amendment is withdrawn. The Rapporteur would 
like to clarify the position. 
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Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). -May 
I inform the Assembly that a new paragraph is 
therefore substituted as follows : 

"Calling for satellite observation capability to 
be made available to the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations ;" 

Then the final paragraph would reiterate the 
earlier recommendation calling for the correct 
application of the Montreux Convention to 
prevent the passage of aircraft-carTiers through 
the Dardanelles. In other words, we have divided 
the two recommendations on those lines. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I shall 
put the Rapporteur's motion to the vote. 

SEVERAL REPRESENTATIVES.- What 
are we voting on ? 

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation). 
- We have not had the French translation ; we 
would like to hear it. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Here it 
is : We are calling for satellite observation capa
bility to be made available to the Secretary
General of the United Nations. 

I think that the text is a general one and does 
not call for any particular reservations. 

Are there any more observations ? I put the 
text to the vote. 

The text is adopted. 

We shall now e:x:amine the recommendation. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - I ask 
for the floor. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Krieg. 

1\fr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - I am 
sorry, Mr. President. We are trying to do a 
serious job. Mr. Critchley has gone to consi
derable trouble to submit a report which, whether 
we agree with it or not, is well presented. Now 
we are in the middle of voting on an amendment 
for which we do not have the text. I did not 
understand the interpretation. If we must work 
under such conditions, ilt is not worth while, but 
a waste of time for everybody: 

The text is worthy of discussion and analysis. 
We are discussing something which we do not 
have ; this is not a good method. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Mr. Krieg, 
I take note of your remarks which are perfectly 
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judicious, but a number of amendments has been 
tabled, and the Committee has expressed itself 
through its Rapporteur, saying that it was pre
pared to accept some of these amendments 
without discussion. I therefore had to put them 
to the vote. As the Committee has changed its 
opinion during the course of the debates, the 
method is certainly not very sound and gives 
rise to much misunderstanding. It would there
fore have been better if the Committee had 
studied these amendments beforehand and pro
vided us with specific texts for insertion into 
the recommendation or its preamble. 

I ,am now obliged to proceed to the recom
mendation proper. 

The text of Amendment No. 5 is as follows: 

In paragraph 1 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out "NATO and" and insert "theiir 
partners and allies in Europe and in particular". 

I call Mr. Roper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I beg to 
move the amendment standing in my name, along 
vtith those of Mr. Dankert and Mr. van Ooijern. 
As you have not given us any information on 
this subject, although we have now passed from 
the preamble to the recommendations, rund you 
assured us that we would first consider the 
amendments to the recommendations which were 
accepted by the Committee, I have to assume that 
neither this nor :any other of the amendments to 
the recommendations are acceptable to the Com
mittee, in spite of assurances which I had pre
viously received, but that is what I have now 
come to expect. I would, however, ask, Mr. Presi
dent, whether you would accept, and whether the 
Assembly would accept, that this amendment be 
moved with one verb& change. I win read it 
slowly so that it can be translated. I understand 
that in this form it may be acceptable to the 
Rapporteur. I wish to leave out "NATO", for 
the reasons I expressed this morning, that I 
believe it should not be the institution as such, 
and to replace it with the words "their partners 
and allies and in particul8ll'". That is to move 
it exactly as on the order paper but leaving out 
the words "in Europe" in the English te:x:t and 
the word "europeens" in the French text. 

I beg to move the amendment, and I trust that 
on this occasion I will, at the end of the debate, 
have the right of reply. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). - I 
will accept the amendment. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does 
anyone else wish to speak L 

I put the amendment to the vote. 

Tke amendment is adopted. 

We shall now examine Amendment No. 1 
tabled by Mr. Krieg to leave out paragraph 4 
of the draft recommendation proper and insert : 

"4. Foster the accession of Greece to the 
~JEC ;" 

I call Mr. Krieg. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, I explained about this amendment in 
my speech this morning. Having since heard the 
explanations of the Turkish Representative who 
submitted to us his country's point of view, I 
propose slightly to modify my text so as to f()Ster 
the accession of Greece and Turkey to the EEC. 

I think my amendment is preferable to that 
of Mr. Roper because the agreements associating 
Greece and Turkey with the EEC already exist. 
They had been suspended so far as Greece was 
concerned and maintained for Turkey. It is un
necessary to express the hope that these asso
ciation agreements should be developed. They 
exist and are developing normally. 

It is to be hoped that Greece and Turkey will 
become full members of the EEC as quickly as 
possible. This is the purpose of my Amendment 
No. 1, and I ask the Assembly to adopt it. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Roper. 

Mr. ROPI<JR (United Kingdom). - I do not 
think there is a great deal of difference between 
Mr. Krieg and myself on this matter, particularly 
as I undel"Stand that he has amended his own 
amendment to add Turkey to Greece,· amd there
fore we should read his amendment as "Foster 
the accession of Greece and Turkey to the EEC". 
I think I am right in understanding it in that 
light. I used the formulation in my amendment 
- this is why I prefer my text to his - because 
the association agreements themselves envisaged 
the eventual membership of both Greece and 
Turkey in the Community, and it is merely a 
question of seeing a faster development of those 
association agreements which already exist rather 
than taking other initiatives within the Com
munity. I do not, therefore, think there is a great 
deal of difference between us on this matter, 
except that one would follow along the lines of 
an international agreement which is already 
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agreed by all nine members of the existing Com
munity, and the other would require a new nego
tiation, which might create difficulties. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Krieg. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - I 
reply to Mr. Roper to say simply that there is 
in fact very little difference between his amend
ment and mine, except that mine provides for 
an additional step - the accession of these two 
countries to the EEC. If, as I hope, my amend
ment is adopted, his would automatically fall 
since it does not go so far as mine. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Dr. 
Mabon. 

Dr. MABON (United Kingdom).- Mr. Roper's 
amendment is much more practical tham that 
proposed by Mr. Krieg. Mr. Roper's amendment 
accepts the fact that there are difficulties for 
both Greece and Turkey to accede to full mem
bership of the EEC at once. I wonder if anyone 
has ever consulted the Governments of Turkey 
and Greece about the problems associated with 
immediate accession. 

The Governments of Greece and Turkey are 
not knocking on the door of the European 
Council of Ministers and demanding immediate 
accession to the treaty as full members, nor are 
the Council of Ministers saying to Greece and 
Turkey : "I am sorry, you cannot become full 
members." It is a simple economic fact that 
Greece and Turkey are in a difficult situation 
with regaro to coming into the Common Market 
as complete members. 

With respect to my colleague, Mr. Krieg, it is 
therefore much more practical to accept Mr. 
Roper's amendment rather than academically to 
argue for what is not possible politically at the 
present time. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Leynen. 

Mr. LEYNEN (Belgium) (Translation). - I 
support Dr. Mabon's point of view. Greece and 
Turkey have association status. Greece's status 
as an associate was suspended for a certain time. 
It is not realistic to consider full membership 
either now or in the next few years. That is why, 
in my opinion, it would be better to take up 
Mr. Roper's text calling for the deV'elopment of 
the a.<lSOciation agreements between Greece and 
Turkey and the Community. In my opinion that 
is the best text. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Krieg. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, I had some feelings of anxiety a few 
moments ago, and I feel still more anxious now, 
since I wonder whether we are being correctly 
interpreted and whether what we are saying is 
understandable in a language other than our 
own. What Mr. Leynen says leads me to believe 
th:at it is I who am expressing myself in a lan
guage that I do not understand or that others do 
not understand. 

I had another example of this with Mr. Critch
ley, who in his reply just now put a whole series 
of remarks into my mouth which I had not made. 
If he will be good enough to refer, when the text 
appears, to my statement of this morning he 
will observe that I never made the remarks he has 
attributed to me. Similarly, I never made those 
that are being attributed to me now ; I never 
said it was necessary for Greece and Turkey to 
accede to the EEC immediately, or tomorrow. I 
merely said that as these two States already had 
the status of countries associated with the EEC, 
there were two solutions : either we consider that 
all is well as it stands, and that no further pro
gress should be made ; or else we coosider that 
we must take another step forward later on. 

Now - and I think that I understood the 
excellent French spoken by the Representative 
of the Turkish Government who is present here 
- I heard him voice the reproach that I had only 
mentioned Greece and not his own country. But 
in doing so I had taken the rhetorical precaution 
of saying that I could not prejudge what Turkey 
desired, not having heard an appeal from the 
Turkish side. 

What I understand today is that Greece and 
Turkey wish to join the EEC some day or other. 
It is a desire that we must encourage, and we 
hope that one day it will be realised. We do not 
have to think that this will happen on 1st 
January 1975, or even on 1st January 1976, but 
if we stand still where we are now, that means 
that we are displaying no real interest in or 
attention to the wishes of two countries which I 
find eminently congenial. 

For that reason I maintain my amendment, 
which has some meaning, against th:art of Mr. 
Roper which - I hope he \vill forgive me -
implies satisfaction with the existing state of 
affairs. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Waltmans. 
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Mr. WALTMA.i~S (Netherlands) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, in view of the conse
quences that the United Kingdom's membership 
alone is already going to have on the European 
Community's regional fund, I do not believe it 
is realistic at the present time to press for full 
membership of the EEC for Turkey and Greece. 
I believe that it is more realistic, more practical 
and thus more proper to support the amendment 
from Mr. Roper, Mr. Dankert and Mr. van 
Ooijen. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -I call Mr. 
Siegle1'8Chmidt. 

Mr. SIEGLERSCHMIDT (Federal Republic 
of Germany) (Too.nslation). - Mr. President, 
just two comments on what Mr. Krieg has said. 
It is true that he merely spoke of "fostering", 
and that no condition was laid down with regard 
to time. But in the first place it is a common
place that in politics it is a matter of when and 
how something is said. And secondly I would 
point out that we are still suffering from certain 
digestive difficulties with regard to the three new 
accessions. That should also be borne in mind 
here. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Krieg. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Transla;tion). - I am 
in agreement with Mr. Roper in putting forward 
a proposal which will, I believe, satisfy every
body, since I attach great value to my text. This 
proposal is to consolidate Amendments Nos. 1 
and 6 to give the following wording : "Develop 
the association agreements of Greece and Turkey 
with the European Community with a view to 
fostering the a,ccession of these countries to the 
EEC." (Applause) 

Mr. LEYNEN (Belgium) (Translation).- If 
you prefer that, I think it is already inherent 
in the status of an associate member and that it 
is rather a pleonasm ; nevertheless, I associate 
myself with this wording. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Ley
nen, as far as I am concerned, I think that this 
is an evolving situation. Association constitutes 
a beginning and will culminate in accession. 

I call the Rapporteur. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). -As 
the discussion has proceeded, I must confess that 
I have come more and more to favour the original 
form of words in the amendment. None the less, 
circumstances being as they are, I would be 
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Mr. Critchley (continued) 

equally happy to accept the compromise that has 
recently been reached, namely, to foster the asso
ciation agreements with Greece and Turkey in 
order to further the accession of these countries 
to the European Community. This blend of all 
three ideas should commend itself to the 
Assembly. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdorn).- I believed 
for a moment that the entente cordiale was 
reigning supreme but, alas, the Rapporteur has 
snatched that happy moment of agreement. 

I had hoped that the formulation Mr. Krieg 
put forward in French might have read in 
English along the following lines: "Develop the 
association agreements between Greece and 
Turkey towards the objective of their full mem
bership of the European Community." I hope 
that would be acceptable to both Mr. Krieg and 
the Rapporteur as it is to me. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - At the 
conclusion of this exhaustive and impassioned 
debate, Mr. Krieg and Mr. Raper have reached 
agreement and are presenting to us a text that 
is not a compromise but a great improvement. I 
put it to the vote. 

The text is agreed to. 

Mr. Kri.eg has tabled Amendment No. 2, which 
proposes that paragraph 3 of the draft recom
mendation proper be left out. 

I call Mr. Krieg. 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - Mr. 
President the amendment in question is one on 
which I g~ve a lengthy explanation this morning, 
and I was sorry to see that Mr. Critchley under
stood the opposite of what I said. I do not want 
at this hour of the day to re-open a discussion 
which has already been marked by a certain 
confusion, but in the end I ask myself to what 
extent this report should not suffer the same fate 
as mine did yesterday, of being referred back to 
Committee for clarification. The fact never
theless remains that I was basing myself on the 
reply given by the Council to Written Question 
148 which I had addressed to it. That reply indi
cated that the seven governments of WEU, of 
which the govel'!Illlllent of Mr. Critchley was one, 
were in no way inclined to link the probleDlB of 
British sovereignty over the bases in Cyprus with 
the whole complex of questions involved in the 
defence of Europe. I said in conclusion this 
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morning, guessing what the fate of my amend
ment would be, that I thought it unprofitable 
to urge the Council of Ministers to reconsider a 
position which I, for my part, deem to be a wise 
one. For this once that I approve the position of 
the Council of Ministers, I am sure that the 
Assembly will not approve mine. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Waltmans. 

Mr. W ALTMANS (Nether lands) (Transla
tion). -Mr. President, have I understood aright 
that Mr. Krieg is proposing sending the Critchley 
report back to the Committee Y 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - Cer
tainly not ! I shall end up by thinking that I am 
speaking double Dutch. I believe that for a num
ber of sessions past the interpretation has not 
always been good ; and I say this here as I have 
already said it at the Council of Europe. I 
never asked for reference back to Committee. I 
simply said that there had been so much con
fusion that we would end up by wondering 
whether it would not be appropriate to refer the 
text back to the Committee ; but I never 
requested reference back in a formal way. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- There has 
been some C()IIJ.fusion then. 

I call Mr. Waltmans. 

Mr. W ALTMANS (Netherlands) (Transla
tion). - This is not the fault of the interpreting, 
Mr. President. Mr. Krieg was a little unclear in 
the way he expressed himself. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -My dear 
colleagues, we must put an end to this debate 
on linguistics and syntax. In reality, we under
stand very clearly what Mr. Krieg wants, and it 
must, moreover, be recognised that interpretation 
must be proving a delicate matter. 

Having cleared up that point, I am going to 
put the amendment subinitted by Mr. Krieg to 
the vote. 

Mr. CERl\fOLACCE (France) (Translation). 
- I do not want to add to the confusion of this 
debate, but the text of the amendment has not 
been distributed, so that we do not know exactly 
on what we are being called upon to vote. Per
haps our colleague, Mr. Krieg, could clarify 
briefly the bearing of his text. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Krieg. 
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Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). - I do 
not wish to encroach unduly on the time of this 
Assembly, but I owe it to myself to reeall that, 
in the written question that I addressed to the 
Council of Ministers on 25th July last, I asked 
what guarantees the member States of WEU 
might expect from the British Government with 
regard to the maintenance of its bases in Cyprus. 
On 28th October 197 4, the Council of Ministers 
communicated to me their reply, in which they 
stated that the seven countries, with the United 
Kingdom among them, had agreed that the Lon
don and Zurich agreements did not necessarily 
constitute the basis for any pOf!Sible settlement 
that might come about in the island of Cyprus. 
Now, these agreements today constitute the legal 
foundation for the continued presence of British 
bases in Cyprus. The question which arises for 
the future is, therefore, whether Europe should 
insist that the agreement which must be con
cluded should cover the maintenance of British 
sovereignty in this island. As I have mentioned 
all too briefly, this affair has a certain odour of 
colonialism because of British sovereignty over 
these bases. 

I would repeat what I said this morning : in 
view of the position adopted by the Council of 
Ministers of the Seven, with the British Govern
ment among them, it did not seem to me pro
fitable to be more Catholic than the Pope, and 
for that reaaon I suggest that this paragraph 
should be purely and simply deleted. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Roper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - Could I 
a:sk whether the President should have his ear
phones on? I want first to ask the technical 
question whether if this amendment is adopted 
- that is the second part of Mr. Krieg's Amend
ment No. 2 -under the procedure which you, 
Mr. President, are following, Amendment No. 9 
which is in my name falls. I should like your 
ruling on that technical point first. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - That 
appears to be a correct interpretation. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- I am most 
grateful to you for your interpretation, Mr. Pre
sident, and it is because of that, and not for 
any other reason, that I feel I have to oppose 
Mr. Krieg's amendment. I apprecirute the point 
on international law that he has raised, and in 
paragraph 44 of the explanatory memorandum 
the Rapporteur, and Mr. Critchley in particular, 
has already drawn attention to the reply by the 
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Council of Ministers to Written Question 148. 
I pointed out that the six other WEU members 
are not legally bound. That is why I felt that 
the formulation in my Amendment No. 9 which 
did not raise the difficult question of the sover
eign bases but also covered various defence 
installations which are outside the sovereign 
bases was a much more satisfactory formula
tion. I therefore have to oppose the Krieg amend
ment in the hope that the Assembly will subse
quently amend the original recommendation in 
the way proposed in my Amendment No. 9. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - What 
does the Committee think ? 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). -Mr. 
Krieg seems to be advocating the fate for my 
report which befell his own yesterday. I would 
not like that to happen to anyone. But I have 
to confess that I am opposed very strongly to 
his amendment and would be very happy to 
recognise and accept on behalf of the Committee 
Mr. Roper's amendment in its place. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Since the 
Committee has accepted Mr. Roper's amendment, 
I shall put it to the vote. (Protests) 

Mr. KRIEG (France) (Translation). -Since 
my amendment is furthest from the text under 
discussion, it should be taken by the Assembly 
first. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
Assembly must obviously decide, but I thought 
it better to consider Mr. Roper's amendment 
immediately since it had been accepted by the 
Rapporteur. (Murmurs of dissent) 

I call Mr. Roper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I defend 
Mr. Krieg's position here. I asked you earlier, 
Mr. President, whether there were any other 
amendments accepted by the Committee and you 
assured me that there were not. If there were, 
however, you should have announced it at that 
time. It is quite unfair at this stage, after Mr. 
Krieg has moved his amendment, for this other 
amendment suddenly to be introduced. As I 
understand it, the interpretation you have just 
given me is that this recommendation should be 
voted on first, and that if it is defeated, as I 
hope that it will be, we proceed to the other, 
but it would not be fair play if we were to 
follow any other practice at this time. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
Assembly is sovereign. If it so wishes, I shall 
put Mr. Krieg's amendment to the vote first. 
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The President (continued) 

Two amendments were tabled simultaneously. 
The Committee agreed to one, and I therefore 
considered it my duty to put it to the vote 
first. Its sponsor now withdraws to some extent 
and suggest.<~ that the other amendment should 
be put to the vote first, since it moves the total 
elimination of the paragraph. 

Mr. de NIET (Netherlands) (Translation). -
On a point of order, Mr. President. It is not a 
question whether Mr. Roper wishes that. It is 
a question of what is the right ruling, which is 
very different. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - To put 
an end to this debate, which has beeome, if I may 
say so in the presence of the Ambassador, SO!Ille
what Byzantine, I put Mr. Krieg's amendment, 
'vhich goes further than that of Mr. Roper, to 
the vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

I put Mr. Roper's amendment, whieh has been 
accepted by the Committee, to the vote. 

The amendment is adopted. 

You will notice all the same that this pro
longed debate is a demonstration of the vitality 
of the Assembly. (Smiles) 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France).- Mr. Pre
sident, I would point out that Byzantium is in 
Turkey. (Lmtghter) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Excuse 
me, but Byzantium was never in Turkey ; 
Constantinople, later Istanbul, is in Turkey. 
Byzantium was in Greece. I refer to history. 

We now come to the last amendment which 
has been tabled, No. 10, submitted by Mr. Mat
tick and Mr. Richter and worded as follows : 

1. At the beginning of the draft recommendation 
proper, insert the following paragraph : 

"1. Request member governments of WEU to 
examine to what extent humanitarian aid for 
the 200,000 refugees on Cyprus could be 
enhanced, particularly, whether through rapid 
deliveries from reserve defence stocks the sur
vival of those concerned through the winter 
could be ensured ; furthermore to appeal to 
the responsible States to dissolve the refugee 
camps and to house the refugees in civilised 
quarters ; " 
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2. Leave out paragraph 5 of the draft recom
mendation proper. 

I call Mr. Richter to move the amendment. 

Mr. RICHTER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
('l'ranslation).- Mr. President, in our prelimin
ary discussions it was agreed with the Rappor
teur that provision should be made for an amend
ment of this sort. The Rapporteur pointed out 
that he welcomed Mr. Mattick's suggestion to 
place the humanitarian aspects firmly in the 
foreground. I believe that also reflects the feel
ing in the Committee. 

I would also make room for the very minor 
amendment to the recommendation that the 
request be made to governments and not to 
defence ministers direct. I believe this is the 
right approach. 

I 'would ask the Assembly to support this 
recommendation. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Dr. Mabon. 

Dr. MABON (United Kingdom).- This is an 
admirable amendment. I support it completely 
except for the final paragraph of the first part 
where, in the English text, it says : 

"furthermore to appeal to the responsible 
States to dissolve the refugee camps and to 
house the refugees in civilised quarters ;" 

I suggest that such a recommendation is quite 
unreal and impracticable at present. There is 
not the accommodation in the various towns in 
Cyprus. Some of them have been devastated. 
Some of them are occupied by the Turkish forces. 
Some of them have suffered in battle. It is unreal 
for anyone who knows anything of the situa
tion in the southern area of Cyprus to believe 
that it is within the competence of the British 
Govemment or anybody else to dismantle the 
camps that are there and put the refugees into 
proper housing accommodation. 

I have no doubt that my colleagues Mattick 
and Richter want this to be so. I certainly wish 
this to be so. However, it would make us a very 
academic, unreal and unpolitical assembly if we 
were to make this request seriously when it is 
impracticable so to do. I strongly support the 
amendment but believe that we should delete 
the portion begi.nning "furthermore to appeal", 
because what is requested is not possible in 
December 197 4 with a winter coming up. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir 
Frederie Bennett. 

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). 
- I want to say a few words in support of what 
my colleague Dr. Dickson Mabon has said. We 
should not include in the amendment at the last 
minute utterly unreal and unrealistic sentiments. 
Any of us who know the situation in the Cyprus 
refugee camps know that there is no p~bility 
in the foreseeable future of better quarters being 
found for the refugees inside the areas where 
they are now. The best we can hope for, which 
opens a more controversial debate which we 
certainly could not undertake at this hour, is 
that we should h88ten the return of the people 
in the camps to their own homes, either where 
they lived before or in another part of Cyprus. 
To put in a request such as that beginning 
"furthermore" in this context would be mis
understood and misrepresented, because what 
the overwhelming majority of the people in 
these camps want at the moment is, not better 
quarters, but to get home. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Leynen. 

Mr. LEYNEN (Belgium) (Translation).- The 
statistics mention 200,000 refugees of Greek 
origin and 30,000 refugees of Turkish origin. The 
figure of 200,000 given i1n the amendment might 
lend itself to ambiguity ; I merely ask if it would 
not be better to give no figure and say : "the 
refugees of the two communities", thus avoid
ing any ambiguity. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I caH 
Mr. Schweneke. 

Mr. SCHWENCKE (Federal Republic of 
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, we 
all know that the refugees are in dire need. We 
should do ourselves the credit in this Assembly 
of planning and thinking beyond the current 
situation we have had described. Even if our 
decision goes beyond what is possible at the 
moment, I think it is sufficiently important to 
be adopted by this Assembly. I feel we would 
do well to leave this amendment by our colleagues 
Mr. Mattick and Mr. Richter just as it stands. 
We should not quarrel about the number of coun
tries, but adopt this amendment in its present 
form, thus making its intention and its aim quite 
clear. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Critchley. 
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Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom).- My 
instinct, even at this late hour, is to oppose this 
amendment. It hardly moves the burden very 
far .:..,_ or at least that sentiment applies to the 
first part of the amendment. I agree with my 
colleague, Dr. Mabon, that it is impracticable to 
go beyond the original recommendation. The 
question of any settlement in Cyprus conceivably 
is made more difficult rather than easier by the 
construction of dwellings which might be of a 
permanoot character. 

I believe that the movers of the amendment 
have found themselves in a situation where their 
hearts have overruled their heads. If they were 
to look again at recommendation 5, they would 
see that it is a sensible recommendation, care
fully worded, which goes as far as it is reason
able to go. I suggest that we reject the amend
ment and hold to the original text. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Dr. Mabon. 

Dr. MABON (United Kingdom).- On a point 
of order, Mr. President, you have been very 
lenient with the Assembly and indeed have been 
very sensible in dealing with earlier amendments. 
You have even allowed verbal amendments to 
amendments and you have done very well. 
However, I venture to suggest that it is very 
unfair to those of us who support part of the 
amendment to have to agree to the rest. Is it 
not possible to divide the amendment into two -
the first dealing with the first section of the 
paragraph and the second with the second sec
tion of the first paragraph. I think we are all 
agreed that we could re-arrange paragraph 2 ; 
there is no difficulty about that. However, I 
would find it a little difficult to vote for an 
amendment with which I sympathise, despite the 
Rapporteur, if I 8liil. also obliged to vote for the 
second part of the first section. 

I understand that the missing words in the 
English text are the words "at present". Unfor
tunately, the words "in future" should have been 
included. It would be irresponsible for any 
British parliamentarian to vote for an amend
ment including the phraJSe "at present". It is not 
possible to do so. I appeal to you, Mr. President, 
to allow a vote on both parts of the amendment 
rather than to take them as a whole. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I cannot 
accept your suggestion, no matter how much I 
sympathise with your feelings. 

Mr. JJeynen made a useful suggestion, for it 
is not known whether there are 200,000 or 
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230,000 refugees. Since the Committee rejects the 
amendment, and although I share the opinion 
of a number of those present, it is not possible 
to start drafting again in plenary session. 

I shall therefore put the amendment as tabled 
to the vote. 

Mr. RICHTER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation).- Mr. President, I want to oppose 
the splitting up of this amendment. I believe that 
our colleague's objections in this respect are 
covered by wha;t is said in our amendment. Our 
amendment does not rule out the possibility of 
negotiations between the two communities in 
Cyprus still taking place, and of the refugees 
returning to their own homes. The ideal - the 
best solution - would be if good sense prevailed 
among people in Europe, and if two NATO 
partners which are engaged in very friendly 
talks were to decide - in view of the distress 
in Cyprus - to come to such a settlement. There 
is no question of rebuilding, or anything of that 
sort. Plenty of scope is left for interpretatioo. 
We are calling for common sense in dealing with 
humanitarian problems, and are of course also 
thinking here of the Governments of Turkey 
and Greece. Thrut is a good base to start from. 
If the time £.actor is to be allowed for, I might 
be prepared to insert the phrase "as soon as pos
sible" somewhere, in order to state expressly 
that it should be brought about as soon as pos
sible. But please do not divide up the amend
ment ; that would detract from its effectiveness. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Richter, you have tabled an amendment which 
has been slightly modified as a result of a 
judicious remark made by Mr. Leynen. It is not 
possible to draft a new amendment. 

Does anyone else wish to speak Y ... 

I put the amendment as tabled, together with 
Mr. Leynen's suggestion, and as rejected by the 
Committee, to the vote. 

The amendment is adopted. (Applause) 

Dr. MABON (United Kingdom).- On a point 
of order. If you, Mr. President, can accept an 
amendment in the sensible way in which you did 
to delete the figure of 200,000 in respect of the 
refugees - and I agree with that matter - and 
if the proposer of the motion can suggest that 
the words "as soon as possible" be added, why 
is it not possible for the words "as soon as pos-
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sible" to be adopted in the resolution? Surely 
it is not outside the bounds of competence of the 
President to try to reach an agreed solution. I 
have not voted for or against the motion because 
I object to the fact that we cannot insert the 
words "as soon as possible". In future, Sir, I 
appeal to you if you are to allow one verbal 
amendment to allow two, three or four amend
ments. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I am 
sorry, Dr. Mabon, you asked to speak on a point 
of order and have spoken about something quite 
different. 

The fact is that the amendment was tabled 
and then modified as a result of reasonable com
ments made within the Assembly. That amend
ment has been voted and adopted, although 
rejected by the Committee; consequently, the 
debate is closed. It is too easy to ask to speak 
on a point of order and then deal with something 
quite different. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I should 
like to explain why, with great reluctance, I had 
to vote against the amendment tabled by Mr. 
Richter and his colleague. I did not do so because 
I was in any way unsympathetic towards the 
humanitarian objectives which I know he and 
his colleagues have at heart but because, unfor
tunately, owing to the procedures of the Assem
bly and the fact that it was not possible to 
have as much detailed discussion and consulta
tion as was desirable on such a delicate mrutter, 
we had a text which in some ways could be mis
interpreted. That is why I reluctantly had to 
vote against the amendment. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Roper, I take note of what you say but I would 
remind you that Rule 26, paragmph 6, states : 
"When the examination of the text has been 
concluded, only explanations of vote may be 
made before the vot..e is taken on the text as a 
whole." 

The incident is closed. 

I shall put the whole draft reoommendation 
proposed by the Rapporteur to the vote. 

Mr. CERMOLAOCE (France) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, we ask for a roll-call vote. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -We shall 
take a vote by roll-call. 

The roll-call will begin with the name of Sir 
Frederic Bennett. 
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The votJing is open. 

(A vote by roll-call was then taken) 

(Sir John Rodgers, Vice-President of the 
Assembly, took the Chair in place of Mr. Nessler) 

The PRESIDENT.- Does anybody else wish 
to vote L 

The voting is closed. 

The result of ·the vote is as follows 1 
: 

Number of votes cast ............ 53 
Ayes ........................... 48 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

The amended draft recommendation is adopt
ed 2

• 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). - What is the number of abstentions Y 

The PRESIDENT. - I understand you are 
saying there is an e~tra abstention to be recorded. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (Translation).- Yes, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT.- I will correct the situa
tion immediately. This is the first time I have 
had the honour to preside over your gathering 
and I crave your indulgence and goodwill for the 
rest of the session. I apologise, Mr. de Monrtes
quiou. The record has now been corrected. 

Mr. WALTMANS (Netherlands) (Tmnsla1:J.ion). 
-Now I am getting a little confused, Mr. Presi
dent. The result of the vote has not been given 
correctly. I heard "contre" three or four times 
while you now mention only two votes agairurt: 
Are you counting votes against as only worth 
one-half? 

The PRESIDENT. - I can only rely on the 
figures as given me by the Clerk. We have three 
names down here shown as having abstained. If 
there are more members than that, I can tell you 
- perhaps I should not -the names of the three 
people who abstained. That is the position. 

The final vote is as I announced it three . ' agamst and three abstentions. Therefore the 
motion is carried. ' 

1. See page 25. 
2. See page 28. 
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Mr. PAGE (United Kingdom).- On a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDENT. - This is a little out of 
order, but I will allow you to speak. 

Mr. PAGE (United Kingdom).- I was hoping 
to say on this item of business before it is closed 
on behalf of the Conservative members' delega
tion to the Assembly that we wish to dissociate 
ourselves completely from Mr. Roper's unjusti
fied and discourteous criticism of your predeces
sor in the Chair during the debate. 

The PRESIDENT.- I am new in the Chair, 
but I think if you wish to express such a point 
of view, it must be by way of a motion. However, 
you have made your point. 

Dr. MABON (United Kingdom).- On a point 
of order. I request you, Mr. President, as the 
distinguished Chairman of our gathering, to ask 
the President and his colleagues, the Vice
Presidents, to look into the question of procedure 
on so-called verbal amendments which we in the 
House of Commons 'SOmetimes call manuscript 
amendments. I am in favour of manuscript or 
verbal amendments. 

'Ve have seen at least four examples of verbal 
amendments by the Rapporteur and by indi
vidual representatives here today, but the Presi
dent would not allow a suggested verbal amend
ment by Mr. Richter supported by me in the last 
debate. 

I wish to know how the Chair distinguishes 
between one verbal amendment and another. 
Either all verbal amendments are in order or 
no verbal amendments are in order. There surely 
cannot be any distinction. However, I may speak 
in ignomnce. Therefore, I wish to know from the 
Chair at the earliest possible time what procedure 
the Chair adopts to distinguish between one 
verbal amendment and another. I feel particu
larly aggrieved by this afternoon's business. 

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Dr. Mabon. 
I think you have raised a very important point, 
but it is not possible to criticise the selection of 
the Chair as to the choice and order of amend
ments. Nevertheless, the point you have raised is 
one which will be urgently submitted to the 
Procedure Committee for report and then I am 
sure that whoever is in the Chair will report the 
findings of that Committee. Thank you for 
raising the point. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - On a 
point of order. 
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The PRESIDENT. - We must get on with 
the business. We have distinguished Ministers 
from other countries present who wish to speak. 
I do not think we should continue with points 
of order. There will be other oooasions in Com
m.tittee when these points can be raised. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I under
stand by implication that reference may have 
been made to something I addressed earlier to 
the Chair in a moment of heat in the Assembly. 

If in any way I cast aBpersions on the Chair, 
I would of course wish to withdraw them. I was 
out of the Chamber only in order to check the 
text of my remarks for I did not wish to cast any 
aspel"Sion on the behaviour of the President. 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Roper. 
The Assembly accepts your ·statement. 

4. Address by Mr. Matthiifer, Minister of 
Research and Technology of the Federal 

Republic of Germany 

The PRESIDENT. - We have had the dis
tinguished Minister with us for some considerable 
time. I will therefore ask Mr. Hans Matthofer, 
Minister of Research ·and Technology of the 
~,ederal Republic of Germany, to address us. 

Mr. MatthOfer, I apologise for keeping you so 
long from speaking to us. 

Mr. MATTHOFER (Minister of Research and 
Technology of the Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies and Gen
tlemen, I would like to convey my thanks for 
the kind invitation from President Nessler to 
address the Assembly today. It was a call I 
willingly responded to. 

European policy on research and technology 
is faced by a number of fundamental decisioiiB, 
decisions in which the WEU Assembly, which bias 
rendered great services to the cause of Europe, 
should certainly have its say. 

I want to show by way of two examples what 
developments in European co-operation must be 
given thought at the present time, and which 
solutions we should in my view work for. First 
there is the matter of space co-operation - this 
point will, since it is on the Assembly's order 
paper, loom largest, although without anticipa
ting your Rapporteur, Mr. Warren- while the 
second concerns problems of energy policy, which 
I think are particularly urgent, and where again, 
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Mr. President, I do not wish to anticipate you in 
your capacity as Rapporteur. And finally I shall 
make a few general remarks about a European 
approach to research and technology. 

The peaceful exploration and use of space 
provides a good example of an opportunity for 
successful co-ordination and integration of natio
nal interests in Europe. Suooess here depends on 
a willingness to forego national plans in favour 
of European projects, and to Europeanise natio
nal projects, which means merging them into 
joint projects. It also depends on a major effort 
by Europe to establish an adequate and balanced 
European space programme. 

There are further grounds which justify this 
major effort and expenditure. We have to pave 
the way for new scientific and technological 
knowledge, and create conditions for utilising 
space technology applications, e.g. in telecommu
nications and earth resource surveys. The pro
jects decided on do not of course cover the entire 
spectrum of the possible future uses of telecom
munications and earth surveys. Nor is that pos
sible in view of the wealth of potential applica
tions of technology on the one hamd, and the 
limited funds available on the other. We must 
therefore set ourselves sensible priorities, and 
aim at meeting social needs, while including pro
jects which cater for the special requirements of 
developing countries. 

The industrialised countries of Europe, whose 
natural resources are limited, are always compel
led to seek a competitive advantage with the aid 
of technical innovation in order that they may 
exchange industrial products for vitally impor
tant raw materials aJild energy sources. It is 
therefore a welcome result of our space activities 
that for telecommunications a market for the 
products we are developing is already emerging 
outside Europe. 

Europe f.inds itself competing with the other 
space powers and with those who are today on 
the threshold of space. Government funded pro
grammes are helping to ensure the competi
tiveness of European industry. Thls encourage
ment is not a crutch for chronic invalids. It is 
intended to make industry gradually independent 
and self-supporting in the assisted areas. 

European co-operation in this area is an eco
nomic necessity. The cost of a single project lies 
somewhere between DM 100 million and DM 
2,000 million. These high costs virtually prohibit 
a single country from carrying out a worth
while space programme on its own. Over the 
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last ten years Europe has, all the same, had to 
find some DM 5,000 million for its joint projects. 
Yet eostly application projects - if one disre
gards the Europa launchers - began to be 
tackled only in the course of the last four years. 
The huge scale of funding required makes it 
imperative to avoid unnecessary and costly dupli
cation. It compels us to share out the work, and 
to co-ordinate and concentrate projects within 
the European framework. 

We do not find this necessity of European co
operation unwelcome. On the contrary, we all 
agree that European co-operation in the peaceful 
exploration and use of space represents a 
valuable contribution to European integration. 
The emphasis on joint activities in space should 
not mean any downgrading of other forms of 
.l!luropean co-operation. The arguments which are 
valid for space do not apply to all sectors. But 
I do regard the concentration of activities in a 
singl-e European space organisation, ESA, as 
indispensable. 

From the historical point of view there are 
three main reasons for pre.<mng ahead with the 
establishment of ESA : 

First, revision of the ESRO Convention has 
become necessary to take account of the changed 
tasks of the organisation. Originally set up solely 
for the scientif,ic exploration of space, ESRO has 
since 1969 turned increasingly towards the appli
cations of technology. The recommendations by 
the European space conference of 1971 expressed 
this trend for the first time in specific applica
tion projects. 

The failure of the ELDO Europa-II pro
gramme is seen against the background of other, 
non-European failures in the launcher sector, not 
particularly surprising. But it was particularly 
keenly felt because of the large amount of 
resources expended and the fact that Europe has 
not so far developed a successful heavy launcher, 
whereas the United StaJtes for example, while 
having had its failures, can point to brilliant suc
cesses. 

At the 1972 space conference the view pre
vailed that only by concentrating all efforts 
would it be possible to proceed with a European 
space programme. That programme was to be 
carried out by the European Space Agency. But 
ESA has still to start its work. H is true that its 
activities have, in the main, now been defined, 
but they are still being carried out within the 
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ESRO framework, which was not set up for that 
purpose and is suitable only to a limited extent. 
This has led to an unfortunate overloading of the 
ESRO management, a loss of motivation among 
its staff and the danger of programme slippage 
and cost overruns. A prompt solution of this 
problem is in my view a matter of urgency. The 
filling of the vacancies at the management level 
has so far not f·ailed because of a lack of suitable 
candidates. I hope therefore that it will still be 
possible to find solutions before the year is out. 

Consensus is also needed on a greater involve
ment of national space establishments. I have in 
mind the Deutsche Forschungs- und V ersuchs
anstalt fur Luft- und Raumfahrt and the French 
Centre National d'Etudes Spatiales. Because of 
the redu<-'tion in the national space programmes 
the personnel and facil.iJties of these centres are 
far from being fully uti.Hsed. 

The problems can be overcome. They must be 
solved now, so that the new agency can take up 
its tasks early next year. 

The tasks and programmes of the new space 
agency are manifold and wide-ranging : 

As well as the scientific programme there are 
the major experimental and application projects 
like the three telecommunication satellites OTS, 
Marots and Aerosat. While OTS is intended to 
serve for the experimental tra.nsnllssion of tele
phony and radio and television broadcasts, 
Marots and Aerosat are communication satellites 
to meet shipping and air navigation require
ments. The United States and Canada are taking 
part in the Aerosat project in addition to Europe. 
All three telecommunication satellites are to be 
orbited in 1977 and 1978. 

In the spring of 1977, the European weather 
satellite, Meteosat, will be launched into a goosta
tionary orbit. The S8itellite is Europe's contri
bution to the world-wide global atmospheric 
research programme, which will be carried out 
under the auspices of a special agency of the 
United Nations, the World Meteorological Organ
isation. 

The agency is also involved in the Spacela.b 
and Ariane projects. Testing of the Ariane 
launch vehicle is to begin in 1980. It is hoped to 
achieve a measure of European independence 
with regard to launcher capability. 

Spacelab, a manned space laboratory which can 
be used for a whole series of scientific, techno
logical and industrial tasks, is Europe's contribu
tion to the shuttle system. This co-operation with 
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America offers the chance of jointly developing 
and applying the necessary new technologies. 

In future the new agency will probably con
centrate on the following three fields : 

1. Spacelab payloads : we must select a few from 
among the numerous payload possibilities. Pro
cess technology, materials science, and the 
biosciences might take pride of place. 

2. Direct television : direct transmission of edu
cational material and information will probably 
play a special role in large developing countries 
with a weak infrastructure. It is true that new 
technical developments also lead to ·as yet 
unsolved legal probl-ems such as the conflict 
between the principle of the freedom of infor
mation and the claims of national sovereignty. 

3. Surveying of earth resources : large amounts 
of important data can be obtained in this way 
which otherwise would eilther be obtainable only 
at great expense or not be obtaina;ble at all. This 
new technology, too, gives rise to many difficult 
legal question in connection with data gathering 
and utilisation and the claims to sovereignty of 
the countries concerned. 

Two further aspects of the agency's work will 
be industrial policy and a greater attention paid 
to future users. The aim of industrial policy must 
be to increase, on a competitive basis, the capabi
lities of the enterprises involved in space 
engineering. 

The new space technologies are already being 
put to use in the interests of the developing 
countries ; and they will be making growing use 
of them in future. Examples are the use of earth 
survey data on humidity conditions and water 
resources in the Sahel area and the satellite pro
ject for educational television in India. 

Let me now make a few remarks about energy 
supplies. The oil crisis has brought home to all 
of us the need for international co-opemtion in 
the energy sector. For us Europeans there is 
the question of what part Europe can and should 
play. One of the most important initiatives as 
regards energy co-operation, the invitation to the 
W a:shington energy conference in the spring of 
this year, came not from Europe, but from the 
United States. Since then the work of the so
called Group of Twelve, by working out the 
International Energy Agency, has provided 
Atlantic co-operation in the field of energy. At 
the same time, however, a European problem has 
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also become apparent, as France is unfortunately 
not for the time being to take part in the lEA. 
From the European standpoint there are two 
particularly important points. First there is the 
relationship between the European Community 
and the lEA. This is primarily a matter of keep
ing open through the European Community's 
aecession to the lEA the option of working out 
a common European energy policy, and at the 
same time of making it possible for France to 
participate indirectly in the work done within 
the framework of the Agency. The other impor
tant point in my view is the world energy con
ference proposed by France for the spring of 
1975, at which the Community should speak with 
a single voice. 

The Federal Government sees no contradiction 
between these two initiatives. It takes, rather, the 
view that these are different approaches to the 
solution of the energy problem which are mutual
ly complementary: co-operation between the 
industrial countries is thus expressed within the 
framework of the lEA. The energy conference 
proposed by France will provide a forum for a 
world-wide dialogue between oil-producing coun
tries, industrial consumer countries and non-oil
producing developing countries. In both cases 
~urope can make its own, important contribution 
on the basis of a common European energy 
policy. The Federal Republic, for its part, is 
willing to do so. 

Research and development can make a substan
tial contribution to the solution of energy prob
lems, even if only in the medium or longer term. 
When we are talking about working out a com
mon European energy policy it is too easHy for
gotten that many-sided scientific co-operation 
in the energy sector already exists in Europe and 
is working well. 

In all this, nuclear research continues to be a 
key area. In Europe nuclear energy's share in 
the generating of electric power may amount to 
about a quarter by 1985. This is primarily a 
matter of the development of advanced reactor 
types, in which the breeder plays a specially 
important role since it seems likely to make a 
substantially more economical use of nuclear fucl. 

The Federal Republic is co-operruting with the 
Benelux countries in the development of the 
experimental reactor SNR 300 at Kalkar. The 
next step will be to commission German, French 
and Italian electricity supply undertakings to 
construct pilot plants. I would appeal to all those 
concerned to give their joint support and backing 
to this important but also costly project. 
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While giving all due weight to industrial com
petition and allowing for national industrial 
policy, it must nevertheless be possible, for a 
project of this magnitude, to arrive at a joint 
solution which is fair to all. 

Parallel with this is the development of the 
high temperature reactor. This type of reactor 
is important because, for example, it is extremely 
suitable for the gasification of coal and can thus 
contribute to a better utiliSil!tion of domestic 
sources of energy. A power station of this kind 
is under construction in the Federal Republic. 
There is good co-operation between the German 
f1rms working on this development with, among 
others, French industrial firms ; it is of course 
open to other European firms to join in too. 

As regards the supply of enriched uranium for 
the reactors, the necessary production capacity 
must be created to meet the growing require
ments of the European countries at the beginning 
of the 1980s. The United States, which is still so 
far continuing to supply the European market, 
will to a growing ertent be engaged in supplying 
its own market. Britain, the Netherlands and 
the Federal Republic have for some time there
fore been working successfully on the industrial 
development of the gas centrifuge, which pro
mises to be more economical and flexible than 
the conventional diffusion technique process. 
There will however be room for both processes 
in view of the expected requirements in the 
European market for the 1980s. 

As Mr. Small points out in the report before 
you the safety and security of nuclear power 
plants and the disposal of radioactive waste is 
also a very serious European problem. The popu
lation density of Europe calls for a maximum 
safetv effort. Considerable funds have therefore 
been· provided for in Euratom's multi-year 
research programme in order to arrive at joint 
solutions. 

In Euratom, the fusion programme is a good 
example of fruitful scientific co-operation in 
Europe which gets world-wide recognition and 
could therefore be a particularly suitable inde
pendent contribution by the Communirty to the 
lEA. The Community's work is not however 
limited to nuclear research. New sources of 
energy are also the subject of Community ini
tiatives. The Community's institutions are at 
present actively engaged in developing specific 
projects, in particular in connection with solar 
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energy, geothermics and hydrogen. I hope that 
work will be successfully concluded as soon as 
possible. The Federal Government will do 
everything possible to contribute to this end. 

From the wealth of industrial research prob
lems I have chosen space and energy, not only 
because they are so topical, but also because both 
areas can serve as examples for clarifying the 
development of Europe's research policy 
objectives. 

The efforts being made in the energy sector 
are a reaction to a world-wide crisis which has 
made endurably clear the urgency of joint action. 
From the threat to oil supplies there arose the 
necessity of acting together promptly. But it 
would be useful if research policy objectives 
could be defined in advance, instead of being 
reduced to reacting only when one has to. 

Bearing this in mind, co-operation in Europe 
should be pressed vigorously forward, and the 
most effective form of co-operation for each case 
developed. For space and energy, this has been 
done in a way which meets the particular require
ments of these two fields. Both ESA and the 
Energy Agency provide, in their own sphere, 
the right framework for fruitful co-operation. 
Both also offer the utmost degree of flexibi.lity. 
This is particularly important, because flexibility 
of organisation is an important prerequisite for 
success. 

We must not lose sight of the overriding aim 
of a comprehensive, self-contained European 
research and technology policy. Without such a 
policy there is the growing danger, in spite of 
all the progress made in individual sectors, that 
isolated actions will be going on alongside each 
other in an unco-ordinated manner. As a result 
quite different industrial structures would 
develop in different sectors, which would run 
counter to a common European industrial policy 
and inevitably lead to a chronic weakening of 
Europe; and that is something we simply cannot 
afford. 

What must be done, therefore, is increasingly 
to strengthen the European Community as the 
focal point for the development of a common 
European research and technology policy. This is 
the only way to ensure that we speak with a 
united European voice to the industrial countries 
of the West, to the East, and to the developing 
countries. This is the only way to set priorities 
for the individual sectors, and to use capacity 
where it is most urgently needed for the social 
and economic development of Europe. (Applause) 
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The PRESIDENT.- One or two members of 
the Assembly have said that they would like to 
address a question or two to you, Mr. Matthofer, 
if you are willing to take the questions and to 
answer them. 

Mr. MATTHOFER. - It wihl be a great 
pleasure, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT. - In that case I should 
like to ask Mr. Schwencke if he would care to 
ask Mr. Matthofer the first question. 

Mr. SCHWENKE (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). -If I may, Mr. President, 
I would like to put two questions to Mr. Matt
hOfer. 

The Minister has told the A!tiembly about the 
activities of the Federal German Government in 
the field for which he is responsible, and 
explained the priorities. In so doing he emphas
ised the clear precedence of the peaceful utilisa
tion of our resources. He also pointed out the 
European and world political context of these 
activities. 

My first question concerns the field which is 
very fa:miliar to him personally from his work 
as Secretary of State for economic co-operation. 
To what extent does such European co-operation 
assist the developing countries ? He touched, 
though briefly, on this point. 

The seeond question is perhaps a trifle specu
lative but is none the less certainly not without 
interest for this Assembly. How at the present 
time, when France has not yet indiea:ted her wil
lingness to co-operate, would he assess the chances 
of the energy conference planned for 1975 ? 

Mr. MATTHOFER (Translation).- I believe 
that European efforts in the field of research 
and technology policy have a two-fold significance 
for the developing countries. First we should 
e~amine our technologies to see whether they can 
be relevant to the special problems of the develop
ing countries. I am thinking here for e~ple of 
research into solar energy, the desalination of 
sea-water, corrosion, the development of small 
nuclear power plants, which can be brought to 
outlying areas to generate power without the 
need for a big supply network ; and of the con
tribution of satellites - which I referred to in 
my speech - to the educational systems in the 
developing countries, to the search for raw mare. 
rials, to meteorological forecasting and so on. We 
must see which of the fields where we are doing 
research matches the special problems of develop
ing countries. Then we must offer the results of 
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our research to these developing countries as a 
contribution towards solving their problems. 

And secondly, we must make our technological 
and scientific potential available to the develop
mg countries for the solution of problems which 
are theirs alone. We are not having to solve these 
problems, simply because we are not suffering 
from them. The developing countries cannot 
solve them, because they do not have the techno
logical and scientific potential to tackle them 
succe.<l!lfully. There is a whole series of processing 
techniques - for raw materials, for e~ple -
which would be of real interest to the developing 
countries, but which for the reasons just men
tioned they cannot develop themselves. This is 
where the industrial countries should, jointly 
·with the developing countries, develop interme
diate technologies suited to the special require
ments and situation of those countries. 

To aiiBWer the second question, I can only 
voice the hope that, in the interests of us all, the 
1975 energy conference will be successful, and 
that we will manage to convince France that it 
would be useful for it to develop such a pro
gramme together with us. I believe we are on 
the right road, and so far as I can judge, we 
shall succeed. 

The PRESIDENT.- Mr. Richter would like 
to address a question to the Minister. 

Mr. RICHTER (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation).- Mr. President, with your 
permission I would like to put three questions 
to the Minister. 

First, we are here in a European institution. 
The reproach is made, time and again, 'that there 
is too much national selfishness about. Some of 
our colleagues are particularly interested in the 
state of the European aerospace industry and 
the Minister gave a very detailed account of the 
space sector. It would interest me to have an 
approximate estimate of the total effort of the 
Federal Republic of Germany in th.is field. What 
percentage of the projects we are engaged in 
in Germany would the Minister estimrute are 
being carried out bilaterally or multilaterally in 
Europe ? What percentage of our total budget 
appropriation for space is devoted to purely 
national programmes ? 

Secondly, on one point the Minister had to tell 
this Assembly an unpalatable truth. I refer to 
the inability of the governments to come to a 
decision about who should head ESA. The way 
he put it was: "I hope ... before the year is out." 
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This is of course far worse than we had feared. 
'fhere will be critics who may even wish to see 
in his phrasing evidence that a clear motivation 
for the European Space Agency is lacking. I 
should be glad if the Minister could perhaps say 
one or two words about the initiatives that might 
be forthcoming from the German side. 

The third question is put to the Ministers not 
only as a representative of the governments but 
also as a mature and experienced parliamenta
rian. When we look at the developments we 
would like to see in the European Space Agency 
- a common concern we all share - then the 
problem of parliamentary control arises. As mat
ters stand at present we have the possibility of 
commenting on reports submitted to us. ESA 
will probably submit annual reports to the WEU 
Assembly. This is scarcely what one can call 
genuine control in such an important a:rea. 
Would the Minister be prepared, as thmgs 
develop in the future, to include the problem of 
parliamentary control among the matters to be 
discussed 1 

Mr. MATTHOFER (Translation).- The first 
question was what percentage of our space 
resources is still being devoted to national pro
grammes. The Federal Republic of Germany no 
longer has a national programme in the space 
sector. In future it will carry out either bilateral 
projects with the United States - though I do 
not foresee any great prospects of this for the 
moment - or European programmes, and finally 
it will also take in joint American and Euro
pean projects, as has happened - to gh:e a 
shining example - with the Spacelab proJect. 

The problem over the head of ESA is a sorry 
business. I hope to be able this month to have 
a meeting with my French counterpart. We want 
to discuss jointly with the other ESA members 
how we are going to solve this problem. I believe 
it is urgently necessary that the organisational 
problem of the head of ESA should be solved. 
jointly that is to say with the British, French 
and th~ others. We need a solution not only for 
the motivation of the staff of the Agency, but 
also in order that it may now be formally estab
lished. 

As for parliamentary control over the ESA, 
I can only say that we are all aware of this task. 
We also know how difficult it will be to get the 
machinery set up for effective parliamentary 
control of European activities. I can only assure 
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you that, as a parliamentarian of many years 
standing, I am very much concerned that some 
kind of solution be reached. Whatever I can con
tribute in my special field, which is very little, 
I will willingly do. 

The PRESIDENT. -May I ask questioners 
to the Minister, since we are a little pressed for 
time and have much business to conduct before 
the evening is over, to keep their questiomt $hort. 

Mr. ENDERS (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Traillslation). - I would like the Minister to 
tell us a little more about energy questions. My 
question is about reactor safety. ~here was 
recently a hearing in Bonn on the subJect of the 
protection of the population from radiation 
hazards. This is not just a national problem, but 
extends beyond national frontiers. 

My question is how does co-operruti.on ~nd at 
European level with regard to the protection of 
the population from radiation hazards T 

May I add to that question about nuclear 
energy a further question on the use of so~ 
energy Y In my view we are at the very begm
nings of using this immense source of energy. 
One reads from time to time that efforts are 
being made in individual countries to make use 
of it. But it seems that this is only happening 
in isolated cases. Does the Minister think that a 
better common European utildsation of solar 
energy could be brought about by funding 
research projects 7 

Mr. MATTHOFER (TraiJBlation). - I agree 
that the problem of the security and safety of 
the nuclear combustion cycle is a shared Euro
pean problem. I can assure you that all national 
governments and the European Community are 
aware of the importance of this and that we are 
on the right way to finding European solutions. 

Similarly, I agree with the questioner that, 
particularly as regards the Federal Republic of 
Germany, the importance of solar energy for 
our latitudes has been underestimated. If we can 
manage to solve the storage problem - usually 
there is heat at a time when it is not needed, 
so we must find a. way to store it and use it in 
the winter - then solar energy can in fact, 
particularly for isolated buildings, contribute 
greatly to making Europe independent of non
}~uropean sources of energy. 

The PRESIDENT. - Will members please 
ask short questions. Mr V alleix. 
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Mr. V ALLEIX (France) (Translation). - I 
will ask you a simple question, Mr. Minister. It 
was only with difficulty that Europe re-embarked 
upon a space programme but this programme is 
now asmming a relatively specific and well
defined character. France has a particularly 
effective base available at Kourou. The question 
I want to ask is this : do you think you could 
envisage the possible Europeanmtion of a base 
like Kourou Y 

Mr. MATTHOFER (Translation). - In my 
speech I pointed out that Gennan establishments 
too, such as the establishment of the Deutsche 
V ersuchsanstalt fUr Luft- und Raumfahrt, can
not be fully employed on national programmes. 
This is a problem which we have to solve to 
gether in connection with the whale package of 
questions relating to ESRO. 

Mr. AB ENS (Luxembourg) (Translation). -
If I understood the Minister aright, he said in 
his speech that the Federal Government is 
co-operating with the Benelux countries in the 
establishment of an enriched uranium plant. I 
want to ask whether this is a reference to the 
plant which is to be set up in the Gennan
Luxembourg Moselle, and if that is so, what 
progress has been made so far in that direction Y 

Mr. MATTHOFER (Translation).- We are 
co-operating in two different ways. First we have 
the trilateral project comprising Britain, the 
Netherlands and the Federal Republic of Ger
many for the development of the gas ultra
centrifuge, in which - the site is on the frontier 
- we are jointly attempting to develop an 
enrichment process which requires only a tenth 
of the energy used by the diffusion prooess, and 
which ·also is particularly suited to European 
conditions and should make us independent of 
the American enrichment plants. 

The other example I mentioned is co-operation 
between rthe Federal Republic of Gennany and 
the Benelux countries in the development of the 
fast sodium-cooled reactor SNR 300 in Kalkar. 
The contracts have been signed, the reactor is 
being built, and if it becomes critical in 1979 
I believe the Benelux countries and the Federal 
Republic of Gennany will be able to claim a 
joint success. 

Mr. van OOIJEN (Netherlands) (Tmnslation). 
- Mr. President, I would like to ask the Minister 
a question about the Kalkar project. He will not 
be unaware that there are still some objections 
to this in the Netherlands, and doubtless also in 
Gennany. A moment ago the Minister said that 
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he hoped that the Benelux countries and the 
Federal Republic would adopt this as a joint 
project. A contract has now been signed between 
these countries for the first phase, but in the 
Netherlom.ds there is still some objection to 
starting on the second phase. So, I would like 
to ask the Minister what the thinking is in the 
Federal Gennan Government with respect to rthe 
second phase of the Kalkar project. Are there 
objections in the Federal Republic, as there are 
in the Netherlands 7 

Mr. MATTHOFER (Translation). -I think 
that in the Federal Republic of Gennany we 
are now catching up with a protest movement 
which in other countries has already run its 
course. We wre having a wide public debate on 
the uses and dangers of nuclear energy. I hope 
that this debate will be a thorough one and 
reach a large audience so that rthe public under
stands why we need nuclear energy and what 
residual risks remain despite all the efforts made 
to ensure safety, and so that we can then dooide 
rationally how we want to proceed, particularly 
in the very difficult field of the special fast 
breeder type reactor, for which the SNR 300 in 
Kalkar represeillts the first step. A further 
development, the so-called SNR 2, has not been 
decided upon in the Federal Republic either. 
We shall wait until at ·least 1980, that is to say 
until we have had a year's operational experience 
of the SNR 300, before we decide, on the basis 
of studies and preparatory work, to build a new 
and bigger fast breeder. We hope to profit by 
French and British experience in that field, and 
are also trying to bring about close co-opera:tion 
with France and Great Britain in the develop
ment of the fast breeder. 

The PRESIDENT.- I call the Chairman of 
the 'Committee. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). -Mr. Minister, your Ministry is spend
ing very large sums of money on advanced tech
nology, and on everything connected with engines 
and space. Now we are rather surprised to 
observe that your oolleague at the Ministry of 
Transport, who is the Minister having oversight 
on Lufthansa - his Ministry is a joint owner 
holding 80 % of the equity - is showing no 
interest at all in products manufactured by the 
European aeronautical industry. I think it 
would be desirable for this company to show 
same interest in the production of the European 
aviatian industry, not only in the matter of air
frames but also in that of engines. Fundamen
tally, these efforts are being paid for by your 
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citizens, and I think that here Lufthansa has an 
opportunity of demonstrating its solidarity with 
respect to the efforts exerted by all of us to pro
mote the European aviation industry. 

Mr. MATTHOFER (Translation).- I do not 
believe that Lufthansa's procurement policy ·takes 
practically no account of European aircraft. It 
certainly examines all the available products 
carefully and then comes to a decision. 

Personally - I do not know whether I can 
speak for the whole Federal Government - I am 
a little sorry that Gernnan undertakings, even 
when the degree of public participation in their 
ownership is very large, can follow a very inde
pendent procurement policy according to their 
own lights. With us it is not the same as in 
France, and it is very difficult to explain to a 
Frenchman that with us otJher considerations 
prevail. This applies not only to •aircraft procure
ment, but also to electronic data processing and 
other fields with which I am concerned. 

Like you I am somewhat uneasy at the fact 
that on the one hand as a public authority we 
are handing out large sums for development in 
these areas, and on the other hand our under
takings do not perhaps take these factors fully 
into account when deciding on their purchases. 

The PRESIDENT.- Mr. Minister, thank you 
very much indeed for your patience and for 
answering all the questions that have been 
addressed to you. This demonstrates what interest 
your speech has aroused among members of the 
Assembly. 

Knowing the pressures there are on all 
Ministers, Mr. Matthofer, we are all greatly 
indebted to you for finding the time to addTeSS 
the Assembly. 

On behalf of the Assembly, I express our gra
titude to you for the wise, clear and know
ledgeable contribution you have made to our 
debate. (Applause) 

5. State of European aviation activities 

(Presentation of the Report of the Committee on 
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions, 

Doe. 658) 

The PRESIDENT. -The ne:x;t Order of the 
Day is the presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Scientific, Techno-
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logical and Aerospace Questions on the state of 
European aviation activities and vote on the 
draft reconrmendaition, Document 658. 

I call now Mr. Warren, Rapporteur of the 
Committee, to present his report. 

Mr. WALTMANS (Netherlands). -I regret 
to say that the Dutch Delegation has to go home 
tomorrow afternoon. I therefore wish to ask what 
procedure is envisaged to handle discussion of 
the report by Mr. Small. I have nothing against 
the present item of ·business, but I wish merely 
to know whether we will have the opportunity 
to discuss Mr. Small's report tomorrow at 10 
o'clock. 

The PRESIDENT. - It is the intention to 
take Mr. Warren's report now, followed by a 
short debate on it. So far only three speakers 
have put down their names to speak on the 
report. It is then proposed to go ahead with Mr. 
Small's report and discuss that subsequently this 
evening. It is not possible to find time tomor
row. If you wish to take part, I can only suggest 
you stay a little longer. 

Mr. WARREN (United Kingdom).- Mr. Pre
sident, I thank you for calling me for the first 
time to this rostrum. It is also an honour to fol
low Mr. Hans Matthofer, the Minister of Research 
and Technology of the Federal Republic of Ger
many, whom I have had the pleasure of meeting 
today. I was interested, as I am sure was the 
whole of my Committee of which I am privileged 
to be a member, to hear his disse:rtaJtion, parti
cularly on space and energy. 

It is my pleasure to present the report of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions on European aviation 
activities. I am sure you will be happy to know 
that shortly before I entered the Chamber some
one walked away with my speech. This has 
ensured that the speech you will now hear will 
be substantially shorter than that which I might 
have dared to give you. 

Science and technology is one of the gateways 
to the future prosperity of Europe. The price of 
the key to this is always a popular subject for 
dispute by future politicians and by all tax
payers. 

Today one feature of science and technology -
the state of European aviation activities - I 
believe identifies through the analysis before you 
the nature of the entire problem we face in our 
duties as parliamentarians. The report would 
have been circulated earlier, but unfortunately a 
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postal strike in France delayed transmission. 
Perhaps technology has become our own master 
already. 

Science and technology have worried and baf
fled politicians because of the cost and the need 
they command of us to predict the future, a quest 
which has always been the burden of politicians 
everywhere in the world. But without doubt, the 
industrial and political management techniques 
required rto get the best from technology have 
not advanced at the rate equal to that required 
to give us an understanding of what is going 
on as the frontiers of technology expand round 
us. 

In fact, the expansion of scientific knowledge 
has been greater than the management of tech
nology and, therefore, the comprehension by poli
ticians and the public. 

It is easy to condemn the wastes and failure 
in science and technology, and this is fair and 
easy game, but to control and use the resources 
of science and technology for Europe and for the 
world is much more difficult. However, it is the 
essence of the proper use of today's education 
for tomorrow's world. Aviation brings together 
all of the sciences and technologies known to man. 
Aviation is a challenge to man to use his know
ledge for his benefit. 

In the report seven recommendations are listed 
which I should like to discuss briefly. The first 
is that we want to agree on joint specifications 
for all military aviation procurement. We start 
from this base in aviation because it is in the 
military centre that most progress is demanded. 

It may be strange to think that we have here to 
state an objective which ought to be a common 
acceptance after twenty-five years of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation, an objection which 
in no way confronts the Warsaw Pact nations 
which quite readily can draw up specifications 
and select aircraft to meet them, providing of 
course they are Russian. 

Secondly, we need to take account, in the 
formulation of the specifications, of the aircraft, 
engines and equipment capabilities of European 
aviation companies. Here I draw attention to the 
fact that we so often talk about aircraft when 
the value of the airframe which represents the 
visible aircraft to most people is in fact one-third 
of the total cost of the purchase, another third 
is the cost of the engine and another third is the 
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cost of the equipment such as the electrics and 
the electronics whieh are found aboard every 
modern aircraft. 

It is essential when we draw up our military 
specifications - as, indeed, I think the question 
of the Chairman of our Committee to Mr. Matt
hofer this afternoon indicated - that we must 
seek to take account of the industrial base from 
which we are seeking to operate and in a military 
sense are seeking to defend. 

So often one sees military specifications drawn 
up in a fashion whieh does not take any account 
of that which could be supplied by European 
sources. I want to touch on this matter a little 
later in terms of the procurement of aircraft at 
present. 

Thirdly, we need to ensure that export market 
requirements are incorporated in these specifi
cations. Again, this may seem to be a statement 
of the obvious but repeatedly it is not followed 
by national governments in sponsoring their 
individual industry. The Americans certainly do 
this. It is a common feature of American air
craft that the export potential of the aircraft is 
considered, but, strangely enough, amongst the 
great successes of the Americans in selling into 
Europe, such aircraft as Starfighter had no 
domestic requirement but a fantastic export 
potential. 

Fourthly, we suggem that preference should be 
given wherever reaBOnable and possible to the 
products of European aviation factories so that 
self-su.sllaining design and manufacturing capa
bility able to compete in world markets can be 
obtained in Europe. This morning, Mr. Destre
mau drew attention to this particular passage in 
my report and I repeat that "wherever reasonable 
and possible" is the prerequisite of such a choice. 

Nevertheless, I am very worried that in 
response to a question this morning Mr. Destre
mau said that France had no intention whatever 
of rejoining NATO as a full member. This is ·a 
particulady difficult problem facing the French 
at a time when they seek to sell to our Danish, 
Belgian, Dutch and Norwegian allies one of their 
own aircraft, because at a critical time they will 
be faced with the political question of whether 
spares would be provided and, although this is 
entirely a matter for the FTench Governme!!.t to 
make up their minds about, there is a precedent 
in terms of the last Israeli war which faced the 
Israelis with the same problem when supplies of 
spares were cut off at a very critical moment in 
seeking to carry out the defence of their nation. 
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Here I do not challenge the French Government 
but I say that if they wish to remain in the com
petition there must be immediate identification 
of their intention in time of crisis. 

Fifthly, we suggest that there should be an 
agreement with the United States Government 
on equality of opportunity for the e:x:port and 
import of civil and military aerospace products 
between member countries and the United States. 
The reason for this is that at the moment such 
equality does not exist. I hope that one of the 
members of the Committee will contribute his 
own views on the matter of free trade but it 
seems to me to be a form of industrial lunacy 
to allow the Americans completely unfettered 
aooess to our own Community market in Western 
Europe when that access to the United States is 
not allowed under either the "Buy American" 
or other tariff regulations. I think that we should 
challenge the Americans on this, so in the second 
part of the recommendation it is suggested that 
until such agreement is reached we could 
establish such commercial protection of the Eu'l'O
pean market as is necessary to protect the jobs 
of European aerospace workers and the balance 
of payments of member countries. 

The si:x:th recommendation is that Europe 
should recognjse and establish itself as a unified 
s1ngle market for air transport tariffs and air
craft sales. Here as in the last reoommendation 
we are moving very rapidly into the area of civil 
aviation activity. Europe has a magnificent 
aerospace industry, divided by national frontiers, 
and it has a magnificent air transportation 
system, separated by all sorts of bilatemi agree
ments of a kind which make air transportation 
very expensive for the European worker who 
is less well paid than his American friends. The 
protection which exists in Europe means that 
frequently one pays three times as much to fly 
the same distance in the same aircraft typ·e sup
plied from the United States factory as one 
would have to pay to fly the equivalent distance 
in the United States. Frequently one is flying 
with 20% more P'assengers on board than the 
same aircraft carries in the United States but 
still at three times the price. We have the unique 
situation that the first-class passenger is sub
stdised by those less fortunate who have to fly 
economy. 

The seventh recommendation is that we should 
establish a strong and co-ordinated government
and EEC-backed programme of coonm.ercial, 
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financial and diplomatic support for all aviation 
sales. The United States Government supports its 
own industry not only in terms of seeing that 
its products are properly financed and properly 
managed but it also exercises every reasonable 
diplomatic initiative possible to make sure that 
those products are projected properly into 
Europe. The United States by so doing has 
repeatedly wiped out competition from Europe 
in its own homeland. If that competition is wiped 
out in Europe it is hardly likely that the rest of 
the world will want to buy the European product. 
Above all it is almost impossible to sell that pro
duct back into the United States of America. 
There are some small exceptions to disprove this 
apparent rule but the general thesis is not one 
that one could challenge. 

The governments of Western Europe should 
unite, and regard themselves as charged with the 
task of protecting their own industries and 
should use their purchasing power to ensure that 
they have a stable European industry working on 
aircraft programmes which represent the needs 
of their separate political interests. 

When we look at the choice which now faces 
the four nations of North West Europe we have 
the classical case where everyone wants to try to 
obtain a simple solution to an extremely complex 
question. I do not think that anyone should be 
surprised if a simple solution proves to be impos
siMe if the NATO task is to be met. What I do 
fear in terms of the history of procurement of 
aircraft for countries within the NATO network 
is that the single solution is the easy solution and 
we end up with the NATO task not being met 
and a very considerable amount of money com
mitted for a long period aliead. At a very rough 
estimate the purchase proposed by the four coun
tries of North West Europe of 350 aircraft 
implies that over, say, ten years, they will be 
committed to spending $3,500 million- I speak 
of dollars not because I believe that those nations 
will necessarily choose American aircTaft but 
perhaps use ·a currency which will immediately 
react on us all. 

The choices before them at the moment are 
worth considering in some detail. There are two 
American aircraft- the YF-16 and the YF-17, 
neither of them designed for the European require
ment which is now being met, neither of them 
yet flown by European pilots and neither of them 
yet selected by the United States of America. I 
hope that not only the four nations will make 
sure that their pilots will fly them but will get 
the United States Government to commit itself 
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to the selection of one of those aireraft before 
they are themselves asked to select either of them. 

The third option is the Mirage F-1 M-53, the 
one European solution available, only just over 
the threshold of performance required and an 
aireraft which has not yet flown but is backed 
by the organisation of Marcel Dassault which 
must be one of the finest in the western world 
for the production of military aircraft. 

The fourth option being considered is that of 
the Swedish Saab Viggen, an excellent aircraft, 
well built, and operated from a neutral country 
with again many of the constraints that the sup
ply of spares may have on such an 'aireraft. 

Beyond this there is the suggestion that the 
Anglo-French Jaguar perhaps could be used. It 
has operational experience already in two NATO 
countries and it offers a mixed European capabi
lity which could be used in association with the 
F-1 or any of the other aircraft suggested. 

There is yet another option - the Lockheed 
Lancer, which was specifically designed for the 
European requirement - being considered, 
which is much less than the YF-16 and the YF-17 
in price, which has not yet been flown, which 
is about a year away from production, even if 
it is launched ~at all, and which is not being 
considered by the four nations. 

It will be seen, Mr. President, that nobody 
would want the four nations to select something 
that nobody else wants, because the aircraft must 
fit itself within the spares maintenance struc
ture of NATO. Whereas we can be confident that 
the four nations will make the best selection 
possible and will defer that selection as long as 
is necessary to make the best selection, we will 
hope that in return they will recognise that 
Western Europe needs them to take full account 
of the effect of their selection on the social, eco
nomic and industrial future of Western Europe 
and its aerospace industry. 

AU that I have said today has merely been 
the words of a parliamentarian repeating many 
recommendations which have appeared before 
the Assembly befOTe and which over the last ten 
years have been more easily presented than I 
am able to present them today. It is a debate 
which we have had over and over again. I was 
not being cynical when I said in one paragraph 
of the report which is before the Assembly : 
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"Think how much more could have been done 
if European governments had been on their 
side" - that is, on the side of the aircraft 
industry- "all the time." 

In conclusion to my statement, I quote one para
graph of my report : 

"Europe was the cradle of aviation. Europe 
has a remarkable aerospace capability. It has 
repeatedly proved it can produce and sell its 
products in the world's markets. The indus
try's customers have returned satisfied. We 
must have their confidence in our industry." 

Thank you, Mr. President. (Applause) 

(Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, 
resumed the Chair) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I should 
like to thank Mr. Warren most particularly for 
the very full and e:Jq>licit report he has just 
presented to us. I, for my part, believe that the 
debate which is about to open is one of the most 
important, if not the most important, of our 
session. 

6. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the 
next Sitting 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Owing to 
the lateness of the hour and to the fact that the 
Chamber is almost empty, and also because the 
Presidential Committee has to meet at 6.15 p.m., 
I have a suggestion to make that would allow 
our debate to open with fuller participation. 
There are three speakers on the list, but others 
may put their names down, and the Chairman 
and Rapporteur of the Committee will be called 
upon to provide us with additional details ; so 
I suggest that we might resume the debate with 
wider participation and greater impact at 10 
a.m. tomorrow. 

Are there any objections ? •.• 

Mr. W ALTMANS (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- At 9.30 a.m. Mr. President Y 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). -I agree with Mr. Waltmans, Mr. Pre
sident ; if we wish to save time, we can even 
begin at 8.30 a.m. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - It was 
agreed, Mr. Chairman, that the sitting would 
open on Thursday morning at 9 a.m. What I 
said was a slip on my part. Nine o'clock is the 
time fixed in the Order of Business. 
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(Tmnslation). - Mr. President, may I ask 
whether the speakers who have so far put them
selves on the list are still going to speak ~ 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- If speakers 
on the list are obliged to be absent tomorrow 
they could speak now, but it would be before a 
sparselywattended Assembly. It is in their own 
interests that I suggest we should resume the 
debate tomorrow, in the presence of a more sub
stantial audience. 

Nevertheless, if you ·are obliged to be absent, 
you can take the floor this very evening, but 
you can only speak for ten minutes, as we shall 
close the sitting at 6.15 p.m. This is made neces
sary by the meeting of the Presidential Commit
tee. 

I call Mr. de Montesquiou. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, ·as Chairman of the 
Committee, I am in full agreement with your 
decision. I consider that it would be far more 
responsible to proceed with this debate in the 
presence of an audience composed of competent 
persons, in view of the foot that the Committee 
has performed a remarkably good piece of work, 
for which I must thank the Rapporteurs. 

I think therefore that in view of the advanced 
hour, we have every ground for continuing this 
debate at 9 a.m. tomorrow morning before an 
audience rthat is both interested and competent. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Are there 
any objections L 

It is so decided. 

I therefore propose that the Assembly hold 
its next public Sitting tomorrow morning, Thurs
day 5th December, at 9 a.m. with the following 
Orders of the Day : 

1. State of European aviation activities (Debate 
on the Report of the Committee on Scienti
fic, Technological and Aerospace Questions 
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and Vote on the draft Recommendation, 
Document 658). 

2. State of European nuclear energy program
mes - security aspects (Presentation of and 
Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions and Vote on the draft Recom
mendation, Document 655 and Amend
ments). 

3. Rational deployment of forees on the cen
tral front (Presentation of and Debate on 
the Interim Report of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments, Docu
ment 654). 

4. Conditions of service in the armed forces 
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments, Document 650 and Amend
ment). 

5. Address by Lord Goronwy-Roberts, Parlia,.. 
mentary Under-Secretary of State for For
eign and ~Commonwealth Affairs of the 
United Kingdom. 

6. Address by Mr. V an Elslande, Minister for 
Foreign Affairs and Development Co-opera
tion of Belgium. 

7. Address by Mr. Vredeling, Minister of 
Defence of the Netherlands. 

8. Rational deployment of forces on the central 
front ; Conditions of service in the armed 
forces (Votes on the draft Recommendations 
and draft Orders, Documents 654 and 650 
and Amendment). 

Are there any objections ? ... 

The Orders of the Day of the next Sitting are 
therefore agreed to. 

Does anyone wish to speak Y ... 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 6.05 p.m.) 
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Thursday, 5th December 1974 

SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the Minutes. 

2. Attendance Register. 

3. State of European aviation activities (Debate on the 
Report of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
AerOBpaee Queation8 and Vote on the draft Recommenda
tion, Doe. 658). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Richter, Mr. de Bruyne, 
Mr. Warren (Rapporteur), Mr. de Montesquiou (Chairman 
of the Committee). 

4. State of European nuclear energy programmes -
security aspects (Preaentation of and Debate on the 
Report of the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Queations and Vote on the draft Recom
mendation, Doe. 655 and Amendments). 

Speakers : The President, Mr. Small (Rapporteur), 
Mr. Waltmans, Mr. van Ooijen, Mr. Osbom, Mr. Small 
(Rapporteur), Mr. de Montesquiou (Chairman of the 
Committee), Mr. Small, Mr. de Montesquiou, Mr. 
Waltmans, Mr. Cermolacce, Mr. Waltmans. 

5. Address by Lord Goronwy-Roberts, Parliamentary 
UndeJ"-Secretary of State for Foreign and Common
wealth Affairs of the United Kingdom. 

Speakers : The President, Lord Goronwy-Roberts. 

Repliea by Lord Goronwy-Roberts to question8 put by : 
Mr. Critchley, Mr. Leynen, Mr. Lewis, Mr. Wall, Dr. 
Mabon. 

6. Address by Mr. Van Elslande, Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and Development Co-operation of Belgium. 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Van Elslande. 

Repliea by Mr. Van Elslande to queation8 put by: Mr. 
Sieglerschmidt, Mr. de Niet, Mr. Klepsch, Mr. Roper, 
Mr. Osbom. 

7. Address by Mr. Vredeling, Minister of Defence of the 
Nether lands. 

Speakers : The President, Mr. Vredeling. 

Repliea by Mr. Vredeling to queation8 put by: Mr. Roper, 
Mr. Leynen, Mr. Tanghe, Mr. Critchley. 

8. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the next Sitting. 

The Sitting was opened at 9 a.m. with Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, in the Olw,ir. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Sit
ting is open. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- In accord
ance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, the 
Minutes of Proceedings of the previous Sitting 
have been distributed. 

Are there any comments ?... 

The Minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
names of the Substitutes attending this Sitting 
which have been notified to the President will 
be published with the list of Representatives 
appended to the Minutes of Proceedings 1 • 

1. See page 31, 
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3. State of European aviation activities 

(Debate on the Report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions and Vote on 

the draft Recommendation, Doe. 658) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The first 
Order of the Day is the debate on the report of 
the Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions on the state of European 
aviation activities and vote on the draft Recom
mendation, Document 658. 

Yesterday we heard Mr. Warren, the Rlappor
teur of the Committee. 

In the debate, I call Mr. Richter. 

Mr. RICHTER (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, my task this morning is a 
thankless one. It is not a simple matter to com
ment on the remarkable speech of a Federal 
German Minister on subjects of concern to all 
of us, to comment at the same time on the excel
lent presentation of the report by Mr. Kenneth 
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Warren, and to succeed in producing the 
atmosphere which we had here yesterday evening. 
As you, Mr. President, ,rightly pointed out, the 
cliscussion on the present theme might well be 
the central point of this WEU session. 

I must convey my thanks to Kenneth Warren 
for this report. He follows in the footsteps of 
eminent predecessors ; I am thinking of those 
who presented rep«;)rts on this subject years ago 
and now bear governmental responsibility - to 
mention only one, Karl Wilhelm Berkhan, now 
Parlirunentary Secretary of State in the Federal 
Ministry of Defence, was one of Kenneth War
ren's predecessors as Rapporteur. Today he is 
dealing with the problem of which weapons 
systems should be introduced in the German 
armed forces. 

The market survey which our Rapporteur has 
made has - as both he and I see it - revealed 
many negative pointers. It is important that we 
should take a look at market requirements. I 
am basing myself on a very familiar situation, 
because for years I was the Rapporteur for the 
awation industry in the Defence Committee of 
the Bundestag, and I want to take a look at these 
market requirements, using an e~ample from the 
Federal Republic of Germany. 

The Luftwaffe's basic equipment consists, as 
is well known, of American werupons systems. 
When we had to bridge the gap which came about 
from the new task definition for the F-104 
squadrons - to give better ground support to 
the army - this too was done with American 
equipment. The replacements we are now plan
ing will be based entirely on European systems. 
The corresponding heads in the budget of the 
Federal Republic of Germany for 1975 can be 
taken to mean that procurement of the MRCA 
and Alpha Jet can be regarded as definite. 

Here I see something which applies equally 
to nearly all other armed services- and Jl(lSSi:bly, 
in a simHar form, to the civil sector rus well : I 
mean "looking for the gaps". One must realise 
the extent to which MRCA and Alpha Jet, rus new 
weapons systems, weigh on the budget of the 
Federal Republic of Germany ; and on top of 
this, there are the operating costs of the existing 
weapons systems. At the same time, there is a 
relatively sound situation with regard to helicop
ters. The result is that industries concentrate 
totally on such gaps as may emerge, and which 
may be only very small. An example we have in 
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Germany at present is the question of the suc
cessor to the Alouette. All over Europe, in view 
of the budgetary circumstJances, competition 
bears on a very narrow gap. 

In connection with these problems one should 
also enquire in a market survey into the question 
of how far there is saturation. We must ask 
ourselves how we are to provide the European 
aircraft firms with programmes on a long-term 
basis. We have attempted to do this in Germany, 
in that for a number of years past the Federal 
Government has been obliged to submit a yearly 
report to the Bundestag on the state of the Ger
man aircraft industry ; in this report special 
attention has to be given to a long-term aspect 
of keeping industry employed. 

Coupled with the question of market satura
tion, there is also the problem of the size of the 
aircraft industries. In our country we have had 
a very rigorous policy. We warned our industry 
against making too optimistic a forecast of the 
market, and we did nothing which would have 
contributed to an enlargement of capacity. I am 
fairly well acquainted with the order of 
magnitude of the industries in Europe, and at 
times I am worried whether Europe will manage 
to provide work for companies of this size over a 
period of years or decades. 

When I think of the problem of over-capacity, 
I could be tempted cautiously to offer a criticism 
to which politicians may well ,at some time be 
exposed, the criticism that we may be support
ing a development that will prove a burden on 
the European taxpayer, a development in which 
the taxpayer will in the end be a big loser. 

The Rapporteur has also gone into the rela
tionships between the European and American 
aircraft industries. I am very grateful to Ken
neth Warren that in doing so he avoided giving 
the impression that we were trying, here in this 
Assembly, to canvass a form of protectionism. 
All that the Rapporteur is asking for in his 
report. is equal opportunity. I believe that he is 
quite justified in doing so and that our American 
partners will understand this. For they too are 
looking for markets, and fighting to gain them. 
This equal opportunity for European products 
on the American market is indeed a necessity. 

If I were to paraphrase the European attitude 
from the standpoint of a German parliamen
tarian, I would do so in the words of the Federal 
Defence Minister Georg Leber, who recently said 
that he would be prepared to decide in favour 
of a European solution even if the efficiency of 
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the system remained less than that of a non
European system. He even mentioned a figure, 
saying that something 10% less efficient from 
the shopkeeper on the corner was, in his view, 
better than having to go shopping outside 
Europe. 

Comparing the German situation with that of 
the United Kingdom or even France, I would 
say this. The present generation of systems in 
the aircl"aft industry is European. At the same 
time we have a handicap - the presence in the 
Federal Republic of Gel"lliany of the United 
States forces which is greatly desired by all 
NATO parliamentarians and by all our col
leagues in this Assembly. Here I would also 
mention the foreign exchange balance which we 
have to achieve. The Federal Government has 
for years naturally been concerned about the 
state of the two accounts which we have to settle 
with the United States Treasury. 

One must of course recognise and allow for the 
fact that in the MRCA we have, together with 
the United Kingdom and Italy, sought a Euro
pean solution. I would also like to express my 
gl"atification that it was possible for Fl"aalce and 
Dornier together to establish a European pro
gramme with the Alpha Jet. Taking all this 
together, I feel we can be very happy about the 
result. 

My final comments concern the work of this 
Committee. Our Rapporteur stressed the interest 
taken by the European aircraft industry in the 
work of WEU. For that he deserves special 
prnise. I do not know of any political institution 
to which so much attention is paid by the Euro
pean aircraft industry as WEU. I am very 
happy to report thart I am constantly being told 
what a lasting impression our colloquy last 
year here in Paris made on the industry. I hope 
that the European industry will continue to 
regard us as the institution and the level where 
it is possible to further their concerns. I hope 
that we shall soon be able to continue the dia
logue we have started with European industry 
in order to avoid duplication of effort. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -I call Mr. 
de Bruyne. 

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Translation).
It is of course understood, Mr. President, that 
the vote we shall be taking relates to the dl"aft 
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recommendation contained in the Warren report. 
If we vote for this recommendation - which is 
what I sha;ll be doing - this need not mean that 
we agree with all the opinions the Rapporteur 
puts forward in his report. Mr. Warren has made 
ample allowance for certain objections raised in 
Committee. More specifically, I would call the 
meeting's attention to the footnote on the fifth 
page to which the Rapporteur, at our request, 
added a sentence making it clear that the Defence 
Ministers of Norway, Denmark, the Nether
lands and Belgium had taken no decision, either 
for or against, on the matter of the Mirage. When 
meeting with their French opposite number, they 
made no ~hoice of any kind. Although I am per
haps the least fitted of all the Belgian Delegation 
to provide a gloss on the intentions of the Belgian 
Defence Minister, I am sure that I am giving an 
accurate reflection of his thinking on this matter. 

I will take this opportunity to point out that 
nothing could do more harm to the chances of the 
Mirage- which I shall not discuss here- than 
giving the impression that people are trying to 
present the parliaments of these four countries 
w:ith a fait accompli, and that the choice is, so to 
say, being forced upon them. 

I have reservations about the language used 
in the report and recommendation, which some
times make it seem that we favour a protectionist 
trade policy. More specifically, I would emphasise 
that I really do not find what is said in para
gl"aph 22 of the report at all convincing. This is 
typical of the reasoning used by people who are 
prejudiced against imports, as if these were an 
evil best avoided whenever possible. Singularly 
enough, these same people are out-and-out 
advocates of their own exports. If everybody 
wants to export and nobody wants to import, 
world trade will of course grind to a halt. We 
saw in the 1930s how dangerous this is. I would 
point out to the Rapporteur that this kind of 
thinking is naturally just as true for the United 
States as it is for us in Europe. 

At the end of paragraph 34, Mr. Warren 
quotes from a report of 1973 by our colleague, 
Mr. V alleix. The comment made by Mr. Valleix 
certainly has its interest; but it must not be 
interpreted in such a way that our governments 
are given the illusion that gl"anting excessive 
export credits is doing something for the national 
economy. International trade will come to grief 
if exporters fight each other for their customers 
by the inflationary granting of credit, inflation
ary mainly for the exporting country. This 
fascinating aspect of international trade policy 
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is not for us to discuss here, and Mr. Warren's 
report does not aim to bring it into our debate. 

Approving this recommendation cannot mean 
that we are moving towards the formation of an 
economic bloc in Europe opposing the United 
States. I do think it is desirable to promote a 
European aviation industry, but this must not 
lead to a revival of nationalism in international 
politics, to a throttling of the flow of intercon
tinental trade, and to a brake on world trade. The 
co-operation of the United States is of course 
needed here just as much as that of its European 
trading partners, and I entirely share the Rap
porteur'8 concern. 

I would have liked to have found in the draft 
recommendation some echo of what the Rappor
teur has to say in the first paragraph of his 
explanatory memorandum. What is said there 
should have prompted a passage in the recom
mendation that would make the European air
craft manufacturers face up to their responsibil
ities, not just the European governments. If the 
European aviation industry wants public patro
nage, it must first of all make fundamental 
changes in its own overall structure, by mergers 
that will probably need to go beyond national 
frontiers. Speaking for myself, I 3.IIll not pre
pared to help in setting up official subsidies for 
an aviation industry that has not done everything 
in its power, by means of suitable mergers to 
give itself the size and operating resourc~ it 
needs for its own survival. 

These are the reservations that I want to voice 
before voting for the recommendation, Mr. Pre
sident. I would add that the verbal introduction 
by Mr. Warren himself was of a kind to remove 
all misunderstanding. There was for instance 
his comment on the speech by th~ Secretary of 
State, Mr. Destremau, the scope of which will 
surely not have been lost on anyone. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Rapporteur. 

Mr. WARREN (United Kingdom).- I should 
like to make a brief reply to the two colleagues 
who have spoken this morning. Mr. Richter 
rightly once again drew our attention to the fact 
that I am a Rapporteur who is merely treading 
the path of other Rapporteurs who have gone 
before. What worries me is that the path is so 
well trodden. There have not been the kinds of 
responses that one would have expected from so 
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many expeditions. I had been hoping that this 
report could bring from those concerned in 
Europe the response which we have spent so 
much time in preparing for over so many years. 

Mr. Richter is perfectly correct to talk of the 
market demand and how small it is, and I would 
also say how infrequently that demand appears. 
But when the demand does appear, it can be a 
very expensive one. Yesterday, for instance I 
was drawing attention to the fact that the p~r
chase by the four nations of some 350 aircraft 
to replace their Starfighters and other aircraft 
in their inventory at the moment will mean an 
expenditure of some $3,000 million. The decision 
is an extremely important one not only for their 
own national budgets but in terms of the indus
trial effect and the social effect of where the 
order is placed. It is interesting to contemplate 
whether it is more important to employ the 
workers of Europe, the workers of Los Angeles 
or of Fort Worth. 

In terms of market demand, I hope the feeling 
has not been conveyed to the Assembly that the 
demand in civil aviation has curtailed to such 
an extent that no demand exists at all. The Arab 
oil price increases had very substantial effects 
and, according to statistics prepared from the 
United States of America, the effect of the Arab 
oil price increases appears to have been a reduc
tion in the growth of civil passenger demand from 
about 14% per annum at which it had been 
running for the last five to ten years down to a 
level of about 6 % compound increase per annum. 
This is still a very substantial increase. One 
should not forget that the aerospace industry has 
to meet this expanding demand. 

The extent of the aircraft industry on which 
Mr. Richter commented is one which has given 
me very great cause for concern. I have to steer 
a rather careful path between apparent jealousy 
as a Britisher and ·any envy I might have of the 
way in which the German aircraft industry has 
expanded. This is not so, but I draw attention 
to the fact that in terms of the multi-rOle combat 
aircra:flt decisions on the division of tasks within 
the programme inevitably meant that capacity 
had to be created, particularly in the Federal 
Republic of Germany, to meet the demands of 
that programme where capacity already existed 
for that programme elsewhere in Europe. We 
must be very careful when we construct political 
programmes that we do not waste the scarce 
resources of Europe which already exist. 

I am very grateful to Mr. Richter for mention
ing again the equality of opportunity for two-



OFFIOLAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Warren (continued) 

way sales across the Atlantic. This point was 
mentioned by Mr. de Bruyne to which I will 
come in a moment. Mr. Richter is perfectly cor
rect to reiterate this point so ably made by one 
of his Ministers that it is so much better to buy 
something 10 % more expensive just round the 
corner. This is particularly true when one is 
looking for an assurance of supplies and spares 
at a time of crisis. However, any ability to buy 
something more expensive - and I suggested 
that could be as high as 40 % above an import 
price because of the recycling of money through 
taxation - and any opportunity to accept such 
an increase must be carefully monitored by poli
ticia;ns as not an excuse by the aircraft industry 
to spend more taxpayers' money. 

My concluding comment on Mr. Richter's con
tribution is that I support his statement of the 
interest of :the European aircraft industry in 
WEU. I hope this is a support and a dialogue 
which will continue, because the industry needs 
to be heard more loudly. I hope that the industry 
will speak out more clearly. 

I turn now to Mr. de Bruyne's contribution 
this morning. He is I think perfectly correct to 
make it clear that no decision came out of the 
meeting which we noted as a footnote in the 
report concerning the discussions held between 
the four Defence Ministers and the French 
Minister of Defence in September in Paris, but 
I see nothing wrong in saying as he said that the 
Mirage happens to meet the requirements. I 
accept enth·ely what he says, that this should 
not be interpreted as being a selection in any 
way and I would not wish to convey that 
impression. 

On his point about protectionism, I know how 
strongly he feels about this and I am as keen as 
anybody to see free trade of a kind of which 
he spoke. What I am not happy about, as I 
mentioned yesterday, is that the opportunity 
should exist for the Americans to export to 
Europe which is not reciprocated by them when 
we seek to export back to America. All we are 
looking for is equality of opportunity for two
way sales. 

Lastly, Mr. de Bruyne talked about how much 
political support should be given to the aircraft 
industry before it has carried out what politi
cians regard as essential industrial mergers. In 
the United Kingdom there has been much talk 
recently of the support given to the aircraft 
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industry. We need to be very careful here to 
recognise that what politicians often interpret 
as support is in fact goods and services bought 
from the industry by the government. This is 
a very different thing from the support itself. 
In terms of the mergers which have gone on in 
Europe, I must admit I am not very happy that 
they necessarily reflect industrial progress. I 
have always felt that any industry, and parti
cularly the aerospace industry, should in the 
structure of its organisation reflect the market 
it is supposed to be serving. My comment in the 
report on the subject of the fragmentation of the 
market in Europe is one I think is reinforced 
by Mr. de Bruyne's point. The industry reflects 
the fragmented market. 

My appeal to politicians in terms of the manu
facturing industry and the air transport indus
try is that it really is time that we organised 
ourselves as to the demand of the industry 
which is supposed to supply us. 

I 'aiD. grateful for the opportunity to reply 
to the debate. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Rapporteur. 

I call the Chairman of the Committee. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). -Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, 
Mr. Warren has just commented on his report 
and answered the two speakers. He expressed 
regret that there had been no differences of 
opinion, but his report is of very high quality 
and it stakes out so firmly the path outlined 
by WEU for many years past that he has today 
the confirmation of having proceeded along the 
right lines. 

As Chairman of the Committee, I should like 
to echo the expressi:ons of fellow-feeling and 
admiration of which he has been given further 
proof today. 

In order to align the French translation with 
the English text of paragraph 6 in the draft 
recommendation, the words un seul et meme 
marche should replace the words un marche uni
fie, un marche unique. The term "unifie" does 
not, in fact, reflect either the ideas of the Rap
porteur or the English text. 

This is a mere modification of form, and I 
think that everybody will agree, beginning with 
the Rapporteur, that the two texts should reflect 
the same line of thinking, or in other words, 
his. (Applause) 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman, I acknowledge your proposed 
modification, which is merely one of drafting. 

The debate is closed. 

No amendment has been tabled to the draft 
recommendation prt>Sented by the Committee on 
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques
tions. 

The vote on the whole draft recommendation 
would be by roll-call if the Assembly were not 
unanimous. 

Are there •any objections to the draft recom-
mendation, as modified t.. 

Are there any abstentions t.. 

I note that the Assembly is unanimous. 

The draft recommendation is agreed to 
unanimously 1 • 

4. State of European nuclear energy 
programmes - security aspects 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions and Vote on the draft 

Recommendation, Doe. 665 and Amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Committee on Scien
tific, Technological and Aerospace Questions on 
the state of European nuclear energy program
mes - security aspects, and vote on the draft 
recommendation, Document 655 and amend
ments. 

I eall Mr. Small, the Rapporteur of the Com
mittee. 

Mr. SMALL (United Kingdom).- The report 
to which I am about to address myself is the 
result of much consideration in the Committee. 
Of the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions I would say that it is 
probably the most information-rich Committee 
on which I have served, and I have sat on many 
committees dealing with science and technology. 
Therefore my explanatory memorandum will be 
seen to be couched in very exotic language, the 

1. See page 34. 
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reason being that it would otherwise make all 
this a matter of debate because there is no pro
gress anywhere without friction. 

What I am finding today in the society in 
which we live is what I describe as technological 
omnipotence - the experts against democratic 
representation. During the past eighteen months 
since the oil crisis the experts themselves have 
been writing papers and bringing forward solu
tions but in the generality experts do not have 
a broader world vision ; their portfolio is within 
their own expertise. 

As a Scot, I am watching Scottish oil, British 
oi~ European oil - just name it. I see the 
future, as I say in the explanatory memorandum, 
in terms that we may end up with something 
like Ezekiel's valley of dry bones. So much is 
going on internationally for exploiting oill that 
in a small island and small offshore bases in 
Scotland we may find the place in twenty-five 
years festooned with nuclear installations which 
will despoil the Scottish landscape. The same is 
true of installations elsewhere, because what 
weakens defence in a nation is that there is 
always a social contingency and the requirement 
to find confidence for the people. One thinks 
of social breakdown in Europe such as at present 
exists in Ulster, a social breakdown which has 
spread over to Britain. This is an insoluble situa
tion but nevertheless it weakens the resolve of 
the nation to take care of its own defences. 

I shall not go into some of the things that are 
dealt with by romantic people writing in the 
newsp·apers. It is not so easy to play about with 
a rocket of plutoniUIJll. I do not supp08e that 
anyone here present has ever seen plutonium, 
nor have millions of people throughout the 
world, but wJth a unit so fallible that the user 
can blow himself up by the explosion of an 
ordinary pint milk bottle people are not likely 
to carry plutonium about with them. We have 
this problem of nuclear installations and it is 
a weakening thing in terms of defence elements 
and of the people. 

The Committee was quite right in the view 
that my presentation was not quite cognate with 
the study of nuclear energy programmes, but 
after a very nice and affable discussion we all 
agreed on the remarks being inserted in the 
report. The remarks in paragraph 4 deal with 
non-ratification, and for the sake of greater 
accura;cy I have here a copy of the whole con
vention. Some nations have not yet signed the 
convention and we wanted to bring attention 
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to those nations which have not signed and rati
fied it. Non-ratification may result from many 
causes. There are many reasons for not signing. 
Italy is an example. That nation seems to change 
government every six months or every year. The 
people there do not have the legislative basis 
which makes it easy to sign. There must be 
domestic le~lation before there can be ratifica
tion. I advance that as one interpretation. I do 
not think that it is an unwillingness on the part 
of any nation to sign and ratify but the fact 
that domestic legislation is required before a 
nation can enter into such an affair. 

In my explanatory memorandum I use the 
phrase "like playing Russian roulette". This 
refers to reactor choice and to the sphere of 
influence of those who make these things. I 
speak in terms of the British contribution in 
reactor research and the hard sell internation
ally. In our case the CEGB was backing the 
American reactor but the House of Commons 
Committee on Science and Technology had a 
representative from the South of Scotland Elec
tricity Board whose evidence on checks and 
balances seemed to make it pOifiible for the 
government, and for Mr. V arley, Secretary of 
State for Energy, to engage in a heavy water 
reactor with British technology. Therefore, when 
I speak in terms of choice of systems it is not yet 
just a question of one system agaiDBt another. 
There are many systems and all have their 
advocates. It ~s just the same as when one is 
buying a car. One man will praise it while 
another will tell you that it is not so hot, and 
that is what I had in mind when I referred to 
Russian roulette. When we consider the civil use 
of nuclear installations one has to remember that 
these are really just beginning, and the next 
twenty-five or fifty years will show which has 
a standard of maintenance which one can reason
ably expect to sustain in both safety checks and 
other things. 

I come to what might be described as the polit
ical problem. I have read much of the Rasmus
sen report in America and of the events fol
lowing the publication of that report. The press 
said variously that there were 24, 28 or 50 
closures. I have had an opportunity even since 
preparing this draft recommendation to check 
the official press releasefl. I believe that there 
has been far too much exaggeration. 

I should therefore like to recommend that a 
slight change be made in Chapter I, paragraph 

142 

TENTH SITTING 

9, ninth line of the paragraph. I suggest that 
the wording be altered so that it reads: "The 
Atomic Energy Commission has since had" and 
then delete the words "to close down" and add 
the word "inspect" twenty-one boiling-water 
reactors. I think that "inspect" is the better 
word. There was no catastrophe to a degree such 
as the paragraph as it stands might suggest, 
although it was said in almost every international 
paper that there was. 

I should not like to do the Americans or any
one else any injustice. This report. may or may 
not find its way into publication as a newspaper 
syndicated article. Therefore, it would be unfair 
to put it so that it eould be read as a condem
nation, which is how it might be taken to read 
at the moment. 

On the broadest base, the objectives of the 
Committee have been satisfied in our debate and, 
in finality, I wish to present the recommenda
tion to the Assembly. It reads: 

"RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

Urge the govermnents of member countries : 

1. To organise a public European conference 
within the framework"- I emphasise •within 
the framework'- "of the OECD, to define the 
safety and security requirements of nuclear 
reactors ... ; 

2. To promote the accession of all member 
countries to or the entry into force of the 
Paris, Brussels and Vienna conventions ... ; " 

The Bl'US"'elB supplement raised the amount of 
liability from £5 million to £25 million. There 
is no private insurance cover in this game. It is 
the State that provides the cover. So the Brussels 
amendment brings it up to £25 million. The 
recommendation continues : 

"3. To keep the public in all member countries 
regularly informed of all plans throughout 
Europe to establish nuclear power plants." 

I could say much more, but it is not my job to 
make a powerful or profound speech. I say at 
the end of my report : "Vestigia nulla retrorsum 
- there are no footprints back from the lion's 
den." 

We are all. embarked upon the nuclear age. 
We must live with it. None of us has ever seen 
plutonium. There is Pu 239 which is lethal. There 
is Pu 238 which has a benign effect ; that is the 
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thing which makes the heart pacer. So there is 
a duality about the use of this form of energy. 

I hope that on behalf of my Committee I have 
satisfied the Assembly that the recommendations 
can be fully endorsed. I thank the Assembly for 
its attention. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In the 
debate, I call Mr. Waltmans. 

Mr. W ALTMANS (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, I really do not know where I 
should begin, by congratulating Mr. Small on 
the fact that the British, using American 
engineering, are succeeding iJl bringing up Scot
tish oil, or to congratulate him on a really 
excellent report. I think that the latter would 
really be more in order. The problem we are 
discussing now is not only important for the 
future of the present population of Europe, but 
also of crucial importance for the generations to 
~ome. There is ·a great deal of doubt, especially 
m my own country, about the safety, the use
fulness and the financial prospects of nuclear 
energy programmes. We know that the majority 
of the parties represented in the present Nether
lands Government wrote to the German Bundes
tag on 27th November 1974 telling them that 
they would really rather bring the whole Kalkar 
project to an end. That is how things stand in 
the NetherlaJD.ds. 

The major decisions in the field of the civil 
application of nuclear energy are, as we can 
see, now being taken. But when we look at the 
way these decisions have been taken, we find 
that the Community has had no hand at all in 
the decision-making; and in the last resort it 
~s ~fter all the future of society at large that 
1s mvolved. We are afraid that the big multi
national companies have too much influence and 
too strong a grip on the government decision
making p·rocess. We feel that governments give 
way too easily to calls for unhampered economic 
growth. This growth satisfies economic objectives 
such as the maximisation of profits and income 
creating an enormous demand for energy and 
full and expanding employment. One may won
der, in these circumstances, whether governments 
ought not to explain rather more clearly how 
energy problems can be solved by economy mea& 
ures and by limiting industrial production. 

There are enormous differences of opinion 
between scientific experts. The Union of Con
cerned Scientists and the Suria Club, one of the 
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biggest environmental pressure groups in the 
United States, estimates the risk of a nuclear 
accident as sixteen times higher than is given 
in any official American report. 

Mr. Small is quite wrong in comparing the 
risks involved in using nuclear energy with those 
of industrial accidents. The latter affect indi
viduals, and are not solely and not primarily 
caused by external human factors and techno
logical developments, as is the case with nuclear 
energy. 

Then I would like to look for a moment at 
comments in the report about financial contribu
tions and subsidies given by certain oil companies 
to environmental preESure groups. I was abso
lutely amazed at this. These oil companies, such 
as Shell and Gulf, have their own nuclear energy 
programmes. To me this suggests that they have 
great faith in the success of nuclear energy and 
the belief that their objectives will receive 
government support. In these circumstances it 
is easy for them to hand out a little charity for 
the activities of certain environmental pressure 
groups, to keep the latter quiet or their own 
consciences happy. We must make sure, however, 
that official information to the people who live 
close to nuclear power stations does not end up 
as official misleading of the population. In our 
view, faith in nuclear energy must give way to 
an awareness of the very real dangers of nuclear 
energy. It is this awareness that must grow, not a 
misguided and foolhardy belief and hope that 
everything will turn out all right. 

And then there is the question of whether 
nuclear energy really is cheaper than conven
tional energy. The percentage differences men
tioned are too small to let the future of humanity 
hang upon the development of nuclear energy. 
I wonder, too, about the possibility of the use of 
nuclear energy breaking up the present mono
poly situation. The enormous investments needed 
will have to be put up by very powerful financial 
groups, and these ·same groups are at the present 
time working together with the oil and gas 
investment monopolies. What I ~an see, there
fore, is ·a mutual dependence and a further 
concentration, and the formation of new mono
polies by these groups rather than a breaking 
up of monopolies. I would point to the dangers 
to democracy of a new nuclear industrial and 
political complex ; this worries me greatly. 

The question that is asked right at the end 
of Chap.ter I is a very good one. I doubt very 
much whether the safety considerations involved 
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with light-water reactors are in faet within our 
financial capabilities. There is a need for govern
ment control over the social consequences of 
world technocracy, and this involves the setting 
up of a massive, world-wide security system to 
guard against sabotage and blackmail ; but then 
there is also a need for guarantees to be given 
that no misuse will be made of a technological 
control machinery of this kind once it is set up. 

In Chapter II, paragraph 37, the Rapporteur 
mentions the need for a continuing co-ordination 
of :national security measures. But how large 
would budgets need to be if we are to achieve 
an effective security system 1 

Why is the question of proliferation and its 
consequences not touched on in this report 1 

I am not very happy with the comments made 
in Chapter I entitled "Nuclear energy- a polit
ical problem". 

Turning to Chapter III, the question arises of 
what the consequences would be if we were 
obliged to call a halt to all nuclear programmes, 
and to shut down the nuclear power stations, 
because we had not found any sensible solution 
to the very basic problem of dangerous radio
active waste. In other words, have we looked at 
the consequences of what will happen if in ten 
years or so we come to the conclusion that nuclear 
energy is taking us down a blind alley 1 It is to 
get an answer to this question that I have put 
forward my amendment, hoping that the ABSe!lll
bly will appreciate my concern, and that it will 
look on my contribution to this debate as a 
constructive one. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. van Ooijen. 

Mr. van OOIJEN (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, I ·am very glad to see that our 
Scottish colleague William Small has taken the 
initiative of compiling a report on the safety 
problems of the use of nuclear energy. His report 
is a first step towards greater awareness of this 
problem of safety, so that it can make no claim 
to be a full and exhaustive treatment. But per
haps just because of that it invites discussion, 
a discussion in which I will very gladly join. 

Up to a few years ago the problem of safety 
bore mainly on the non-peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy. Today, there is apprehension among large 
sectors of the population about the use of nuelear 
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energy in general. This unease is far from being 
stilled now that the governments, prompted by 
the economic and political situation, are tempted 
to make hurried decisions on the expansion of 
the nuclear energy systems. Public opinion is 
demanding, and not without good reason, that 
economic desirability shall not be the sole decid
ing factor. I think a lot of thought will have 
to be given, particularly by politicians, to the 
extent to which popular opposition to the use 
of nuclear energy is or is not to be taken 
notice of. 

The rejection of nuclear energy is undoubtedly 
the result of the deep secrecy which, at an earlier 
stage, surrounded anything to do with nuclear 
energy. This secrecy created a climate in which 
emotional arguments thrived. Some of the emo
tional utterances one heard remind one of the 
appearance of the first train, or of the days 
when penalties were imposed for trading in 
tobacco, or when the people inveighed against 
the drinking of coffee. 

This sort of emotional discussion is not what 
I have in mind, however. What I mean is real 
discussion by people who know what they are 
talking about, and which is based on a modicum 
of information. I say a modicum of information, 
because the great secrecy surrounding the whole 
business of nuclear energy has meant that the 
information cannot be other than fragmentary. 

Rational decisions cannot be arrived at in an 
atmosphere where facts are lacking. Nor is it 
true, besides, that the criticisms of nuclear energy 
are based on emotional factors alone. Scientific 
quarters too have in recent times voiced well
£ounded critieism of an unchecked expansion of 
nuclear energy applications. The public uneasi
ness that results is not going to be got rid of 
by people making reassuring noises and making 
favourable comparisons. 

Only solid information, based on hard facts, 
will allow respO'llSible decisions to be reached 
through public discussion. Otherwise decisions 
for or against the peaceful uses of atomic energy 
will be influenced by emotion-laden rejection or 
by an excessively sanguine view of the advan
tages of nuclear energy. The partisans of nuclear 
energy run the risk of painting too rosy a pic
ture, while its opponents tend to see the whole 
thing in unrelieved black. Hence the importance 
of a serious study and public discussion on the 
safety aspects of nuclear energy. 

I think a study of this kind will have to cover 
the safety of the entire nuclear energy system. 
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Attention will also have to be given to the safety 
of those who work in nuclear power stations, and 
of their progeny, to contingency plans for 
dealing with a disaster which, while it has not 
yet happened, is still always ·a possibility, and 
to the search for an effective solution to the 
problem of making radioactive waate safe during 
transport and storage. 

I hope, Mr. President, that without dismissing 
the whole idea of nuclear energy out of hand 
I have made it plain that I doubt whether it is 
possible to give adequate guarantees of safety 
at the present time, so that we cannot blindly 
go ahead with a decision to make a very much 
wider use of nuclear energy. 

In his report and draft recommendation Wil
liam Small has drawn attention to the non
proliferation treaties. He says, in his recom
mendation, that the member States should pro
mote the entering into force of the Paris, 
Brussels and Vienna Conventions. I would make 
the point however that it is not just a matter of 
ratifying these conventions, but also of applying 
them in the spirit. 

Today there are about thirty countries pro
ducing plutonium from nuclear power stations 
being used for peaceful purposes. A number of 
these countries have not yet signed the non
proliferatioo treaty, and some of them have even 
come into possession of nuclear power stations 
through the agency of countries that have signed 
the treaty. 

A treaty that makes it possible, without any 
difficulty, to supply nuclear power stations to 
third countries is a treaty that is not working 
properly and will have to be looked at again. 
I am leaving aside here the question of whether 
an infringement of the treaty is involved. I do 
think, however, that this problem ought to be 
put on the agenda of the European conference 
on the safety of nuclear reactors which Mr. 
Small is suggesting. 

The report before us today seeks to provide 
a starting point for a fresh look at the prob
lems of safety in the use of nuclear energy. I 
hope that there will be widespread discussion 
based on hard information. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Osborn. 

Mr. OSBORN (United Kingdom). - I am 
pleased to have the opportunity to take part in 
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this debate ·and to congratulate Mr. Small on 
tackling an almost impossible assignment. We 
must bear in mind that last summer we discussed 
my report on the European atomic energy 
industry and the development of atomic energy 
as the only reliable and certain source of energy. 
We were aware of this factor, and the predic
tions show that half the electricity supply in the 
late 1980s and early 1990s will arise from electri
city generated from nuclear power stations. 

I recall that my report was at that time criti
cised on the ground that it did not give enough 
attention to safety ·aspects of nuclear power 
generation, nuclear energy ·and diffusion. Mr. 
Small in his report, however inadequate some 
may regard it, at leaat has endeavoured oo behalf 
of the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions to tackle the problem. 

Atomic energy is a new technology. Only 
about twenty years have elapsed since I attended 
the first Atoms for Peace cooference in Geneva. 
At that time, the United States decided to make 
available the knowledge gained for wartime pur
poses and to set aside some of the secrecy to 
which Mr. van Ooijen referred in the interests 
of peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

As the Assembly's previous Rapporteur, on the 
atomic energy industry, I visited Washington 
and the AEC, and the then Committee had the 
opportuniJty to visit Canada. I must stress thrut 
the AEC is now dead and that the nuclear activ
ities have been divided into two. 

The Atomic Energy Commission has perha;ps 
fallen to the environmental lobby in the United 
States of America. There was a very interesting 
article on this in "The New Scientist", published 
only last month, in which it said: "The AEC is 
dead. Long live the AEC." There was ·also a 
comment on this divergence. 

On the one hand, in the United States of Ame
rica, it is necessary to look at energy as a whole 
- new sources of energy - and I welcome the 
initiative taken by President Nixon and othel"S. 
On the other hand, there is a greater need to 
regulate and ensure that atomic energy is safe. 
Mr. Small has pointed out that even in the United 
States of America they have had their troubles, 
and although there are some firty reactors in 
operation, there are some nine hundred envisaged 
and in the pipeline at the present time. 

On my visit to the AEC we met a Dr. Fried
manu - in fact, we met those who would be 
leading ERDA at the present time - and I 
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remember a discussion to decide whether a com
ponent for a reactor was safe or nat. 

Some twenty years ago I was making compo
nents for nuclear reactors and I v-isited a steel 
foundry in .Americ-a making stainless steel bowls 
for their marine programme. There were more 
inspectors than those producing, and the prob
lem facing those inspectors was to decide what 
was safe and what was not. An even bigger 
problem was that, if they made a mistake, lives 
were at stake in the early days of the nuclear 
submarine programme. 

Today there is the challenge facing our scien
tists and engineers and those responsible for 
safety. Your Committee had the opportunity of 
interviewing Mr. Williams, who gave us a very 
fine report on the safety aspects of a nuclear 
programme. The inspector has to decide what is 
and what is not safe. The Science and Techno
logy Committee went to see the CANDU reactor 
at Pickering. Since then even one of those 
reactors has presented problems. There is the 
problem in any water reactor, as against a gas 
reactor, of dealing with tritium which can be 
harmful in the short term to a certain extent 
for all those who have an overdose. 

But even in Britain we learn that after some 
of the incidents in Lancashire and Cumberland 
there have been press reports to the effect that 
perhaps the leukaemia rate in Lancashire and 
near that area, although insignificant, is still 
higher than elsewhere in the country. There is 
so much that we do not know. 

New technologies present their problems. When 
they are so complicated and difficult to under
stand they cause genuine fears. I welcome the 
fact that this Committee, at the request of the 
Assembly, has tackled this problem of safety. 
I welcome the first recommendation that there 
should be a public European conference. At that 
conference there should be papers from those 
operating various types of nuclear reactors, indi
cating their problems. There should be papers 
from all those responsible for safety in the Euro
pean countries. There should be pape·rs from 
those interested in our health and our environ
ment. Above all, the v-arious agencies, whether 
it is the European Nuclear Energy Agency, 
helped by OECD, or the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, should let us know what is going 
on in regard to nuclear safety to ensure that 
accidents do not happen. 
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I believe that the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions has an 
importllillt role to play as a means of finding out 
within Europe what is going on in regard to 
safety, so that the people of Europe can better 
understand and know what are the problems, and 
also what are the alternatives if we do not con
tinue apace with this nuclear programme, par
ticularly with regard to recycling and disposal 
of waste. The experts have techniques in keeping 
waste. Some of the waste to which Mr. Small has 
referred has a very long half life in liquid 
containers or water containers, and indefinitely 
in stainless steel tanks. There is also the question 
whether that waste is to be in solid form. There 
are techniques that are becoming accepted. The 
people of Europe should have those techniques 
explained to them. 

I would therefore commend to this Assembly 
a safety conference to explain what is going on, 
and I commend the work of Mr. Small and his 
Committee. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Small. 

Mr. SMALL (United Kingdom).- I welcome 
Mr. W altmans' contribution. The whole purpose 
of the report was to promote a .debate, for none 
of us feels very secure. 

What we are asking for in our recommendation 
is public interest in the matter - a public con
ference. 

I believe that in Holland they are sitting on 
a "bubble of gas". I was always a good listener, 
in Dutch terms, and we should take a long-term 
look at nucleaT energy. Taking the French 
figure for the price per kilowatt/hour, it is 
cheaper today than previously, so that from the 
point of view of long-term economics the utilisa
tion of nuclear energy as a source of power has 
a definite future. 

In the case of underdeveloped countries it is 
possible to by-pass to some extent the forces of 
nature by bui·lding a "power pack" and transfer
ring it into darkest Africa, into India or else
where, and there can be a built-in survival kit for 
those who want to advance more quickly towards 
civilisation as we understand it in the West. 

It is too early in these days just to make a 
direct condemnation of the new materials that 
science has brought to us on this planet, and 
with such speed. It is this very speed which is 
the disturbing element in our minds when we 
consider what is to be done with radioactive 
waste in the future. 
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Mr. van Ooijen also expressed his doubt. I am 
very grateful for his contribution. None of us 
is easy in the mind, but we must make an an~ 
lysis, and I thank him for his compliments. 

I have paid a tribute to Mr. Osborn, and I pay 
one to him yet ·again as a most diligent Rappor
teur on behalf of the Committee who, by having 
put all the technical data at its disposal, has 
made it one very rich in information. I welcome 
his support for the recommendations. 

I hope the Assembly will pass this unanimously. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Does any
body else wish to speak L 

I call the Chairman of the Committee. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). -Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, 
the report you have just heard submitted by 
Mr. Small is very well thought out and, in my 
opinion, constitutes the first of a series of reports 
on a very important subject. 

At a time when the civilised world is in danger 
owing to the energy crisis, it is essential that our 
Committee should carry out studies under the 
auspices of WEU to show clearly how we can 
continue to foster by all available means the 
installation of nuclear power stations, while 
taking all the necessary precautions. It is for 
this reason that we have decided to make contact 
with Euratom, the various European atomic 
energy agencies and OECD, to enable us to 
prepare another report on the problem of atomic 
energy and its possible dangers. 

At a time when the problem arises of the 
survival of mankind within a civilisation which 
is that of progress, it is essential that, while 
taking all precautions for the defence of man
kind, we should develop atomic energy. 

I consider that Mr. Small's report is a remark
able one since it calls attention to atomic energy 
and asks that provision should be made for the 
protection of man, whlle maintaining and 
developing the energy which is essential to him. 
I would therefore ask the Assembly to adopt 
Mr. Small's remarkable report unanimously. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -We shall 
now consider the draft recommendation submit-
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ted by the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions. 

Two amendments have been tabled. The first 
was tabled by Mr. W altmans and countersigned 
by Mr. de Bruyne. I will read it : 

Add the following paragraph at the end of the 
draft recommendation : 

"4. To study the consequences of a possible 
break-off of nuclear development within ten 
years." 

I call the Rapporteur. 

Mr. SMALL (United Kingdom). - I have 
studied the amendment and I recommend its 
rejection. The qualification of development is 
one that we could not support. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does 
nobody else wish to speak L 

I put the amendment, which is rejected by the 
Committee, to the vote. 

The amendment is rejected. 

Mr. Alber has tabled an amendment to add 
the following paragraph at the end of the draft 
recommendation : 

"To build nuclear power plants near a frontier 
only after agreement with the neighbouring 
country concerned." 

What does the Committee think L 

Mr. SMALL (United Kingdom).- I welcome 
and can accept this amendment. I believe it is 
necessary to have this collaboration between 
frontiers and public debate before a nuclear 
installation is erected. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does 
anyone wish to speak L 

I put the amendment, which is accepted by 
the Committee, to the vote. 

The amendment is adopted. 

I have now been handed a purely drafting 
amendment relating to the French text, pro
posing to modify paragraph 2 of the recommen
dation proper as follows : 

"2. De favoriser l'adhision de tous les pays 
membres ... ou l'entree en vigueur des ... " 

- the remainder without change. 

At the beginning of paragraph 3, replace "A 
informer" by "D'informer". 
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I call the Chairman of the Committee. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, this is indeed a purely 
formal amendment. I imagine that you are sur
rounded by purists who defend the French 
language. I pay homage to them. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - This is 
an amendment of pure form and refers only to 
the French text. 

Are there any objections L 

It is adopted. 

I shall put the whole recommendation, as 
amended, to the vote. 

I call Mr. W altrnans. 

Mr. WALTMANS (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, I had tried, by my amendment, 
to remove a certain lack of balance. Now that 
this has not succeeded, I shall be unable to give 
the draft recommendation my support. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Since 
there is an objection, I think it would be better 
to take the vote on the recommendation at the 
beginning of this afternoon, so as to avoid 
making the Minister wait. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). - Since there is only one very slight 
objection which takes the form of an abstention, 
I think that the Minister will not mind ... 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - There 
have been allegations that I have infringed the 
Rules of Procedure and recommendations that I 
should be stricter. This was why Mr. Waltmans' 
proposal caused me to put forward the sug
gestion I made just now. But if he only wants to 
indicate his abstention, I agree that we can put 
Mr. Small's recommendation to the vote. 

Mr. WALTMANS (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- I said, Mr. President, th&t I would not be 
aible to support the draft recommendation ; this 
means in ract that I shall ·be :abstaining. 

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation). 
- I ask for the floor. 

The PRESIDENT {Translation). - In that 
case .the vote will be taken at the beginning of 
the afternoon. I do not want to delay the 
Minister's speech ·any further. 
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Mr. WALTMANS (Netherlands) (Transla
tion).- I shall be glad to follow your suggestion, 
Mr. President. 

5. Address by Lord Goronwy-Roberts, 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the 

United Kingdom 

The PRESIDENT.- The Assembly extends a 
particularly warm welcome to you, Lord 
Goronwy-Roberts. We look forward to hearing 
a speech from a Minister with great experience 
at the Foreign Office and from a member of 
parliament with long and distinguished service 
at Westminster. 

(The President continued in French) 

(Translation). - I invite Lord Goronwy
Roberts ·to take the floor. 

Lord GORONWY-ROBERTS (Parlwmentary 
Under-Secretary of State for Foreign and Com
monwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom). -
Mr. President, thank you very much for your 
kind words of welcome. I would like to say how 
pleased I am to have this opportunity of addres
sing the Assembly of Western European Union. 
The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, Mr. 
Callaghan, much regrets that he is not able to 
attend himself. 

The Defence Secretary, Mr. Maaon, would also 
like to have been with you today. He is parti
cularly conscious of the responsibilities of this 
Assembly in matters of defence. As many of you 
will be aware, it is only two days since he made a 
statement to the House of Commons on our 
defence review - the most extensive ·and 
thorough review of our system of defence ever 
undertaken by a British Government in peace
time. In these cireumstances it seems right that 
I should address you on this subject here today. 

Let us first put things into perspective. The 
idea that the British Government should reduce 
its expenditure on defence from its present level 
of 5.5% to 4.5% of GNP over the next ten yetars 
should shock no one. At present we are contribut
ing a higher proportion of our GNP to defence 
than any country here represented. In view of 
the needs of our time some others might care to 
level up their expendilture - and there is room 
for it - as we are levelling ours down. The 
proposals outlined by Mr. Mason on Tuesday 
took fully into account strategic, political, eco-
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nomic and military considerations. While the 
review WllB prompted by the difficult economic 
situation in the United Kingdom, the needs of 
our national security, the overriding importance 
of our commitments to NATO and WEU and our 
responsibilities in Europe and overse:m, were 
firmly and consistently kept in mind. Over the 
past twenty-five years we have sought to main
tain a major contribution to all the main elements 
of NATO's capabilities despite the fact that our 
economic performance has lagged behind that of 
our. major European neighbours. We are working 
to Improve and strengthen our economic posi
tion and we are confident that we shall succeed. 
In the meantime the defence review reflects our 
determination to provide for a modern and 
effective defence structure which will make a 
significant contribution to the strength of the 
Alliance. 

In addition to deciding the general scale of the 
programme needed to meet future defence require
ments and the level of resources that can be 
devoted to defence, the British Government has 
reached provisioillal conclusions about our future 
commitments and the force levels needed to meet 
them. On the day that Mr. Mason made his 
statement, consultations were begun with our 
allies in NATO. These consultations, which are 
likely to 1ast into the new year, will be thorough 
and genuine. Consultations will also be held with 
governments in other pams of the world who 
might be affected. 

In conducting the review it was decided that 
since NATO is the linchpin of British security it 
would remain the first charge on the resour~es 
available for defence. The first priority would 
therefore be to concentrate on those areas in 
which my government felt it could most effec
tively contribute to the security of the Alliance. 
These consist of our contributions in land and 
air forces. in the central region of Europe, in 
sea and air forces to the Eastern Atlantic and 
Channel areas, and in the defence of the United 
Kingdom and its immediate approaches. The 
effectiveness of the Polaris force will also be 
maintained. 

The British Government intends to discuss all 
aspects of its NATO contributions with its allies. 
The contribution to the Allied Command Europe 
Mobile Force will remain unchanged, but our 
declarations of specialised reinforcement forces 
could be reduced to an air-portable brigade group 
and a Royal Marine commando group specially 
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tl'ained and equipped for Arctic warfare and 
would be available for the central region or the 
northern flank of NATO. The priority given to 
the NATO contribution will necessarily require 
a contraction in commitments outside the 
Alliance. The proposals will, however, be discus
sed in detail with our allies and partners before 
any final decisions are taken. 

In your Recommendation 254 made during the 
June session and your debates in the cuTTent 
session, you have expressed understandable con
cern about security in the Mediterranean and 
Indian Ocean areas. We share this concern In 
view of the Soviet mval presence in the Indian 
Ocean area we have decided to agree to proposals 
from the United States Govermnent for an 
expansion of the facilities on the Island of Diego 
Garcia which it enjoys jointly with Her Majesty's 
Government under an existing agreement. Use of 
these facilities other than for routine purposes 
would be a matter for joint decision of the two 
governments. They have also agreed to pUl'BUe 
consultaJtions, with the aim of developing realistic 
progress towards arms limita1lion in the Indian 
Ocean. 

We shall maintain our membership of CENTO 
an~ .s.EATO. In accordance with the military 
faCilities agreement concluded in 1972 with the 
Government of Malta British forces will remain 
there until 1979. We have in present circum
stances no plans to withdraw from Cyprus 
although some further reduction in force level 
is not ex~luded. 

The proposals outlined by Mr. Mason will 
naturally also have an effect on force levels 
with~ the. t~ree services. Priority has been given 
to mamtaimng as far as possible the level and 
quality of British front-line forces. They will be 
equipped in a manner commensurate with their 
r~les and responsibilities, and the support area 
wl'll be restructured to match the new size and 
shape of the front line. The government attaches 
great impol'ltance to the negotiations between 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries on the 
mutual reduction of forces and armaments in 
Central Europe. We are committed to seeking 
an outcome which, while preserving undiminished 
security for all the countries concerned, would 
help to create a more stable relationship in the 
area at a lower level of forces. We hope that the 
negotiations will be successful in achieving this 
objective. But I can assure the Assembly that 
there ·wi.H be no proposal, in advance of mutual 
and balanced force reductions, to reduce the 
forces which we maintam on the mainland of 
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Europe in accordance with our obligations under 
the revised Brussels Treaty. 

Planned expenditure on research and develop
ment will be reduced by some 10 %. It is hoped 
that this can be achieved within the framework of 
the Alliance and in the spirit of the revised 
Brussels Treaty by increasing standardisation in 
equipment and eliminating duplication in 
research and development. 

In the light of your consideration of the condi
tions of service within the armed forces you will 
be pleased to hear that the British Government 
has not ignored the effect that these proposals 
might have on the momle and well-being of the 
forces. Proposed changes will be carefully plan
ned and introduced progressively over the next 
few years. Reductions will be achieved by normal 
wastage as far as ever possible, but some 
redundancies, both service and civilian, will be 
unavoidable if the services and the headquarters 
and outstations of the Ministry of Defence are 
to be adapted to the new range of commitments, 
and if the balance of ranks and ages necessary 
for a satisfactory career structure is to be pre
served. Those who have to be made redundant 
will be offered fair terms, and time in which to 
plan their future employment. The government 
will be examining ways in which they can help 
with resettlement into civilian life. 

Before concluding, I should emphasise that 
none of the proposals outlined by Mr. Mason in 
parliament on Tuesday and which I have briefly 
relayed to you today represents a final decision. 
All will be thoroughly discussed with our allies 
in NATO and outside, and the final decisions 
will be taken in the light of those consultations. 
Mr. Mason concluded his statement in the House 
of Commons by saying that these consultations 
should include not only our allies and partners, 
but also the members of the House. Perhaps in 
a few moments that invitation might be extended 
to members of this Assembly, who may wish to 
ask questions or to make comments, and I should 
be very glad indeed to listen to all that may be 
said, to attempt to give answers, and certainly 
to report to London what has been said in the 
Assembly about this matter. 

After we have completed the process of con
sultations on the review and taken our final 
decisions, we have no doubt that the Royal Navy, 
the Army and the Royal Air Force will remain 
highly-effective forces equipped to the highest 
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standards as required by their front-line NATO 
tasks. Britain will continue to play its full part 
in preserving the stmtegy and cohesion of the 
NATO Alliance, and in meeting effectively its 
remaining commitments outside NATO. 

Mr. President, I thank you most warmly for 
this opportunity to speak to the WEU Assembly, 
and I congratulate the Assembly on their serious 
and useful contribution to the debate about 
defence matters. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I thank 
J.Jord Goronwy-Roberts, who has kindly agreed 
to ·answer any questions members of the Assembly 
might care to put to him. 

I call Mr. Critchley, Chairman of the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments. 

M'r. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). -
Though Lord Goronwy-Roberts' speech was mild 
and modest in delivery this should not disguise 
the fact that this document is highly controver
sial, not simply within the United Kingdom but 
throughout the members of the Western Alliance 
itself. 

I do not want to inject a debate upon this par
ticular paper into an international assembly, but 
there are one or two points I would briefly make 
and ask a question of Lord Goronwy-Roberts. He 
said at the beginning of his statement that the 
review owes its origins to the very difficult eco
nomic situation which faces Great Britain. This 
aJSSertion hides more than it reveals. Although 
no one could argue that our economic situation is 
anything but desperate or question that there 
must be a relationship between that and the 
amount we spend on defence, to understand the 
object of this political exercise one must of 
course understand the nature of the Parliamen
tary Labour Party and the need of Labour 
governments to devote a very high proportion of 
their time to the management of a coalition which 
includes both Marxists and Social Democrats. It 
is that fact which h!as in fact stimulated and 
made necessary this kind of government. 

The question I would like to put to Lord 
Goronwy-Roberts is this. In his speech he said 
this: 

"The effectiveness of the Polaris force will 
also be maintained." 

What does that mean ? Does it mean that the 
government are prepared to look into the ·pur
chase of advanced warheads from the United 
States to keep this particular force up to date Y 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Do you 
wish to reply, Lord Goronwy-Roberts Y 

Lord GORONWY-ROBERTS. - Mr. Presi
dent, I would prefer to reply to the questions and 
comments as a whole towards the end of what 
may well be a mini-debate, if that is convenient 
to you and to the Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I there
fore call Mr. Leynen. 

Mr. LEYNEN (Belgium) (Translation). -
Yesterday I received scant satisfaction when I 
asked Mr. Destremau, the French Secretary of 
State, what the Council meanrt, in its reply to 
Recommendation 254, by the expression : "area 
of Western European Union", which allegedly 
did not include the Indi.tan Ocean. Mr. Destremau 
seemed to be referring me to a better source, 
namely the Chairman of the Council of Ministers, 
and since the Minister has also alluded to the 
defence of the Inditan Ocean in his speech, I 
would reiterate my question : What does the 
Council mean by the area of Western European 
Union? On what text does it base its reply Y And 
if there is such ·an area, what are its limits 1 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Lewis. 

Mr. LEWIS (United Kingdom).- I am rather 
annoyed having listened to Mr. Critchley, 
because, being a member of parliament support
ing the Labour Government, I deeply resent that 
Mr. ·Critchley should at an Assembly such as this 
refer to what he believes to be the constitution 
and arrangements of the Labour Party. He may 
or may not be right, but I do not think that this 
is either the time or the place to make such 
remarks. I may well believe that there are neo
fascists and nazis m the Tory Party, but I do 
not think that it would be right for me to say 
that, because the Tory Party cannot arrange its 
own leadership, the trouble with the Tory Party 
is that it has no leader. I do not think that this 
is the time and place for comment like that. 

We are discussing a matter concerning the 
British Government. I say to my Conservative 
friends that a British Government includes them 
as well. I have been a member of parliament for 
thirty years. I have always ·adopted the attitude 
that the government, whether they are Tory or 
Labour, are the British Government. As such I 
may disagree with them, and at home in my 
own parliament I will say anything I want, 
subject of course to the permission of the Chair, 
and I will attack my government in my own 
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country, but I do not think that this is the time 
or place. 

Having said that, may I say that I warmly 
welcome the British Government's announcement 
of a reduction in armaments. 

I make this plea for a particular reason. There 
are children in my constituency who cannot go to 
school every day of the week because they are 
on a rota system by which they take one day off 
per week from school. We have not enough 
schools. There is a shortage of schools and 
teachers, a shortage of hospitals and a shortage of 
houses. I could go on wilth the list of shortages. 
One reason for these shortages is the fact that 
there is not enough money to build the schools, 
the hospitals and the houses or to pay the 
teachers. One of the reasons for this situation is 
the fact that the British Government are spend
ing too much of gross national product on arma
ments. 

I warmly welcome, therefore, any cut which 
the government can make commensurate with the 
advice which they receive from their military 
advisers to maintain the security of our country. 
If I have any criticism at all, it is that the cut 
is not large enough. I would urge the government 
to consider whether they can make any more 
cuts because if that money is saved, I shall ask 
for some of it to ·be channelled into providing the 
homes, the schools and the hospitals for the 
people of Great Britain generally and for my 
own constituents in particular. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Wall. 

Mr. WALL (United Kingdom).- I am certain 
that the Assembly does not want to become invol
ved in a party political wrangle between British 
political parties. I should like to congratulate 
Lord Goronwy-Roberts on the delivery of his 
speech and on two parts in particular. 

First, I was happy to hear that British forces 
are to remain in Cyprus and this matter is most 
relevant considering the debate on this topic 
which the Assembly conducted yesterday. 
Secondly, I wish to refer to the decision on Diego 
Garcia, which is of vital importance since it 
protects the oil route from the Middle East. 

I should like to ask the Minister two factual 
questions. First he said that ·the defence review 
aimed at cutting defence expenditure from 5.5 % 
to 4.5 % of gross national product. Does he 
recognise that gross national product is not the 
only yardstick for defence expenditure Y If one 
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uses GNP as the yardstick, then the result 
depends on the nation's total GNP and, unfor
tunately, the GNP in the United Kingdom at 
present is rather low. Therefore, perhaps it is not 
the best yardstick. Certainly in terms of per 
capita expenditure on defence, both France and 
Western Germany spend considerably more than 
the United Kingdom. 

Secondly, the Minister referred to the 
importance of NATO and Central Europe and 
said that we do not intend to cut our forces in 
Central Europe. I am glad to heax that. Will 
Lord Goronwy-Roberts recognise that because 
there is a nuclear stalemate in Central Europe, 
pressure is exerted on the flanks ? Indeed, I 
know that he recognises this :factor since he men
tioned the Indian Ocean. Is it not dangerous, 
therefore, to cut naval forces, maritime air forces 
and commando forces which are designed to 
protect the flanks of NATO and Europe Y 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Dr. 
Mabon. 

Dr. MABON (United Kingdom).- I should 
like to associate myself with Mr. Wall in congra
tulating our friend Lord Goronwy-Roberts on 
his address. However, I do not agree with Mr. 
Wall that gross national product is an unreason
able measure of judgment. Perhaps the Minister 
could give some examples of the proportions of 
GNP in relation to defence expenditure on the 
part of our friends and allies which do not match 
ours in the United Kingdom. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
J.Jord Goronwy-Roberts. 

Lord GORONWY-ROBERTS. - I am grate
ful for this opportunity to reply to the mini
debate which has developed as a result of my 
statement. I particularly welcome the contribu
tiOns made by members of the British Delegation, 
and I was most interested to hear constructive 
and searching comments made by others in the 
Assembly whom I have not yet met but very 
much hope to meet before I leave today. 

I should like to refer Mr. Critchley to what was 
said by my colleague Mr. Arthur Lewis, who 
referred to the internal affairs of the British 
Parliamentary Labour Party. I would ask Mr. 
Critchley to refer to his own experience of how 
affairs are conducted within the British 'Con
servative Party. If the British Labour Govern
ment are to be criticised for attempting, after 
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very careful consideration extending over many 
months, to make a progressive reassessment of 
our defence contribution, is there not an equal 
criticism to be levelled by Mr. Critchley at the 
Conservative Government in 1972-73 who carried 
out the same exercise which had the result of 
cutting defence expenditure by £300 million Y 
If that policy is regarded as a virtue in a Con
servative Government, is it not at least half a 
virtue in the case of a Labour Government ? 

My colleague Dr. Mabon asks for examples of 
proportions of GNP in relation to defence 
expenditure among our friends and allies. I 
disagree with my good friend Mr. Patrick Wall 
on this point ; it is a matter of judgment and of 
choice. I agree with Dr. Mabon that GNP is the 
best assessment of the contribution of a State. 
Per capita contribution is more prope:dy related 
to the contributions to a central fund by mem
ber States. It is as States that we are members 
of NATO and comrades in WEU. Therefore, it 
is the performance and contribution by States 
in ·terms of their economies which properly 
should be looked at. 

I respond to Dr. Mabon's invitation and I will 
give the figures for which he asks. Of the four
teen countries about which I have information 
to hand in respect of a percentage of GNP con
tributed to defence, we are the third on the list 
- second only to the United States, which, for 
every conceivable reason, is bound to be the first. 
The second in the table is Portugal. I have 1973 
figures and at that time Portugal was immersed 
in a very expensive colonial war. Therefore, in 
terms of percentage of GNP contribution, the 
United Kingdom is ahead of every other country 
here represented. 

Let me give the actual figures. Let me take 
the NATO contribution which is somewhat dif
ferent from ours 'at home. That put the United 
Kingdom contribution at 5.7% in 1973, the 
last full year for which we have an assessment. 
The figure for Turkey was 4.8 %, Norway 3.8 %, 
the Netherlands 3.7 %, Italy 3.3 %, Greece 4.6 %, 
Germany 3.9 %, France 4,2 %, Denmark 2.5 %, 
Canada 2.4 %, and Belgium 3 %. Therefore, at 
5.7% the United Kingdom is very much at the 
top of the league, if one excepts the United States 
and Portugal because of their special reasons. 
Therefore, I resist - I hope in a comradely 
fashion - the suggestion that my country and 
successive British Governments, of whatever 
political colour, have not made a major contri
bution from the begi'll.Iling of NATO to the 
defence of Western Europe. 
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I now pass to one or two other points of sub
stance which have been raised by members of the 
Assembly. Mr. Wall rightly raised the question of 
northern and southern f·lanks. I thank him for 
his constructive remarks with which he prefaced 
his question and his reference to our decision to 
continue to make a major contribution where we 
think we can best make it in the general central 
region. 

I would ask you, however, to study what I 
have said in relation to the defence of the United 
Kingdom and the Chamnel area, and also our 
commitment to the northern area. I think that 
on reflection you will find, in what I have said, 
reassurance certainly in regard to the northern 
f·lank 

As to the southern flank, I know that this 
causes anxiety not only to Mr. Wall but, I think 
to Mr. Critchley, who was Rapporteur of a Com~ 
mittee that produced a very useful report on this 
matter. We think, first, that the countries in 
southern Europe and in the Mediterranean 
should be those primarily concerned with the 
defence of that area, but - and I now refer my 
ho~ourable friend to what I said about Cyprus -
while we expect and hope to make certain reduc
tions there, we shall remain in Cyprus. I leave 
it at that, because the position in Cyprus, as 
members know, is very difficult and probably 
changing rapidly. 

We are very hopeful that the talks with the 
Cypriot leaders themselves will lead to an early 
solution. We would not wish to do or say any
thing here or in our own country that might 
jeopardise the early possibility of such a solution. 
When Mr. Wall has studied the entire statement 
again I think he will find that we are con
centrating on the area where we oon make the 
best contribution. We are providing for the 
northern region, and with others we shall con
tinue at least to make the small, minimal contri
bution - and it is, after all, small, Mr. Wall -
that we have been making in the Mediterranean 
so far. 

I shall answer the Polaris poilnt very briefly. 
We shall take whatever steps are necessary. to 
maintain their effectiveness, and I do not pro
pose to go into any further detail here neither 
would I in the House. I repeat that st~tement : 
we. sh.a:ll take wha~ver steps are necessary to 
mamtam the effootlVeness of Polaris. 
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A point was raised about the area covered by 
WEU. I am perfectly prepared to agree that 
this is a difficult question. Your own Council 
has not been able to return a definitive answer 
to at least one question put to it by the Assem
bly. Article V of the revised treaty relates only 
to "armed attack in Europe". However, I agree 
with the questioner that Article VIII, on the 
other hand, refers to consultation with regard 
to any situation which may constitute a threat 
to peace in whatever area this threat might arise. 
It is a real point. I cannot myself resolve it 
today, nor do I think any member of the Assem
bly can, and your Council has not so far been 
able to resolve it. But we ought to remember 
that WEU is not the only forum for discussing 
contingencies of this sort related to the area of 
operation of policy. There is certainly NATO. 
So I would prefer to ieave this point with the 
observation that it is a matter which your Coun
cil, my government and other governments, are 
constantly studying, but we must not regard it 
as being one of undue urgency, because it is also 
being studied and considered in a continuing 
way in other forums and certainly in NATO. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I wish to 
thank you for answering the various speakers. 

6. Address by Mr. Van Elslande, Minister for 
Foreign Affairs and Development Co-operation 

of Belgium 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I am 
happy to welcome Mr. Renaat V an Elslande, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs and Development 
Co-operation of Belgium. 

I would persolllally like to thank him for the 
very warm welcome he extended to me during 
my visit to Brussels. 

The Assembly is aware of the efforts being 
made at present by the Foreign Ministers of the 
nine member countries of the European Econo
mic Community, and particularly of the active 
part played by the Belgian Minister in ensuring 
the success of the active part played by the 
Belgian Minister in ensuring the success of the 
important summit meeting convened at the 
initiative of the President of the French Repub
lic. 

I will now ask the Minister to address the 
Assembly. 
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Mr. V an ELSLANDE (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and Development Co-operation of Bel
gium) (Translation). -Mr. President, I would 
first like to thank you for the kind words you 
have just spoken. I shall immediately begin the 
address I have prepared for this meeting. 

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, in a 
few days the third meeting of the Heads of 
Government of the European Community will 
take place in Paris. We do not yet know what 
the results of it will be, but any convinced Euro
pean will hope that a few steps can be taken in 
the right direction - the one leading to political 
integration. Integration already appears in the 
preamble to the modified Brussels Treaty and in 
the Treaty of Rome. The idea was confirmed in 
the conclusions of the 1972 Paris summit meeting. 
A date was put forward for its achievement -
1980. 

The Foreign Ministers of the Nine are attempt
ing, more or less successfully, within the frame
work of European political consultation, to 
establish oommon points of view. But a common 
point of view does not yet mean a common 
foreign policy, which can only really come into 
being when the various States have surrendered 
this aspect of their sovereignty to a European 
government which, under the control of a demo
cratic European parliament, will exercise its 
attributes in the field of foreign policy. It will 
still take time to implement this project, but 
decisions to be taken at the summit meeting next 
Monday and Tuesday should indicate the road 
to be followed. 

A common foreign policy necessarily implies 
a common defence policy. The fact that we are 
a:ll members of the Atlantic Alliance cannot be 
used as an alibi to justify the lack of a European 
defence policy. 

A few days ago I read in the last issue of the 
Monde Atlantique ·an article by the former 
Belgian Minister Fern:and Dehousse - professor 
at the University of Liege and an out-and-out 
protagonist of united Europe. The article was 
entitled Resurrection de la OED 1 

I am very well •aware that history is not writ
ten with "ifs". But I cannot resist the temptation 
to quote an extract from this article. 

The fact is that the European Defence Com
munity contained the seeds of fruitful elements 
for progress both in the building of Europe and 
in European relations with the United States : 
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"(1) By providing for a common military 
budget, the EDC made necessary and urgent 
the institution of a control exerted by political 
organs, since ·an army is never more than an 
instrument at the service of objectives defined 
in the political sphere. If the 1952 treaty had 
been ratified, therefore, a far more rapid and 
more concrete advance would have been made 
than has been the case towards a European 
political community worthy of the name. That, 
incidentally, is what the treaty expressly con
templated with admirable lucidity. The eco
nomic developments would have followed, as 
was laid down in turn in a project which 
unfortunately became a dead letter after the 
breakdown of the EDC, namely the political 
community project worked out in 1952-53 by 
a special assembly of the Six known as the 
ad hoc Assembly. 

(2) Since the EDC countries all belonged to 
the Atl8!ntic Alliance, their grouping under the 
Treaty of Paris would have guaranteed to 
them a cohesion which they do not have at 
present. Their influence would have increased 
accordingly, and the Alliance, for its part, 
would have emerged in a more balanced state, 
in the sense that a certain excessively power
ful country, but one which Europe cannot 
reasonably do without, would no longer have 
been confronted only by individual, if not to 
say dispersed, partners. 

Was not this the road leading to a rea:l 'inde
pendence' of Europe from the United States Y" 

But thwt was the Europe of the Six. We now 
have the Europe of the Nine. EDC was the solu
tion we had thought of in 1952. I do not know 
what we shall have to do in the future, but I 
do know very well that we have lost a quarter 
of a century. I also know that history will not 
grant us another quarter of a century to organ
ise a common defence policy. It is therefore high 
time to concern ourselves with the problem and 
to take forthwith the measures necessary for 
achieving our aim.. 

WEU is ideally competent in matters of 
defence. This organisation can therefore help us 
along the right road. By means of ilts resolutions 
and recommendations, the Assembly can exercise 
a considerable influence on national governments 
and parliaments. This is the point of view from 
which I shall now deal with two points - the 
standardisation of al'lffiaments and their produc
tion. 
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Standardisation is made necessary by compel
ling economic considerations. Thorough standard
isation implies the unification of tactical and 
strategic concepts, together with increasing inte
gration of production. But such integration is 
inconceivable in the absence of political decisions. 

It seems to me therefore that through this 
approach we have ·a pragmatic means of pro
moting military integration in Europe, thus pro
gressively imparting an initial content to this 
notion. It is a limited and techniool approach 
but, as I shall point out, it also has the merit 
of emerging, though in a more modest manner, 
on to the political ffeld and thus preparing the 
ground for European defence. 

I shall begin by stating that we must maintain 
an armament production capacity in Europe. 
Disarmament conferences, whether in Geneva or 
Vienna or elsewhere, will one day, I am pre
pared to believe, be brought to a successful oon
clnsion. Meanwhile I do not see how Europe can 
afford to neglect its capacity for defence. We 
must therefore have a defence force, but a 
"force" of whatever form cannot exist without 
"armaments" and, if we want the power to decide, 
we must have a defence capacity based on ade
quate meoo.s of production. 

We must not, of course, pursue a policy of 
independence, autonomy and se'lf-sufficiency at 
all cos1B, since there cannot reasonably be any 
credible defence syBtem outside the Atlantic 
structure. But Atlantic solidarity by no means 
implies that we have to depend on others for 
everything while being content to play the part 
of a mere subcontractor. 

It is therefore a necessity for Europe to main
tain an arm'IUllents industry. Its productive 
capacity serves each member of the Alliance. 
Above and beyond the rivalries of competition, 
there should be a thorough awareness of this 
fact on both sides of the Atlantic. We should 
not see in standardisation a means of domin·ating 
the market, as is thought and feared in some 
quarte:s. Standardisation cannot be a one-way 
operatum. On the contrary, by extending the 
market to the dimensions of the Alliance it is 
a matter of giving each and every p·arty ~ real 
opportunity based on competitiveness and quality 
rather than on a narrowly nationalist reflex. 
Even so, ~t is essenti!al for European industry 
to prove 1tself reasonably competitive in price 
and quality so as to be ·able to seize every chance. 
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The choice should not be between exclusive 
dependence and a policy of "buying European" 
at no matter what price. This would be a dis
service to the Alliance and Europe itself, since 
it is the security of us all which would suffer. 

I believe therefore that, while making a far
reaching attempt to standardise, Europe should 
achieve an awareness in this field also. This is 
urgent and necessary. The cost of modern arma
ments is such that any duplication amounts to 
economic absurdity, the consequences of which 
may well be the disappearance or subordination 
of European industries ; for it all too frequently 
happens, for reasons which I shall try to analyse, 
that these industries permit themselves the costly 
and ridiculous luxury of pursuing oompetitive 
projects. 

Our countries must therefore standardise and 
produce jointly. I shall not speak here of the 
strictly military advantages of standardisation, 
but will merely note that, for simple technical 
reasons, it constitutes a by no means negligible 
factor in mili1Jary integration. On the other hand 
I will argue that the obsbacles are a;bove all of 
a po:litiea'l nature and that their removal serves 
the cause of military integr:ation. 

Standardisation has beoome a magic formula 
of which we often pretend to expect everything, 
whereas, in the absence of action in depth and 
real industrial rationalisation, it can achieve 
nothing and, indeed, cannot succeed. The 
obstacles are of various sorts, but all are charac
teristic of the same pretext - an out-of-date 
conception of independence which is nothing 
more than a reflex inherited from the past. That 
is the first cause. The remainder is only a more 
or less serious but alW!ays pernicious consequence 
with cumulative effects interwoven in an inex~ 
tricable situation. 

At the risk of over-elaboration, I consider that 
there •are three main types of difficulty. First 
of all there is the lack of a common tactircal 
concept. In this connection no progress is beilllg 
made in spite of the efforts undertaken in 
various circles. 

Next, and above all, there are conflicts between 
national industrial interests. These are aggra
vated by a certain conception of independence. 

Lastly, there is the export policy pursued by 
each of our oountries. This, in fact, is no more 
than an indirect consequence of industrial policy, 
but exporta give rise to specific problems which 
deserve to be treated separately. 
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Standardising implies a common tactical con
cept. One must go further than mere compatibi
lity, for unless we reach prior agreement on the 
standards to which the various types of equip
ment should conform according to the nature 
of the missions and the ways of fulfilling them, 
the only result of standard.isaition will be a trend 
towards exaggerated versatility and excessive 
sophistication resulting in prohibitive costs. 
Without denying that obstacles exist - dif
ferences in schools, tm.ditions, conditions pecu
liar to each theatre of operations, etc. - it should 
be possible to arrive at a common definition of 
missions or aJt least of categories of missions, 
allowing of a sufficient standardisation of equip
ment. For the Central European zone, in any 
case, this should be possible. The proof is that 
countries which, like Belgium, are concerned 
with replacing the F-104 have succeeded in 
adopting common standards. Even more signi
ficant, the United States and France both con
sider that, so far ·as they are concerned, the 
standards adopted by these countries are com
patible with their own. We should not despair, 
therefore, but on the contrary should avoid 
exaggerating the difficulties ; this sometimes 
depends on a systematic policy. 

I believe that thinking along these lines should 
be undertaken in all NATO countries. It would 
be unthinkable to develop and define tactical 
concepts independently of the Alliance, since 
such tactics will inevitably be put into pm.ctice 
in NATO. It is therefore desirable that within 
Eurogroup - which incidentally is searching 
its conscience at present - Ministers should be 
in a position to give a politic<al pledge that they 
will attempt to achieve, no matter what the 
technical difficulties, results which should not 
and cannot await the end of the century before 
taking concrete form. 

The difficulties of defining common tactical 
concepts to some extent conceal economic and 
industrial conflicts of interest which are, in 
reality, the obstacles to free competition, that is, 
barriers related more to protectionism than to 
military security. One thing is certain : standard
isation calls for the rationalisation and reorgan
isation of the armaments industries of Europe. 

Our countries all adopt the most n;a;tionalist 
of positions even when they can see very clearly 
the necessity for a high degree of co-operation. 
This state of mind is bound up with a systematic 
policy of independence or with reasons connected 
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with the protection of national economic interests 
or, most often, with both at the same time. 

There are armaments industries in nearly all 
our countries, varying in importance. It is, by 
the way, habitual to hear criticisms directed at 
what some people call "the politico-military 
establishment". Without wishing to oompare the 
relative importance of the military sectors of 
our economies, it is a fact that hundreds of 
thousands of workers are employed, directly or 
indirectly, in related sectors. MilLions are spent 
each year. Each country, therefore, considers that 
it should resort to its own national production 
in the first instance to cover its requirements. 
But this does not mean that any one of them 
provides a sufficiently large market to ensure 
a minimum of profitability. To be sure, so far 
as defence is concerned, profitability and econ(}o 
mic raJtionalism are not predominant factors. 
This is a matter for regret, particularly as, since 
costs increase unceasingly, the ultimate victim 
is the efficiency of our own defence efforts. In 
reply to these arguments, the majority of our 
countries - or at least the largest of them -
put forward reasons connected with independ
ence. But should we not hiave the courage to 
recognise that this independence turns out to 
be much more of a dependence and a constraint ? 
Employment and stability must be maintained 
at all costs in a sector depending entirely on 
government orders, which are themselves irregu
lar since, generally speaking, they are bound 
up with limited equipment programmes. For 
the rest, and in many cases for the greater part, 
countries have to rely on a systematic export 
policy, which has political disadvantages to which 
I shall make further reference. 

Standardisation, therefore, provides an oppor
tunity of modifying this state of affairs. It offers 
the production sector wider access to a market 
which, theoretically at least, can extend to the 
whole of the Alliance or, in any case, to its Euro
pean component. But standardisation of this sort 
calls for prior or simul1laneous rationalisation 
by means of a certain degree of specialisation 
and concentration of research effort. It is in fact 
a matter of setting up a transnational structure 
allowing for a better distribution of resources 
and a better organisation of markets on a more 
competitive basis. 

Yet the difficulties of an undertaking of this 
sort should not be underestimated. Integration 
within the Community will not escape the con
sequences of the law of fair return. Each party 
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will claim from the results of the joint effort the 
equitable share which he considers to be his due, 
whether in terms of production proper or of 
participation in the benefits of technologica;l 
advance. This is due in the first place to an 
understandable attitude, but the Community 
experience of the Nine has also taught us that 
flliir returns, considered within the strict limits 
of the industrial sector concerned, generally 
represent an almost automatic factor for bring
ing the matter to •a halt. We must therefore aim 
at achieving •a correct balance on a wider basis 
8Jld in a more embracing economic context. This 
will. probably not be possible without certain 
established economic interests considering they 
have been wronged and without certain recon
versions. 

It is clear therefore that reform on this scale 
implies an awakening of political conscience and 
the existence, at this political level, of a decision
taking and co-ordinating body. There must be 
real planning, an organisation of the market, 
and structures to control industry. Such a refol'Ill 
implies a severe check on private interests and, 
if necessary, their nationalisation, since a system 
of private enterprise may be ill~adapted to the 
restraints of a high degree of specialisation and 
a rigid organisation of activities. 

The advantages of such an operation are, 
however, obvious. The creation of an enlarged 
and stable market will provide a healthy and 
solid basis for the European armaments industry. 
Private interests, I shouid add, have understood 
this, for the trend ·appears unavoida:ble. Wide
ranging projects are already being drawn up 
on a multinational basis. It would appear that 
the production of advanced technological equip
ment already exceeds the capabilities which can 
reasonably be expected of any single country. 
The task of governments is therefore not hope
less. In the long run, a sufficient degree of inte
gration is possible provided that a political 
structure capable of channelling and organising 
activities is set up. 

Finally, there are the problems related to 
exports. All European countries are exporters. 
That being so, they compete mercilessly with 
each other on foreign marke1:6. Some of our 
countries, indeed, pursue ·a systematic export 
policy which shows itself to be more profitable 
and constitutes - particularly in present cir
cumstances - a by no means negligible contribu
tion to a healthy ba:lance of payments. 
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Undoubtedly, exports are a consequence of the 
situation prevailing on national markets. They 
are also an additioml complicating factor in the 
organisation of a policy of la~scale standardisa
tion, since producers are all the more keen on 
dominating even a restricted national market 
when beyond it they are aiming at export sales 
which will assure them of considerable profits. 
Exporting enables private firms to make profits 
and the State to recover part or all of the invest
ments devoted to research 1and development by 
passing them on in the sales price. 

From a strictly economic poilnt of view, the 
operation is certainly a paying one and even 
highly profitable. In a wider political context, 
however, the balance may prove negative. Com
petition on foreign markets •and the hope of a 
large production run, no matter how limited 
national requirements may •be, involves syste
matic dup'lication within the Alliance and -
even more serious - among Europeans. In the 
last resort it will be more advantageous in every 
sense of the word, and probably more effective 
from our defence point of view, to produce a 
single type of equipment which, through 
standardisation, is assured of sufficiently long 
runs to ensure minimum profitability. 

Still from a political point of view, exports 
are meeting with increasing opposition among the 
public. Rather than aiD. instrument of foreign 
policy, they finally come to be seen as a 
constraint which limilts our opportunities for 
diplomatic activity by subjecting them to exces
sive economic compulsions. To speak of Belgium 
alone, it is clear that a country which exports 
between 85% and 90% of irts production, accord
ing to type, is obliged to consider exports more 
as an unavoida:ble factor tha;n as an instrument 
in the service of its diplomacy. 

Attempts at Eu11opean integration imply a 
parallel common policy on exports. There jg no 
question of their exclusion a priori; but standar
disation should make it possible to reduce 
exports- outside the NATO area- to much 
more marginal proportions. A joint approach, a 
common philosophy and common regulations 
ought to prevail, so as to eliminate or organise 
competition on foreign markets. The present 
anarchical competition only results in encour
aging the arms race. To be sure, Europe alone 
will not be able to find an effective solution to 
the problem of the arnmm.ents race and of the 
proliferation of armaments throughout the world. 
This is not to deny that, here again, Europe 
ought to be able to speak with a single voice 
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which, being less dependent on vital economic 
interests, could afford to be more selective and 
more prudent than are each of our countries 
taken individually today. 

For all the above reasons, a satisfactory solu
tion can only result from a political decision. 
Such a decision, moreover, is well outside the 
competence of the Ministers of Defence and 
Foreign Affairs alone. 

Efforts are being made to achieve greater 
standardisation in various institutions. But these 
efforts are nearly always confined to a limited 
sector where the object is to replace a specific 
type of equipment. To be sure, we should not 
decry the importance of this, since ·any progress, 
even partial, is •a step in the right direction. 
Nevertheless, we are obliged to note that in the 
absence of a universal approach, it will not be 
possible to make any real progress. 

A sectoral approach may prove worth while, 
but it does not go to the root of the evil. On 
the eontl'ary, from certain points of view, it 
increases the contradictions by launching pro
grammes to reconcile the irreconcilable. The only 
true remedy lies in a oommon armaments policy. 
Experience in the construction of Europe has 
taught us the limits of progress by sectors. In 
order to achieve results, efforts must be pursued 
on all fronts and progress must be parallel in 
all sectors, military, industri-al and political, if 
the endeavour is not mpidly to come to a grind
ing halt. 

But how can this common policy be devised 
and implemented? There have been many 
exchanges of views at various levels. Within the 
AtliiiilJtic Alliance our American allies have 
constituted themselves the champions of standar
disation through the voice of the Secretary of 
State for Defence. Europe cannot afford to 
ignore this voice, if only in order to safeguard 
its opportunities and take ~advantage of them. 

Eurogroup and WEU are also concerned with 
these questions, which, as all of us are aware, 
are vital. But hitherto we have been content 
chiefly to note the difficulties or to discu!ti the 
respective merits of one forum or the other. I 
think it is now urgent to try to do something 
and to begin to shape a common policy. A num
ber of major equipment and re-equipment pro
grammes have to be implemented in the com
paratively near future. It is urgent for Europe 
to seize upon this opportunity, which may be 
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the lwrt. It is not a matter of vetoing this or 
that organisation. In any case, there is no ideal 
forum. For one reason or another - composi
tion, geographical coverage or competence 
any given forum is always too restricted or 
inappropriate. 

In any case the task is so vast that above and 
beyond sectoral approaches, which are limited 
by the very nature of things, it is necessary to 
deal with the problem wherever it is met, seek
ing to determine what each organisation or each 
forum is in fact most qualified to contribute. 

It is clear that NATO, and even more parti
cularly Eurogroup as far as Europeans are 
concerned, are the ideal venues for the definition 
of tactical and strrutegic concepts. I have already 
dealt with this point. 

The industrial problem, and that of exports 
which is closely bound up with it, are by far the 
most vast and most delicate. I believe that WEU 
could devote itself to the study of rthese questions, 
to which insufficient attention has hitherto been 
paid. WEU includes the chief European pro
ducers. The first step must be a thorough study 
of the structures of the military sectors in the 
economy of each country. We must also ascertain 
what is their relative importance, what forms 
of specialisation are possible and what can be 
done about the pooling and financing of research 
activities. Finally, we must determine the best 
ways towards progressive integration, taking 
account of existing financial structures and of 
alliances which may constitute an advantage or 
a disadV'alltage, depending on circumstances. 

But transcending these studies, projects and 
cogitations, a common armameDJts policy soon 
comes to imply that decisions must be taken at 
the political level. That is what I have tried to 
explain. To give real substance to these ideas, 
therefore, we must have an appropri-ate forum 
where this determination can become manifest. 
Here I come back to European union and its 
concomitant, European defence. Undoubtedly 
the proposed European union bears within it a 
political design. It must be woven around the 
existing institutions of the Common Market and 
of political co-operation. It is therefore undoub
tedly at this level that the centre of gravity of 
a European armaments policy should be situated. 
Of course, European union is only in a rough
hewn strute and European defence is in the 
clouds, but among the Nine there is a political 
orientation aimed at incorporating all Com
munity and inter-State relations. A European 
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armaments policy, therefore, forms an integral 
part of this design. In addition, such a project 
is by its nature closely associated with substan
tive issues that fall within the competence of the 
Common Market. But the Treaty of Rome 
excludes armaments from common policies. 

It remains true that any attempt at integra
tion, because of its consequences in the economic 
and industrial fields, and in that of exports, 
can only be conceived as closely related to the 
European Economic Community. 

To sum up, at the moment wh€11 we shall 
proceed to implement a genuine plan of standar
disation, •and independently of the sectoral 
activities which are mainly pursued within Euro
group and which should continue to receive our 
full support, we must act in as close ~iation 
as possible with the political activities of the 
Nine. It is there that the focus of political deci
sions regarding unifica.tion, including military 
integration, will normally be sitUiated. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, these few ideas which 
I wanted to expound to you go far beyond the 
mere question of standardisation and production 
of armaments. It may well be that they cannot 
be realised, if political determimtion mil:s to 
overcome the obstacles. I am, however, convinced 
that European defence, no matter what the exact 
extent of this concept may finally be, could use
fully begin with an ·effort in the field of arma
m€llts. If we want to succeed, it is time to start. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (T!l"anslation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Van El:slande. 

The Minister has been kind enough to agree 
to answer questions members may like to put to 
him. 

I call Mr. Sieglerschmidt, Chairman of th6c 
General Affairs Committee. 

Mr. SIEGLERSCHMIDT (Federal Republic 
of Germany) (Translation). -Mr. President, I 
have listened with very special interest to what 
the Minister has been telling us, particularly 
about the problems of a common European 
defence policy and about WEU and Eurogroup 
in this connection. Last Tuesday morning we 
discussed all these questions very extensively. I 
do not know whether the Minister was kept infor
med of that debate. What he said could almost 
have been an epilogue to it. 
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If the Minister hM followed that debate, he 
would have noticed that there were many in this 
chamber who were greatly concerned that a joint 
European defence policy, which was conceived as 
a pillar of the Atlantic Alliance, could none
theless set up a measure of centrifugal force 
leading us out of the Alliance. I am not among 
those - as I said on Tuesday morning - who 
hold that view. My opinion is rather that it 
should be possible to create in the Alliance the 
two pilliars that Kennedy spoke of. 

My question, in view of what the Minister said, 
is this : what possibilities does he see, if W estem 
European Union is brought in, of dispelling the 
misgivings and anxieties I have mentioned, and 
of better organising the European pillar of a 
common defence of the West 7 I would particu
larly like to ask what prospects he sees of 
achieving and giving concrete form to what I 
might call, using a well-known phrase from 
German politics, an ordered coexistence of WEU 
and Eurogroup. The Minister himself mentioned 
this. Does he think that the solution could be 
found along the lines of a continuous exchange of 
informaJtion or a delineation of competences 
between the two bodies in the field of standardi
sation of lltrmlllill.ents and similar matters 1 

(Mr. Amrehn, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair in place of Mr. Nessler) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
V an Elsla:nde. 

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). - Mr. 
President, I hope the Assembly will excuse me 
not only for not attending last Tuesday's debate 
myself, but also for not even being in a posiltion 
to know of it. 

I am very gliad to see that this debate has 
followed the same lines, a:nd that my speech this 
morning can serve as a kind of epilogue to the 
discussion. 

Where this particular question is concerned I 
would point out that I deliberately tried i:n what 
I said to avoid giving an answer, because for one 
thing I do not believe that it is up to one govern
ment to lay down what ought to go on in the 
WEU Council of Ministers, and for another I 
feel that what was really important was to pro
mote the idea of arms standardisation. I said 
that I, personally, hoped for a great deal from 
any resolutions the Assembly might adopt in 
order to wi:n aocceptance for this idea. I avoided 
mentioning any specific implementation, stres
sing that every approach has both advantages 
and disadvantages. 
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I think it is wrong constJantly to be weighing 
up the various priorities. What matters is first 
of all to reach a definite and unanimous attitude 
to the basic problem. Once people want the same 
thing, it will be easy to find ways and means for 
bringing it about. 

To sum up, I would say what I hope for from 
today's debate is that the ~mbly of Western 
European Union will look at this question very 
seriously. I have been~ bold as to put forw:ard 
one or two topics that might be studied. I beheve 
that in this area the Assembly is in a position to 
do useful work. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. de Niet. 

Mr. de NIET (Netherlands).- But when we 
are discussing important subjects such as those 
which have been dealt with by the Minister, Mr. 
V an Elslande, we must wrestle with the problem 
of what we as parliamentarians decide and what 
is decided by our governments in Benelux, WEU, 
the Common Market and NATO. Decisions are 
most important in terms of the production of 
armaments and in agreeing upon the various 
marks of arms. Nations, sometimes individually 
and sometimes in concert as belonging to inter
national organisations, seek either through ambi
tion or economic necessity to produce sophisticated 
armaments. These 'activities have great relevance 
in terms of aeroplMe and armaments factories 
and in turn have a great bearing on employment 
problems. In seeking to keep up to date in 
sophisticated ·technologies, each country in terms 
of its balance-of-payments sitootion must decide 
whether in a particular case it can act on its own 
or with other countries in the various internatio
nal organisations. Some of us remember between 
the two world wars the discussion of the problem 
created by the merchants of death. 

That typical illustration does not ring a bell 
at this moment with the public, but between two 
wars- and some other members of this Assem
bly wiN remember it - that was a problem. We 
now fortunately see the rise of very many new 
countries, and at the same time the market for 
all these things is increasing and increasing. I 
know that we have to export and to take care 
of our balance of payments and full employment. 
I know, too, that we have to do all these things 
to avoid a major war, and I am not a pacifist. 
There bias to be a balance of power in order to 
avoid war. I accept that, and I accept NATO. 
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On the other hand, it has the conBequence that 
we try to find new markets everywhere in the 
globe. We westerners are alre~dy the "me~~ts 
of death". The dialectic of this problem arJ.Ses m 
every discussion in any ministeriJal council that 
our institutions have. That is my question. 

(Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, 
resumed the Chair) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). - Mr. 
President, if there is one thing that deeply upsets 
me in the whole discussion, here and elsewhere, 
on this question of armaments it is that we could 
indeed merit the title of merchants of death. 
Probably- even certlainly- I have not ~e 
this feeling plain enough in my speech. On.~ 
point, the basic idea underlyin~ what I saJd 18 

this. So long as we have national armaments 
factories we shall have for purely economic and 
technicai reasons to combine production with 
export. I would be very glad if we could give up 
exporting weapons. This is something that I 
believe would be possible if we tackled the prob
lem on a European scale. What we need to do, 
inside this Alliance of ours, ·is to create enough 
economic opportunities to be able to limit 
weapons production to meeting our own defence 
requirements. Bearing in mind the areas of ter
ritory we have to defend, our economic potential 
and the equipment we need, I think it must be 
possible to set up an integrated European arma
ments industry which would serve only our own 
defence needs. When I say "our own defence" 
I mean of course, the two pillars of the Atlantic 
Alliande, standing on either side of the Atlantic 
Ocean. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Klepsch. 

Mr. KLEPSCH (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, the 
Minister made a very remarkable speech for 
which I would cordially like to thank him. There 
has recently been a plethora of statements - the 
best known is perhaps that of General Steinhoff 
- about the immense squandering of resources 
due to the many parallel cases of arms produc
tion, and there has .been widespread discussion 
about how to bring this under control. 

Today the Minister made the proposal - the 
pertinence of which must, I think, have been 
particularly obvious to this Assembly - that 
WEU, all of whose members are also members 
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of the European Community, be used in order 
to contribute to the co-operation, harmonisation, 
rationalisation and also perhaps therefore to the 
standardisation of armaments production. This 
should be taken seriously since all the discussions 
which we have so f·ar had on the subject have 
always come to grief on the individual interests 
of the national economies. It is idle to talk of 
standardisation and rationalisation as long as 
there is no harmonisation of the interests of the 
armaments industries of the countries concerned. 
So long as proper progress is not possible 
within the European Community there is I think 
a great deal to be said for the Minister's pro
posal to use WEU for this purpose. 

Now, I would like to have asked how far he 
has already developed the idea in detail. Theo
retically, of course we already have a basis in 
certain WEU institutions. Is he of the opinion 
that the existing institutions should be - if I 
may use the expression - reanimated, or does 
he think additional measures are needed ? In any 
case I do realise that if that idea takes shape, 
there will naturally still have to be thorough 
discussions on co-ope11ation with the United 
States and Canada. But I believe that he really 
has put forward a sound practical idea, which 
offers us the chance of a new approach. This is 
what has been lacking in our illlternational discus
sions. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). - Mr. 
President, when the honourable member asks 
whether I have in mind the setting up of new 
institutions, I think back to my young days when 
I read the Bible in Latin and where I found the 
following phrase : "Multiplicavisti gentes sed non 
augsisti laetitiam." This could be translated ·as 
meaning "Thou hast increased the institutions, 
but thou hast not increased the happiness of 
mankind." So :far as possible, I do not think 
about creating new institutions. If it is not pos
sible to do anything else, then it will have to be 
done ; but I believe that in the meantime we 
must look for a solution in the numerous institu
tions we already have. The political decision 
must, as I have said, belong wiJth the Nine. There 
is no other way out of the various very serious 
problems involved. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Roper. 

6- IV 
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Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I will 
endeavour to respond to what you have said. I 
found the Minister's remarks about the develop
ment of a common defence policy for the Nine of 
very considerable interest, in that they would 
provide an executive mechanism by which bodies 
like the Eurogroup could function. I hope the 
Minister will accept that such a hypothetical 
development must await, as far as the British 
Labour Party is concerned, a sucC'Elltiful outcome 
of the renegotiations and the approval of con
tinued British membership by the British people. 
I personally hope that that will take place and 
that we can go forward in the direction that he 
mentioned. However, following up Mr. de Niet's 
question, it would appear that there could be 
some export of arms outside the NATO area. In 
those cases, if an agreement had been made 
within the Nine for a joint production pro
gmmme, would it be necessary for the organ of 
political co-operation of the Nine to agree before 
there was any export of that particular arms 
product outside the NATO community? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). - Mr. 
President, I did mention this problem of arms 
exports during my speech. I believe I said that 
if we achieved an integrated weapons production 
I would not rule out any exporting of weapons, 
but thaJt first of all this would certainly become 
marginal compared to the present-day total of 
exports from the various countries, and that 
secondly this would no longer be to meet eco
nomic needs but could become an instrument of 
diplomacy for us, and an instrument of our joint 
policy. Without totally ruling arms exports out, 
therefore, I believe that these are the two con
ditions under which any future integrated Euro
pean weapons industry could be involved in 
export. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Osborn. 

Mr. OSBORN (United Kingdom).- Mr. Van 
Elslande has given us a very wide-ranging phi
losophical presentation as one of the Foreign 
Ministers of Europe oo.d the Community. I thank 
him for giving us food for thought which 
obviously has concerned us all within WEU and 
Europe. 

I wish to deal with two issues. One with which 
he has dealt obviously falling inside the role of 
WEU is his discussion on the thinking of a Euro
pean industrial structure. 
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As an aside, may I say that he started by 
speaking of political unification as well as eco
nomic unification within the Community, asses
sing that this presents problems. Mr Van Els
lande referred to nationalisation. Each nation has 
its own ordnance factories which are the pro
perty of the appropriate ministry of defence. I 
hope tOOt he is not advocating eliminating a 
powerful private sector within Europe which can 
supply and must have freedom to export. 

To put this on any political body is difficult, 
but what steps would he regard as the first steps 
necessary to bring about such an achievement Y 

This challenge, I think, might go to the Com
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions of WEU. 

We have had a chance of looking at military 
aircraft production as well as civil aircraft pro
duction, but the problem is that each country 
wants an assembly factory on its own territory. 
The MRCA solution has been to have three 
assembly lines with a number of component 
factories. Is this an achievement for rrutionalisa
tion or not Y To have one assembly line in my 
view would have achieved much greater econo
mies. Therefore, for Foreign Ministers to get 
into this is, indeed, difficult. 

The seoond subject I wish to raise briefly is 
that one of the causes of war is difficulties in 
the supply of materials, at the present time 
energy, and possibly food. 

Although this is not a Western European 
Union problem, to what extent does the Minister 
see Europe coming together more effectively to 
deal with the food supply, because it is difficul
ties over shortages of food that cause unrest and 
discord in our populations ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). - Mr. 
President, where the first question is concerned I 
think it is obvious that it will be difficult to find 
a separate solution for the armaments industry 
if the Nine do not pursue a genuinely integrated 
industrial policy. I am very sorry to have to say 
that the attempts that have so far been made 
within the Nine have not led to much in the 
way of practical results. It is quite clear that this 
industrial sector cannot be looked at in insolation 
from other areas of industry. I was asked what 
practical steps could be taken to progress along 
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this road. I am so , but I am not a technical 
expert on industria matters, or on economic or 
military matters. 

I think it must b underlined that we can, as 
we have been t · to do for •a number of years, 
make some progr sector by sector. But this is 
not enough ; this d would be so unbelievably 
long that we would quite obviously never get to 
our goal. The first ep we will have to take is 
a purely political ne. So long as we do not 
manage to come to he political decision to take 
this path, we shall I believe not make either a 
first or a second p in what I regard as being 
the right direction. 

As for the secon question, I would comment 
that a conference e the FAO conference that 
was held in Rome few weeks ago shows us that 
the industrialised untries, and even the oil
producing non-in ustrialised countries, are 
becoming more an more aware of their respon
sibility in provid" food for the whole world. 
Evidently we must

1 

do everything that we can to 
implement such a i policy so that some, if not 
perhaps aJ:l, causes f friction and armed conflict 
can be avoided. 

The PRESIDE. T (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Minister.! I should like to express once 
again the gratifica ion with which the Assembly 
has listened with xtreme interest to the very 
factual and comp hensive speech that you have 
been good enough . to give us here. 

7. Address by r. Vredeling, Minister of 
Defence I f the Netherlands 

The PRESIDE T (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Vredeling, the M" ster of Defence of the Nether
lands. 

It gives me spe · ·pleasure to greet Mr. Vre
deling. As far as 1 I ·am aware, this is the first 
time that he has a peare<l in this forum. But his 
reputation in Eu pean affairs is solidly estab
lished. 

He has played important part in the Euro-
pean organisatio . A year and a half ago he 
transferred to th executive, but think I can 
safely say that in his new function he is defend
ing the Europea cause with the same ardour. 

I call Mr. V re g. 

Mr. VREDELI 
Nether lands) (T 
want to speak f" 
tongue to ask yo 

G (Minister of Defence of the 
slation). -Mr. President, I 

of all in my own mother 
and the Assembly to excuse 
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me for giving my speech in the language of the 
country where I now am ; I am doing this not 
only out of deference to that country, but also -
and I hope that this will become plain in what 
I have to say - to underline the fact that, 
symbolicrully spealcing, a Netherlands Minister 
of Defence has for the first tirrne spoken through 
the mouth of the Belgian Minister for Foreign 
Aff·airs. I think I can, in the Benelux context, 
allow myself this symbolic statement. 

(The speaker continued in French) 

Mr. President, I thank you for the words you 
have just spoken. 

A little while ago I received your invitation to 
address this Assembly on some aspects of Euro
pean co-operation. I Mcepted your invitation with 
all the more pleasure in that I feel at ease among 
European parliamentarians. As a European par
liamentarian myself, I have concerned myself 
with the problem of building up Europe over a 
period of many years. I must confess to you that 
this period has so far been the most rewarding 
of my life. As a result, I have remained acutely 
conscious of the need for European co-operation. 

Progress towards European unity is arduous, 
but in my view it is also necessary and hence 
practicable. 

In that context I consider the report of Mr. 
Klepsch, which is included in the Orders of the 
Day for this afternoon, as one of the manifold 
symptoms of your desire- which is also mine
to catalogue and study specific problems and 
issues of detail in a European framework as well. 

I should like to tell you how much I appreciate 
the way in which the Klepsch report, which 
presents a comparative study of the conditions of 
service of professional personnel in the armed 
forces, has been compiled. For that reason, I was 
very happy to provide the necessary information 
and figures regarding the Netherlands position. 

I can give only one solid excuse for the delay 
that occurred, namely th81t my colleagues and 
I myself were so busy preparing a memorandum 
on the organisation of European defence that we 
were unable to meet immediately all the other 
needs and requests for information. 

The memorandum which I have just mentioned 
concerning the armed forces is to be the subject 
of a wide-ranging debate in the Netherlands Par
liament. 
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In this memorandum, which explicitly sets out 
my intentions with regard to European security, 
I have pointed out that it will, in the long run, 
become impossible for the European countries -
especially the small countries - to maintain 
effective defence machinery in existence without 
far closer co-operation, and that these countries 
will have to tread new paths to achieve this. 

I have in mind international co-operation 
•llJillong States in the form both of standardisation, 
co-ordination and unification, and of allocating 
tasks and specialising in different sectors. 

That is a development which, in my view, 
should likewise take its rightful place in the 
perspective of building Europe. 

One sphere for possible co-operation that 
springs immediately to mind is that of logistics. 

It has long been well known that no country 
-with the exception of a super power- is able 
to bear alone the burden of keeping in existence 
a modern defence apparatus, with all that this 
involves. 

The increased costs relating to personnel -
and this is another observation made in the 
Klepsch report - the problems of national ser
vice and the astronomical sums required for 
modern armaments and for the logistic support 
of the armed forces constitute so many factors 
that oblige us to rethink the actual principles 
involved in defending the countries of Western 
Europe. 

Within the framework of the existing Alliance, 
the concept of this defence remains too dependent 
upon national considerations and influences. 

It was for that reason that, in NATO first of 
all, I strongly stressed the need for seeking and 
studying possibilities whereby we might arrive at 
a new apportionment of tasks, in particular 
among the countries participating in the defence 
of the Central Europe sector ; for it seems to me 
that where a group of countries is to devote its 
energies to a collective task, it is logical that each 
one should concern itself with the sectors in 
which it is best qualified to act. 

The question rus to whether the long-term 
Netherlands defence plans to which I have refer
red can be implemented will depend upon the 
promptitude with which my ideas are translated 
into •action. 

I am, moreover, convinced that what is valid 
for the Netherlands in this field is equally valid 
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for the other European countries. For each 
nation must at present face the same problems : 
on the one hand, considerable increases in the 
costs of peTSOnnel and equipment, and, on the 
other, public resources which are heavily mort
gaged by the demands of the alfluent society. 

I am aware that any reallocation of tasks will 
involve a painful adjustment for countries 
which have, for centuries past, organised their 
defence on a national basis, and which have only 
participated in a form of intergovernmental co
operation over the past twenty-five years. 

I am, however, convinced that it is possible for 
us to organise the defence of Europe more intel
ligently than we do today. All my colleagues have 
already expressed the same idea, each in his own 
way. 

In particular, I am following with interest a 
study which was started in NATO on the 
initiative of my American colleague concerning 
the possibilities of arriving at a more flexible 
organisation of our joint armed forces. 

This would make it possible to increase the 
effectiveness with which the deployment of our 
forces is organised. The nations of Europe must 
see to it that this study is brought to a success
ful conclusion. 

If I have dwelt on these problems, it is because 
I hold the firm conviction that it will depend 
upon the results achieved in this field whether 
a small country like mine can continue to make 
a full and wholehearted contribution to common 
defence on the seas, on land and in the air. 

F'urthermore, no genuine co-operation - and 
still less genuine unity - will be achieved unless 
the European nations allow themselves to be con
verted, in the interests of their collective security, 
to principles which have, in other aspects of 
European enterprise, led to tangible and remark
able aehievements. 

I am thinking of the European Communities 
with their supranational structures. Indeed, how 
is it that common policies exist in the realms 
of agriculture and energy, and not in that of 
defence 1 

A defence policy conducted in common clearly 
presupposes ·a common foreign policy. With the 
progressive building up of a common foreign 
policy, the nations of Europe should seek simul-
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taneously to strengthen without delay their prac
tical co-operation in the field of defence. 

Moreover, in view of the strongly international 
character of our industries, it appears practically 
inevitable that we should direct our course 
towards a common industrial policy, which might 
have repercussions on the armaments industries. 
Here I am reiterating exactly what my Belgian 
colleague said. 

You are aware that, at the beginning of the fif
ties, we tried to bring about the full iintegration 
of our defences - at least as far as land armies 
were concerned - among the six nations, France, 
Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands. We 
wanted to find a modus operandi to associate 
West Germany with the collective defence of 
Europe. 

This project failed for political reasons, and 
we were led to provide for Genrum military 
participation in the framework of Western Euro
pean Union, of which your Assembly is an 
important organ. 

I think that the failure of the European 
Defence Community represented one of the most 
damaging developments in the process of build
ing Europe. Although we must recognise that 
great progress has been achieved towards unifica
tion at the functional level, we must also acknow
ledge that a number of opportunities have been 
missed in the political sphere. 

I well understand that co-operation, in the 
sense of a pooling of resources inspired by the 
best intentions in the world, has no real chance 
of success unless the nations concerned have the 
resolve to place themselves under the aegis of 
a comm'OD. political authority. 

During the fifties, minds were evidently insuf
ficiently ripe to envisage European union. It is 
permissible to wonder whether they are so now. 
Today, in the seventies, instead of one single 
motivation, we find a whole range of economic 
and financial structures straining for integra
tion, in the realm of defence as well. 

To this must be added the fact that the past 
twenty years have given us considerable experi
ence of institutional co-operation. The Euro
pean Economic Community is a reality that can 
no longer be .discounted. 

The interdependence of the European States 
belongs to the realm of realities. Even those 
countries which are traditionally sensitive 
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towards their national entity, like France and the 
United Kingdom, neither can nor desire to escape 
from this state of affairs. It was France itself 
which was the cradle of concepts calling for 
European solutions. 

Aware of the need to promote such solutions, 
the Nine of the EEC likewise have decided to 
consider, at their periodic consultations, that 
area in which it is evidently moet difficult to 
arrive at a form of co-operation - namely, for
eign policy. 

They expressly demonstrated their desire to 
evolve a European policy, with its OWIIl distinc
tive personality vis-a-vis the outside world, by 
transforming the system that governs their rela
tions into a European union by the year 1980 
or thereabouts. 

It is against this background that I discern 
possibilities for intensifying European co-opera
tion in the field of defence, and ultimately for 
working out a policy of collective security 
designed to proceed hand in hand with political 
unification. 

I am convinced that, in the future as well, 
Europe will be unable to assure its own security 
without co-opeoo.ting closely with the United 
States ; but it is also my conviction that, as the 
European political entity gradually takes shape, 
the defences of the European countries will 
increasingly bear the imprint of this develop
ment. For that reason, I consider that we should 
single out, here and now, the sectors in which 
more intensified co-operation among the maxi
mum number of European countries could suit
ably be applied. 

This European co-operation, which will assume 
a character different from that of Atlantic co
operati1on, will reinforce the security of the 
Alliance, because it will be more coherent. 

In the long term, I have in mind a framework 
of co-opemtion that would enable the European 
countries to concert their defence efforts in the 
realm of finance and, in the final analysis, to 
achieve more balanced burden-sharing. 

Furthermore, I envisage the p<>Eirlbility of 
defining operational criteria within the Euro
pean framework which would go further than 
those established at NATO. This development 
could not fail to encourage co-operation in arms 
production. 
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Naturally, all this constitutes a long-term 
undertaking. There are all kinds of political 
factors of an incalculable nature which are 
beyond my influence, although I may be able to 
lend impetus to this or that development. For 
the time being, therefore, I prefer simply to sub
mit to you the following question : 

In what sectors of defence would it be desir
able to extend co-operation in scope and depth 
straight away Y 

The appropriate fields seem to me to be those 
in which international links already exist. 

I have already mentioned industrial produc
tion, which has a markedly multinational charac
ter 8Jld for which a common industrial policy 
might be worked out within the European Com
munities. 

It would be of paramount importance to int~ 
grate the armaments industry into these arran~ 
ments, not only with an eye to military co-opera
tion, but also with the aim of arriving at collec
tive control of armaments production. 

It would then be possible also to see that the 
armaments industry in Europe came under the 
supervision of a European Parliament elected 
by universal suffrage in order to ensure that the 
actions and reactions of this complex industry 
should be placed under more democratic super
vision. 

It would be necessary to reconsider Article 223 
of the Treaty of Rome. As you are aware, this 
article respects the principle of national self
sufficiency in the armaments industries by 
e:x'pressly excepting military products from the 
provisions of the treaty. This same article stipu
lates that the Council may modify the list of 
such produc:ts. 

Thus it comes about that all sorts of practices 
which, if they were applied in the agricultural 
sector, for instance, would immediately give rise 
to complaints addressed to the Community, are 
tolerated in the armaments sector. 

I am sure that military logistics hold out wide 
prospects for C<H>peration ; and in the same 
way, we might envisage the merging of a num
ber of military units and organs, such as spe
cialist training centres, intelligence services and 
various logistic bodies. 

In the context of progressive unification in 
the equipment sector, I believe that it might also 
be feasible to arrive at more fully integrated 
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management and utilisation of the major ter
rains used for manoeuvres, with possible joint 
use of the equipment on the spot. 

In the initial stages, we should adopt an e~m
tially pragmatic approach in these efforts to 
foster European unifiC'ation, with the sole aim 
of rendering them more effective. 

That means that we should also stimulate the 
interest of the NATO Eurogroup in this respect. 
I expect pmi.tive results from this approach in 
the field of organisation and principles as well 
as in that of policy : first, the elimination of 
duplication will make it pOISSible to increase the 
yield of the defence efforts accepted by the 
countries concerned, and to achieve economies ; 
second, I believe that any attempt to further 
co-operation, if crowned with success, encourages 
the building of Europe. 

Allow me, Mr. President, to make clear that 
I have in no way in mind the emergence of a 
third power alongside the two super powers. 

I reject the idea of a European nuclear force 
because we do not feel the need for it in the 
framework of the integrated Alliance. 

The fact is that European security is closely 
bound up with the existence of a system of 
nuclear balance, which will - as I fervently 
hope - be governed on a lasting basis by the 
outcome of the SALT negotiations, as we saw 
on the last day of the Vladivostok conference. 

Although these negotiations have lessened the 
risk of Wlar for Europe, the continent should 
nevertheless encourage this trend by making a 
European contribution to defence, which would 
derive the maximum results, in terms of both 
quality and quantity, from the sacrifices that 
the European peop:les are disposed to make in the 
spheres of finance wd manpower in the interests 
of their security. 

Even if - which cannot be ruled out - our 
progress towards European unity in defence 
entails additional expense in the initial stages, 
I am convinced that the benefits which will 
finally accrue to us in terms of the safety of our 
existence will be considerable. 

Finally, I should like to thank you for having 
allowed me to oodress the only institution of 
European parliamentarians which deals basi
cally with military issues. 
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I would express the hope that you will con
tinue, both in this international forum and in 
your respective parliaments, to strive for Euro
pean unity - which will also serve the interests 
of our security. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Minister. 

Mr. Vredeling has kindly agreed to answer 
any questioos that the members of the Assembly 
might care to put to him. 

I call Mr. Roper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - It is a 
very pleasant situation and an honour for a 
member of a European assembly to be able to 
pose a question to a Minister who had a reputa
tion when he himself was a member of European 
assemblies of being the champion of question 
askers. Today Mr. Vredeling has shoWIIl that he 
was not only a good member of European assem
blies but now is a most constructive Minister of 
Defence. 

Mr. Vredeling may not have seen the passage 
in the report by Mr. Krieg on behalf of the 
General Affairs Committee which we discussed 
on Tuesday and in which his views on Euro
group are quoted : 

"since Eurogroup seems to many observers, 
as Mr. Vredeling, Netherlands Minister of 
Defence, recently stated, to be an instrument 
of American pressure to undermine the eeo
nOiffiic solidarity of the members of the EEC." 

Will the Minister confirm that these are in f,act 
his views and, if they are, what we can do about 
it? 

Secondly, will the Minister go on to give us 
his views as to what could be developed as an 
executive mechanism for Eurogroup, particularly 
in view of the case that membeTship of Euro
group goes beyond the nine members of the 
European Community ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. VREDELING (Translation). - Mr. Pre
sident, I must tell the honourable member that 
I too noticed in Mr. Krieg's report the passage 
in which a quotation is ascribed to me ; the pas
sage concerned runs ; 

"France may rightly wonder what significance 
its accession would have, since Eurogroup 
seems to many observers, as Mr. V redeling, 
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Netherlands Minister of Defence, recently 
stated, to be 'an instrument of American pres
sure to undermine the economic solidarity of 
the members of the EEC." 

I do not recognise myself in this quotation. 
I have not had the opportunity to ask the Rap
porteur where he took it from. On this point I 
am very curious about my own words. I get the 
impression that the Rapporteur has been the 
victim, as happens to all of us, of a quotation 
that is not entirely accurate. 

The questioner has given me the opportunity 
to say a little more about Eurogroup as an organ. 
He has asked me how I see Eurogroup as an 
executive organ. I aJlready said, in my introduc
tion, that the intergovernmental co-operation 
such as takes place in Eurogroup and in NATO 
is marked by the very fact of the absence of an 
executive organ. I do not believe that in the 
Eurogroup context it is a practical possibility 
to create executive orgams particularly since -
as my Belgian colleague has said - we in Europe 
already have executive organs, in particular in 
the European Communities. Unhappily the Euro
pean countries which co-operate in the European 
Communities are not ,always represented to a 
matching extent in the membership of various 
international bodies. But if the political will 
existed among these European countries, they 
could make a start tomorrow on putting into 
practice the principles they all say they sub
scribe to. 

I have pointed out that Article 223 of the 
treaty setting up the EEC, and rek!Jting to arms 
production, has never been put into effect either 
in the Nether lands or in other countries. The 
Council could, at the proposal of the Commission, 
decide on this by a unanimous vote. Then we 
would have the executive, then parliamentary 
supervision would be possible, and then there 
would be a Court of Justice to make rulings. 
I think this is the road that we should follow. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Leynen. 

Mr. LEYNEN (Belginm) (Translation).- Mr. 
President, I listened with great attention to the 
Minister's speech and I gathered that his aim 
is soon to arrive at a European union that will 
be respOllSlble for the defence of Europe. But 
this European union is obviously not going to 
come about overnight, so I would like to ask 
Mr. Vredeling how he sees things developing 

167 

TENTH SITTING 

while we are waiting for this European union 
to come about. In view of the lack of agreement 
that there is about Eurogroup, I am wondering 
why he does not take this opportunity of making 
use of the treaty on the European Defence Com
munity which will allow European defence to 
be organised until such time as Europe,an union 
comes about. In his introduction the Minister 
said that he was willing to follow new paths, and 
I would like to ask him what his views are on 
this. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. VREDELING (Translation).- Mr. Pre
sident, I e,.an tell the honourable member that 
~uropean union is nothing new. There is the 
solemn declaration, made by the Heads of State 
and of Government at a previous summit meet
ing, that we would achieve European union by 
1980. So it is no new objective, but a goal that 
has already been set. The road to European union 
is a difficult one, but it must be found. I said 
a moment ago that there is one issue where a 
beginning oould be made on this, and that is 
the communalisation - if I may call it thaJt -
of arms production. A solution to the problems 
of joint defence will have to be found in an 
extension of the coming about of a shared foreign 
policy. It will be obvious that a separate shared 
defence - supposing that it could exist -
would be inexpedient politically. Defence is not 
an end in itself, but a means of reaching a parti
cular end which includes, among other things, 
the security of the inhabitants of a particular 
area. I believe that foreign policy must show the 
way to greater integration in the field of defence. 
This is a matter not for the technical experts 
but for the politicians, who have a vision that 
goes beyond national frontiers and who are 
embodied in the Ministers for Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. Van Elslande already said, a moment ago, 
that this is not on:Iy something for Defence 
Ministers but also for Foreign Affairs Ministers ; 
it brings in the entire foreign policy of the 
various member States. I believe that there is 
no need to stand still while we are waiting for 
European union to oome about. It is quite pos
sible to undertake something within the frame
work of the European Community. And there 
are things we can discuss in the Eurogroup con
text. Eurogroup will continue to be necessary, 
since not all its member countries are in the 
BEC ; we should not for instamce forget Norway, 
which in my opinion we certainly need as a 
member of Eurogroup. 
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To get down to pvaeticalities, we no longer 
need separate treaties. What we need at the 
moment is political decision-making. There is no 
treaty on co-operation in foreign policy matters, 
yet despite this the Ministers and officials of 
the Foreign Affairs Ministries regularly get 
together in Brussels. The quite remarkable fact 
is, in Europe, that the only Ministers who have 
never met within the EEC framework are the 
Defence Ministers. Even Home Affairs Ministers 
have met on occasion, and the only ones who 
have not are the Ministers of Defence. Per
sonally, I look forward with impatience to the 
day when they do. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Tanghe. 

Mr. TANGHE (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, a number of times already mem
bers from Mr. Vredeling's own country have 
asked whether the time has not come for the 
various member countries of WEU, or even of 
NATO, to arrive at a certain sharing out of tasks, 
so that each cormtry would no longer be obliged 
to make an identical effort in the three branches 
of the armed services, and would be ·able to some 
extent to specialise in the sector to which it 
felt best suited. I would like to ask the Minister 
whether he takes the same view. 

If his answer is in the affirmative, I would 
ask Mr. Vredelim.g how he proposes to cope with 
the problem ·that arises when each country is 
willing to put up with a great deal of expendi
ture in those sectors of the armed forces from 
which its industry can make a profit, while few 
countries are prepared to do so in sectors of the 
armed forces that are pel"SSnnel-intensive, per
sonnel being something that at the present time 
is becoming more and more expensiw. Where 
are we to look for the body that will find and 
impose a fair balance in this distribution of 
tasks' 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. VREDELING (Translation). - Task
sharing is indeed one of the objectives that we 
ought to be able to manage at this stage. One 
of the best known examples, which is attracting 
a certain amount of attention, is the successor 
to the Starfighter, where four small countries 
have decided, in principle, to join in seeking a 
solution ; here, the aireraft's task is a specialised 
one. This is not ·an aircraft with a multi-purpose 

168 

TENTH SITTING 

role, but a role of a rather more limited nature. 
This is one example of task-sharing. 

Other approaches to task-sharing are possible. 
Although there is no formal agreement, I would 
remind you that the Netherlands has a navy of 
some considerable size, while that of Belgium 
is rather more modest. One could call this a 
form of task-sharing. Luxembourg, so far as I 
know, has no navy at all, but this example can 
show that some countries do take over tasks from 
each other. This is something that I think should 
be pursued rather more deliberately than has 
been the case in the past. 

Here I want to make the point streight away 
that the solution to the whole problem of Euro
pean defence is not to be found in this issue of 
task-sharing. This will only take us part of the 
way, because very quickly we shall come up 
against the need for making political decisions. 

Following the principle that we must do what 
falls to our hand to do, my answer to Mr. 
Tanghe would be that the task-sharing he is 
talking about does, in certain cases, make it pos
sible to find a solution to practical problems ; 
but this is not the remedy for all the ills that 
European defence is heir to. In other words, 
task-sharing cannot be a replacement for setting 
up a genuinely European defence policy. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Critchley. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom).- The 
Minister said in his speech that he rejected the 
idea of a European nuclear force. In that case, 
how does he see the future development of the 
French nuclear foree and the British nuclear 
foree between now and, shall we say, 1980, or 
whenever some form of European union becomes 
a reality? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. VREDELINH (Translation). - The 
honourable member is touching on a very dif
ficult problem indeed. He must be aware of this. 
There are a couple of countries in Europe, 
Britain and France, that have nuclear weapons, 
while the others do not. There are even those that 
would not be allowed to. This is a particularly 
difficult problem to which I can see only one 
solution. This solution, which is still being worked 
on, is that the great powers should agree to
gether that nuclear weapons are to play a less 
important role. It does seem that these efforts 
are beginning to haw a certain success. I think 
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therefore that it would be a mistake for Europe, 
as it moves towards integration, to equip itself 
with its own nuclear weaponry. If this were 
necessary, I would see it as a very adverse trend 
in internal relations. I believe therefore that the 
French force de frappe and British nuelear 
weapons represent problems for us all. I hope 
that it will not be necessary to Europeanise this 
means of national defence. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Minister, I should like to express to you once 
again the thanks of the members of the Assembly 
for your participation in our deliberations. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, I draw your attention 
to the votes which will be taken this afternoon, 
and I would urge the largest possible number 
of members of this Assembly to participate in 
the voting. 

8. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the 
next Sitting 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I propose 
that the Assembly hold its next public Sitting 
this afternoon 'at 3 p.m. with the following 
Orders of the Day : 

1. Rational deployment of forees on the central 
front (Presentation of and Debate on the 
Interim Report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments, Document 654). 

2. Conditions of service in the armed forces 
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
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Armaments, Document 650 and Amend
ment). 

3. Rational deployment of forces on the central 
front ; Conditions of service in the armed 
forces (Votes on the draft Recommendations 
and draft Orders, Documents 654 and 650 
and Amendment). 

4. State of European nuclear energy pro
grammes - security aspects (Vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation, Document 
655). 

5. The energy crisis and European security 
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the General Affairs Committee and Vote 
on the draft Recommendation, Document 
656). 

6. National parliaments and the WEU Assem
bly (Presentation of and Debate on the 
Report of the Committee for Relations with 
Parliaments and Votes on the draft Recom
mendation and draft Order, Document 653). 

7. Advanced technology in Canada - the 
consequences for Europe (Presentation of 
and Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions and Votes on the draft Recom
mendation and draft Resolution, Document 
649). 

Are there are objections L 

The Orders of the Day of the next Sitting 
are therefore agreed to. 

Does anyone wish to speak L 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 12.40 p.m.) 
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SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the Minutes. 

2. Attendance Register. 

3. Changes in the membership of Committees. 

4. Rational deployment of forces on the central front 
(Prll8entation of and Debate on the Interim Report of 
the Committee on Defence Questions and Armament8, 
Doe. 654 and Amendment). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Critchley (Chairman of 
the Committee), Mr. Reale, Mr. Critchley. 

5, Conditions of service in the armed forces (Prll8entation 
of and Debate on the Report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments, Doe. 650 and Amendment). 

Speakers : The President, Mr. Klepsch (Rapporteur), 
Mr. Roper (on a point of order), Mr. Lemmrich, 
Mr. Wall, Mr. Cermolacce, Mr. Tanghe, Mr. Roper, 
Mr. Lemmrich, Mr. Wall, Mr. Klepsch (Rapporteur), 
Mr. Critchley (Chairman of the Committee). 

6. Address by Mr. Vasco da Gama Fernandes, Observer 
from Portugal. 

Speakers: The President, Mr. V asco da Gama Fernandes 
(Observer from Portugal). 

7. The energy crisis and European security (Prll8entation 
of and Debate on the Report of the General Affairs 
Committee, Doe. 656). 

Speakers: The President, Sir John Rodgers (Rappor. 
tBUr), Mr. Depietri, Mr. Osborn, Mr. Lester, Mr. Alber, 
Sir John Rodgers (Rapporteur), Mr. Sieglerschmidt 
(Chairman of the Committee). 

8. Rational deployment of forces on the central front 
(Votll8 on the draft Recommendation and draft Order, 
Doe. 654 and Amendment). 

9. Conditions of service in the armed forces (Votll8 on 
the draft Recommendation and draft Order, Doe. 650). 

10. State of European nuclear energy programmes -
security aspects (Vote on the amended draft Recom· 
mendation, Doe. 655). 

11. The energy crisis and European security (Vote on the 
draft Recommendation, Doe. 656). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Depietri. 

12. National parliaments and the WEU Assembly 
(Prll8entation of and Debate on the Report of the Com· 
mittee for Relations with Parliament8 and Votll8 on 
the draft Recommendation and draft Order, Doe. 653). 

Speakers : The President, Mr. Delorme (Rapporteur), 
Mrs. Miotti Carli (Chairman of the Committee). 

13. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the next Sitting. 

The Sitting was opened at 3 p.m. with Mr . .Amrehn, Vice-President of the .Assembly, in the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Sit
ting is open. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). In 
accordance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Proced
ure, the Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? ... 

The Minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
names of the Substitutes attending this Sitting 
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which have been notified to the President will 
be published with the list of Representatives 
appended to the Minutes of Proceedings 1 • 

3. Changes in the membership of Committees 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
United Kingdom Delegation has proposed cer
tain changes in the membership of Committees ; 
these have been published in Notice No. 11. 

Are there any objections L 

The changes are agreed to. 

1. See page 38. 
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4. Rational deployment of forces on the 
central front 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Interim Report 
of the Committee on Defence Questions and 

Armaments, Doe. 664 and Amendment) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
debate on the interim report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments on the 
rational deployment of forces on the central 
front, Document 654 and amendment. 

This report is to be presented by Mr. Critchley 
in the place of Mr. Dankert. As Mr. Critchley 
has not yet arrived, we shall suspend the Sitting 
for a few moments. 

(The Sitting was suspended at 3.05 p.m. and 
resumed at 3.15 p.m. with Mr. Nessler, President 
of the Assembly, in the Chair) 

The Sitting is resumed. 

I call Mr. Critchley, Chairman of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments, to 
present the report on the rational deployment 
of forces on the central front. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). - I 
apologise through you, Mr. President, to the 
Assembly as a whole for being so disgracefully 
late to begin this session. My excuses are legion 
but none, in fact, will measure up, so I will not 
attempt to make them. 

My task is to introduce on behalf of Mr. 
Dankert his interim report and this I undertake 
to do very briefly indeed. It is an interim report 
in that it is an hors d'oeuvre for what I think 
will be a feast next May in Bonn, because this 
is perhaps one of the most important reports that 
the Defence Committee of this Assembly will 
have ever produced. The report is an hors 
d'oeuvre, because of shortness of time. As you 
will remember, as part of our operation we com
missioned a study by General de Maiziere on 
the rational deployment of forces on the central 
front. That report, which is quite admirable and 
heavily classified, did not arrive until 31st 
October -- which was, of course, the right date. 
Since then we have been short of time to extract 
from it the full report, because not only had 
we to await its arrival but most of the document 
is classified and has to go through the process 
of declassification. For those two reasons it is 
an interim report. 

171 

ELEVENTH SITTING 

It is clearly a report on the situation on the 
central front in Europe. It is based on the de 
Maizicre report, but in May it will also cover 
the following four topics : the problems of the 
allied air forces in Central Europe ; the problems 
of the ACE mobile force ; American plans con
cerning the reinforcement of American forces in 
Europe and their disposition within Europe 
itself, and the whole problem of tactical nuclear 
weapons in Europe as a whole. 

Perhaps I may just indicate the recommenda
tions of the interim report. They are to press 
for the establishment of the European defence 
research institute called for previously in 
Recommendation 236 and, secondly, to study the 
possibility of common funding for the procure
ment of major weapons systems. A draft order 
is included in the report along with the draft 
recommendations. 

I apologise for my lateness and for the shortness 
of my introduction of this interim report but, 
as I say, it is essentially in the nature of an 
hors d'oeuvre. The main meal of six courses will 
be served in May, and I can assure you, Mr. 
President, that when you sit down to that meal 
you will enjoy it very much indeed. (Applause) 

(Mr. Amrehn, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair in place of Mr. Nessler) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Real e. 

Mr. REALE (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, the Dankert report goes well beyond 
what was explicitly required, and its implied 
objective, written with a fine political sense, 
must be sought between its very lines. And it 
is precisely in the light of what is not written 
that I would justify my own remarks in order 
that they may be taken into account in the final 
drafting. 

This morning's speech by the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Belgium may be regarded 
as the litmus paper which modifies the whole 
experiment - a speech open to the necessities 
born of the deep stirrings of Europe's destiny, 
and open also to the intervention which suc
ceeded it at the same sitting. 

I begin with the recommendations, the first 
paragraph of which lays stress, in the light of 
the explanatory memorandum, on the creation 
of a European defence research institute. 
Precisely because this point appears before the 
reader as the most important, it would seem at 
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first sight that it is desired to create a new 
organ, which some will perhaps regard as super
fluous and most as certainly unnecessary. I 
understand the value of research, I appreciate 
the urgent need at stake when, in the unhappy 
event of a possible intervention, there might 
occur moments of confusion, of misdirection and 
hence of delay and frustration, by reason of dis
similarity of weapons and of unilateralism in 
the military stance..c; not only of single arms but 
of single countries. The unity of strategic 
defensive plans, the uniform availability of 
weapons, are the conditions of success in all 
circumstances. Therefore - and this is the first 
point - the institute must be created to assure 
the effective identification and overcoming of 
the difficulties which arise from the diversity 
of schools, of trends, of instruments, in an 
attempt to achieve a synthesis capable of effective 
application to any operational deployment in an 
area which, as was said this morning, is indefin
able, stretching as it does from the frozen waters 
of the North Sea, through the tepid Mediter
ranean, to the warm waters of the Red Sea and 
Indian Ocean. 

The second point is that there may be some
thing else behind the European research institute. 
There is an evident economic issue in circum
stances which will see the involvement, in terms 
of contributions affecting national balances of 
payment, of all the countries, particularly at a 
time of grave economic difficulty when the quest 
for economic advantage is an imperative and 
immediate fact. Standardisation of equipment, 
apart from the operational unification aspect, 
which is the subject of the debate, is also a 
positive asset in economic terms and must 
therefore be taken into careful account. 

In this context I would ask the Rapporteur, 
and through him yourself, Mr. President, to 
expand paragraphs 11 and 12 in the final version 
of this nevertheless admirable report in order to 
stress the enormous economic advantage which 
would accrue to all parties from a lesser dis
persion of the resources allotted to research and 
development in armaments. Today for example 
- and I refer to paragraph 12, which is parti
cularly illuminating - we know the distribution 
of one half of $20 billion, that is, the sum wasted 
each year in this field, and we know which 
countries are most ready to yield to the tempta
tion of dispersion. One half of $20 billion is a 
very large sum which could be put to very dif-
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ferent uses, even indeed to the institute it is 
proposed to create, and which in such circum
stances would in no way swell the present con
tributions of member States. Here it is impos
sible not to take account of the industrial 
structures which are now operating in each 
region. The process could certainly take place by 
degrees, by means of a slow but steady reform 
of existing structures, by means of conversion.<; 
and adaptations of those same structures. It 
would naturally be reasonable to begin with the 
more sophisticated sectors : technology, aviation, 
nuclear physics, space exploration ; but it would 
be equally opportune to give some attention to 
the heavy armaments sector. 

Third, the question which seemed to me this 
morning clearly to distress the Belgian Minister 
for Foreign Affairs was that relating to the 
possibility that many of us, and politicians in 
the first place, will be regarded as merchants 
of death. The temptation to sell arms to third 
parties would, under any system tending to 
standardisation in Europe, undoubtedly lessen; 
and in such circumstances the function of the 
merchant of death would become merged in 
dubious efforts to promote the countless mistaken 
ambitions which will erupt, in this or that part 
of the world, among those who still lack an 
appreciation of the value of life. It is certain 
that if, in the course of this process of standar
disation, it remained possible to hold faith with 
the basic tenets of democratic collaboration, we 
here have the duty, by reason of our very par
liamentary mandate, to strive towards standardi
sation of arms even through the diversities of 
integration. Democracy is a dialogue, respect for 
opinions, not a process of obliteration or suf
focation. 

Fourth, the final objective which binds us 
together is the unity of Europe. In a collective 
effort we are asking what means may be marshal
led to realise this hope, transposing ourselves 
away from our own countries to participate in 
this international assize. 

The Netherlands Minister of Defence this 
morning deplored the fact that there has not yet 
taken place a summit meeting of Ministers of 
Defence at the level of the Common Market. 
He was right. We can discuss the price of butter 
or the systematisation of citrus fruits endlessly : 
those are important matters, but essentially 
economic, and therefore arduous or perhaps even 
incapable of solution. There will certainly be 
less debate in the quest for armed defence when 
the issue is to ensure the survival of populations, 
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simply because life is more important than the 
purse. In this manner, like the prodigal sons 
who twenty-five years ago finally learnt the 
lesson taught by their fathers, exhausted by the 
delay - I refer to the collapse of the European 
Defence Community - we shall come back to 
the necessity for unified conduct in the field of 
defence, and WEU will then have contributed 
within its capability to the realisation of these 
many hopes. It is for that reason that I venture 
to suggest an amendment to the draft recom
mendation. I would ask the Assembly to substi
tute the word "encourage" for the word "urge" 
in the request addressed to the Council for 
action. vVe are not concerned here with urging, 
but rather with performing a duty, for which 
we therefore encourage ; not a wish, but a 
deeply-rooted requirement. Hence it is not a 
petition that will move the Council, but an 
insistent demand that governments shall proceed 
to the creation of an instrument that may not 
appear the most effective, as I well realise, but 
which remains for us one of the most concrete 
and positive means of attaining the objective 
upon which we are agreed. 

The institute is a small thing, but it appears 
to me that we have here, beyond the economic 
fact and the defence of democracy, a reaffirma
tion and confirmation of a great step forward 
in the march towards European unification. 

Thank you, Mr. President. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Reale. I would ask you to submit your 
amendment to the Chair in writing. 

I call the Rapporteur. 

Mr. CRITCHI.JEY (United Kingdom). -We 
can accept the amendment. It adds a degree of 
urgency to our deliberations. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Critchley, for having taken over from 
Mr. Dankert. 

The votes will be taken later. 

5. Conditions of service in the armed forces 
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 

Doe. 660 and Amendment) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
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debate on the report of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments on conditions 
of service in the armed forces, Document 650 
and amendment. 

I call Mr. Klepsch, Rapporteur of the Com
mittee. 

Mr. KLEPSCH (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, I am very pleased to be able 
to submit this report to you today. The title 
of the report is : "Conditions of service in the 
armed forces" : in addition, however, the further 
task was assigned of enquiring into the status 
and function.~ of women in the armed forces. We 
have tried to do justice to this requirement in 
the second part of the report. 

I would like to start by thanking warmly all 
those who supported the experiment of this 
report. This morning we listened to a speech 
by Mr. Vredeling. Thanks are due to him for 
the fact that he, as the representatives of twelve 
other governments did, responded to our wishes 
- everyone we turned to did so - and replied 
to the two hundred questions in our question
naire. The point should be stressed in particular 
that we received answers not only from the 
governments which belong to Western European 
Union, but also from governments of countries 
with a democratic structure which belong to 
NATO but not the European Economic Com
munity or ·western European Union, and from 
those which, like Ireland, belong to the EEC 
but to neither NATO nor WEU. All these coun
tries replied to our questionnaire in a manner 
that enabled us to carry out an analysis without 
which this report could not have been submitted 
to you today. 

I must not omit to convey my special thanks 
to Mr. Kitching. It was he who undertook the 
analysis of this report, and my thanks are also 
due to his wife, who assisted him. I would also 
like - I know this is rather unusual - to 
express my sincere thanks to Mr. Whyte, the 
Secretary of the Defence Committee, for his 
share of the work. I would like to add that I 
was able to have a whole series of interviews 
with authorities and persons other than those 
mentioned in the report. My particularly warm 
thanks are due to the Canadian Defence Min
ister, Mr. Richardson, his Assistant and Deputy 
Minister, Mr. Kirkwood, who is responsible for 
political questions, and General Milroy, who deals 
with personnel questions, together with General 
Romanow, the head of department responsible 
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for organisation and planning, and the heads of 
department and staff officers of the Canadian 
Ministry of Defence for the additional informa
tion they supplied. 

I am also glad that it was possible to have 
special conversations on certain aspects of this 
report with the Italian Defence Minister, Mr. 
Andreotti, the German Minister of Defence, Mr. 
Leber, and the Inspector-General of the Bundes
wehr, Admiral Zimmermann. That has put me 
in a position to submit this report to you. I 
would like to say expressly that I am aware 
that the report may contain various errors of 
transcription or calculation, but that nonetheless 
we have for the first time a comparative survey 
of the conditions of service in the armed forces 
of thirteen countries which not only offers us a 
kind of overall picture, but also provides a look 
in depth into the social structures and potential 
further development of the defence efforts of 
those countries. 

I do not wish to repeat in my introductory 
remarks what I have already said in the report, 
and will limit myself to two main comments. 
Pirst of all, I believe that there is no doubt in 
this Assembly that the credibility of defence 
efforts includes the need to make sure that, hav
ing had thirty years of peace in Western Europe 
since the second world war, we will also make 
peace secure in the future. Secondly, I believe it 
is fitting with such a report to thank the men 
and women who are often making many and 
sometimes personal sacrifices by serving in the 
armed forces. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, I will not add to the 
text of the report, but I would like to put for
ward certain further ideas which in my opinion 
are worth taking into account in future think
ing. First there is the relationship between the 
defence budget of a country and compulsory 
military service or a volunteer army. You all 
know that a considerable number of the countries 
questioned have, instead o.f a conscript army 
plus regular soldiers, an army of volunteers. It 
was for me particularly interesting to look at the 
question from this budgetary aspect. 

In this connection the argument can be con
firmed that from the overall economic point of 
view a regular army may be cheaper than a 
conscript army. The Institute of Strategic Studies 
in London, in particular, has carried out very 
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careful enquiries into this subject. We, however, 
are a political body and see things as political 
realists. We know that voting a budget is one 
thing and a general economic viewpoint is an
other. As a result of the enquiry which we car
ried out I must say with all frankness that I 
cannot examine this argument down to the last 
detail, but even assuming it is true that a regular 
army costs the national economy of a country less 
than an army of regulars •and conscripts, it has 
nonetheless been shown that this principle can
not be applied budgetwise. In all countries con
cerned with building up a regular army wholly 
of volunteers, the question of funding man
power costs arises quite differently from that in 
countries which have a composite army of con
scripts and volunteers. Take for eX'ample Canada, 
which I was able to get to know particularly well. 
There the current share of personnel costs repre
sents 67 %, although in 1964 the army was 
reduced from 120,000 to 80,000 men in order to 
reduce manpower expenditure. The manpower 
budget already amounts to 67 % of the total bud
get, and is showing a tendency to rise by the 
early 1980s to 72% and over. This means to all 
intents and purposes that scarcely any resources 
remain available for renewal of the army's equip
ment. The question of a further reduction of man
power in the armed i'orces is currently being 
debated in Canadian political circles. It would 
certainly be interesting - although your Rap
porteur was unable to do this - to enquire into 
United States experience with the introduction 
of the volunteer army. It would be useful to 
do that in one or two years' time when there 
will be relevant experience to go on. 

What can be said already however is that the 
budget costs resulting from the introduction of 
the regular army are considerable and that as 
well as the budget problem there is the question 
of meeting the manpower requirements of the 
armed forces. ·we can thus see in Canada a prob
lem, which the Canadians are coping with, that 
every year no less than 10% o.f the total armed 
forces have to be recruited anew as 10 % leave. 
This is of course a question of considerable 
significance in view of the fact that the period 
of recession may one day be past. In particular, 
one has to realise that, if minimum manning 
requirements are at a certain level, the question 
is then whether in many countries this can be 
solved except by the introduction of compulsory 
military service. 

I believe that as far as manning costs are 
concerned one can summarise the result of our 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Klepsch (continued) 

enquiries in one sentence : numerically smaller 
armies are by no means cheaper, and the renewal 
of their equipment is becoming an increasingly 
heavy financial burden. I say that with all 
seriousness, because I know what pressure all the 
countries that have introduced compulsory 
military service are under, particularly with 
regard to fixing an adequate period for military 
service. In our report we have said that as a 
rule fifteen months is probably the lowest limit 
that can be set if the conscripts' contribution 
to the defence effort is to be a fully effective 
one. I said "as a rule", because in my explana
tory memorandum I have drawn attention to a 
table which seems to me particularly interesting. 
It is essential to examine the relationship 
between the proportion of conscripts in the 
armed forces, and the total numbers of the armed 
forces and their period of service. If you have 
an army which has a corps in which 80 % of 
the establishment consists of conscripts, fifteen 
months appears to me to be the minimum for 
the period of service. For how can people be 
trained to act efficiently otherwise 1 Of course 
if the proportion of conscripts is only 20 or 25 % 
it seems to me that it might be possible to manage 
with fewer months' training, because conscripts 
would then only be given postings in which they 
carry out commensurate duties. 

So I would ask that the table in question be 
looked at particularly closely ; for it expresses 
the relationship between the period of training, 
the operational capability of those concerned 
and the proportion of conscripts which an army 
as a whole can carry. 

There are of course many aspects of com
pulsory military service which we did not 
enquire into specifically in this report. I am 
thinking for instance of the question of main·· 
taining a feeling of defence willingness in the 
Community countrit>s. Here compulsory military 
service may have a big part to play. 

On the other hand we must consider what 
incentives are needed to ensure that a regular 
army will obtain the necessary quota of addi
tional recruits. For a country like Canada the 
problem is solved by the fact that volunteers 
join the army in order to learn a trade and then, 
having learnt it, leave. For some of the European 
countries this is of no interest because they 
already have a fully operative system of voca
tional training. Canada is also moving in this 
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direction, and in future there will be an addi
tional difficulty for the Canadian forces in 
recruiting volunteers when this major motiva
tion recedes. 

As a result of our findings I would like to 
make the specific point that there is a close 
relationship between a conscript army and 
budget problems. I think that in future it will 
be impossible in many countries to leave this 
out of account. 

A second main set of considerations arose for 
us from a decision by the Assembly: we were 
asked to look at the role played by women in 
the armed forces. After thirty years of peace 
the move towards emancipation by women in our 
society is naturally having its effect on the 
armed forces as well. This is true at a time when 
the security of a well-paid job is of special 
importance in view of the economic recession. 
The employment of women in the armed forces 
is in fact being discussed in nearly all our coun
tries, regardless of whether they have so far had 
women in their armed forces or not. 

Again it is in Canada that the emancipation 
movement has made the greatest headway. 
Women there have succeeded in getting the 
political authorities to envisage filling 10 to 14% 
of the positions in the armed forces with women. 
That represents a considerable step forward 
compared with the situation in the past. Your 
Rapporteur is inclined to think that the view 
of the British army is correct, that 5 to 7 % 
of women could be "taken on strength" in the 
army and could definitely improve efficiency. 

We must take into account the fact that the 
emphasis differs according to whether a regular 
army or a conscript army is involved. In the 
case of a regular army the emphasis as a result 
of the emancipation movement is on better jobs 
and better promotion prospects, and in the case 
of a conscript army the men raise the question 
of equal treatment of men and women. 

On one point all armies agree : women cannot 
have combatant duties, that is to say they can
not serve in combat units. It follows that in 
most armies women would not be posted to 
outlying or isolated stations, or made to serve 
at sea. The employment of women in the armed 
forces is therefore limited in this way. 

We all know the problem of rotation in the 
postings of officers and non-commissioned 
officers in the army. If a given part of the army 
cannot be used in certain posts, it becomes more 
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difficult for another part of the army to move 
up the promotion ladder as quickly as before. 
This is a special problem to which I would like 
to draw your attention. It plays a part in armies 
which have a high proportion of women person
nel. 

However - as I have also stated in the report 
- the present trend is to increase the propor
tion of women in the armed forces, and the use 
of women has proved very satisfactory in a great 
many different posts. 

We did not deal with the proportion of civilian 
personnel such as officials, clerks, and manual 
workers in the armed forces nor with the 
increase in the proportion of their numbers, 
although - as emerged in the course of our 
enquiries - this is an issue of considerable 
importance. For in quite a number of the coun
tries we covered there is a tendency to reduce 
the number of those in the armed forces in 
uniform and to increase the number of civilian 
employees. Generally speaking this trend can 
also be seen wherever the personnel of the armed 
forces is being reduced. Where that is hap
pening - and I have various examples in mind 
- the reduction is usually made in the combat 
units, that is to say the most active and most 
noticeable units of the armed forces. This is 
often hidden under a cloak of verbiage about 
the need for a streamlining of command staffs 
and lines of communication. But in the case of 
all reductions the result is usually that the 
combat units, on which the maintenance of 
defence and deterrent capability really depends. 
are cut back, whereas the numerous personnel 
in the lines of communication, the support units, 
and the headquarters staffs are admittedly 
regraded and redeployed, but remain relatively 
static in numbers. 

I have drawn attention to this because it is 
linked with the tendency in quite a number of 
armies to take on civilian employees on the one 
hand and to economise on uniformed personnel 
on the other. This tendency also needs to be 
looked at very seriously. 

Another point is that we did not enquire more 
closely into education and training in the armed 
forces - we did not realise the importance of 
this area so clearly at the beginning of our 
enquiries, and it will be the subject of a future 
report which the Defence Committee of this 
Assembly is already undertaking. There is no 
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doubt that this is a very important field. We 
must examine it in the light of the fact that
as I mentioned earlier - the army in many 
countries today still represents a first class 
training centre for civilian life which is of great 
importance to members of the armed forces on 
completion of their period of service. 

Another reason why a survey of this subject 
is needed is that pay and service structures can 
really only be compared if one is clear about 
the necessary qualifications and the way they 
can be acquired - that is to say if one knows 
what educational and training courses are 
involved. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, we propose to you -
I refer again to the text of the recommendation 
- that this report should not only be brought 
to the notice of the governments with which this 
Assembly is directly linked, but be communic
ated to the Council of Europe and in particular 
to the European Parliament, as well, and also 
naturally to the related institutions such as the 
Council of :Ministers and the Commission. 

We believe that by publishing this survey we 
are also making a contribution towards the 
formation of a -European political union and 
toward'! progressive co-operation and integration 
of the European countries. In the European 
Community there is already, as we know, free
dom of establishment for workers. This gives 
considerable significance to a comparison 
between conditions of service in the armed forces 
and there should also be a study, as we have 
proposed in one of the points of our draft recom
mendation, of whether and under what condi
tions the nationals of one country can do 
voluntary service in the army of another country 
which is a member of the Alliance. In quite a 
number of countries such service by nationals of 
another State is possible, but on the other hand 
in quite a number of countries it is not. In view 
of the disparities the question seems worth look
ing into. 

Of course the conditions under which service 
has to be done are of particular interest. We 
looked thoroughly into this. As I have mentioned, 
within the European Community - which 
includes the whole of Western European Union 
- each individual has the possibility of freely 
choosing his place of work. The more conditions 
of work and social conditions can be harmonised 
in this sphere, the more an enquiry into this 
question seems necessary, with an eye to future 
developments. 
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In our report we have produced a compre
hensive compendium covering very many dif
ferent aspects. So far it is the only work of 
reference for the subject we investigated. I must 
repeat that there may well be some minor errors 
here and there. But we have, I believe, produced 
in this report a survey which will make future 
co-ordination measures easier. 

In conclusion let me say that this report 
represents the first attempt at seeing the armed 
forces, which have so far been a more or less 
anonymous mass as a real social structure. If 
we wish to arrive at real solutions, we must 
examine conditions of service, efficiency and 
budget problems in relationship to each other. 
I am thinking of solutions like those which many 
of the prominent personalities represented here 
put forward this morning. I would not wish to 
close without thanking Mr. Vredeling, as the 
representative of all the other Ministers who 
answered our questions here, most cordially for 
his co-operation. 

Thank you for your kind attention. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Klepsch, you have presented an outstanding 
report which has been heard with great interest. 
I thank you and your eo-workers for the effort 
you have put into the preparation of this 
encyclopaedia of military service. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, I wish to speak on a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Roper on a point of order. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- I have no 
desire to make your work more difficult, Mr. 
President, but it would be helpful if before we 
begin the debate on Mr. Klepsch's most interest
ing report you oould, under Rule 29(2) of the 
Charter and Rules of Procedure of the Assembly, 
give us your ruling as to whether, according 
to the Order of Business for this afternoon, the 
amendment is to be considered together with 
Mr. Klepsch's report or not. Paragraph 2 of 
Rule 29 states : 

"Amendments shall relate directly to the text 
which it is sought to alter. The President shall 
decide whether they are in order. Amendments 
should relate only to the substantive text ... " 
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It is my submission that Amendment No. 1 
to Document 650 submitted under the name of 
Mr. Wall alone is out of order under Rule 29 
of our Assembly, and I ask you now, Sir, to 
rule whether I am correct in my interpretation. 

The PRESIDENT.- I should like to discuss 
this problem, Mr. Roper, immediately before we 
begin our votes when I shall feel ready to decide 
whether or not the amendment is related to the 
text of the report. For the moment I am not able 
to decide the question, and I propose that we 
should first continue the general discussion on 
the items tabled. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I under
stand your ruling, Mr. President. I am only 
anxious that in order to save us complications 
you should give a ruling as early as possible 
because otherwise members may wish to raise in 
the debate, either on this amendment or on other 
items, matters which are totally out of the scope 
of the report, and therefore we will have dif
ficulties. For example, I understand that Mr. 
Wall has asked to speak in the debate. If he 
speaks on something which is out of order what 
are we to do, as members of the Assembly, if 
you have not ruled ? 

The PRESIDENT.- I understand that your 
interest is to avoid difficulties, Mr. Roper, and 
that is my interest also but there is no dif
ficulty in discussing all points relating to the 
report and it is not necessary now to decide 
whether the amendment relates to the text of 
the report, but we can discuss all that has been 
proposed and what may be in relation to it. 
You agree? 

I now therefore ask Mr. Lemmrich to begin 
his contribution to the debate. 

Mr. L EMMRICH (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, I would 
like to express my sincere thanks to Mr. Klepsch 
for his excellent report. The report shows his 
great expert knowledge, and also the great deal 
of work he has done on it. I agree with the 
thoughts which he has expressed. I should like 
to clarify in somewhat greater detail certain 
aspects of the draft recommendation. 

Today one often hears it argued that defend
ing our countries by well-paid technicians with 
the most modern weaponry - perhaps one might 
also say, with the most modern machinery- is 
the best method of defence ; that the typical 
fighting soldier is old-fashioned and no longer 
necessary. I find it hard to believe this, when 
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our potential adversaries attach the greatest 
importance not only to the most modern weapons 
but also to the fighting spirit of their soldiers. 

(lnterrttption by Mr. Cermolacce) 

The honourable member knows this perfectly 
well. 

My view is that it is still true today that he 
who is not prepared to fight for his country 
will in the long run no longer have his country. 
One can put this in the words of a man with 
experience : a Finnish general who once said : 
"there is always one army in a country, either 
its own or a foreign one". So I would endorse 
most firmly what is said in the draft recom
mendation, that even in the age of technology, 
the effectiveness of defence capability and the 
credibility of deterrence depends in the first 
place on the men and women in the armed 
forces. 

If my French colleague reacts to what I am 
saying as he has just done, then I would com
ment that we are used to men who represent 
this political persuasion always being somewhat 
put out when they are seen for what they are. 

In a period of relative prosperity in the free 
world, men and women serving their country in 
the armed forces need to know that they are not 
being materially exploited and are not lagging 
behind those working in the general economy. 
This is why the material conditions in which 
they do their service are so important. The 
significant value of this report lies in showing 
this so clearly. 

But as well as material conditions, the basic 
attitude of mind towards the defence of our 
countries and of our free and democratic way 
of life is of equal importance. Today this is 
unfortunately no longer so unanimously recog
nised. The governments, and all politicians, 
should therefore address themselves particularly 
to this problem, especially since we are finding 
that our attitude to defence is being eroded and 
undermined in a quite deliberate and clearly 
methodical way. 

Manpower costs are an increasingly large part 
of defence expenditure. The Rapporteur has 
shown us that very strikingly. In the United 
States, too, manpower costs already account for 
more than 60 % of the total. Compulsory mili
tary service for all is not only a system which 
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forges a close bond between the citizen and the 
country he feels is worth defending, but also a 
system in which manpower expenditure is less 
than in countries with a purely professional 
army. The introduction of the regular army in 
the United States has cost about $3,000 million 
more a year than an equivalent army of 
conscripts. In the Federal Republic of Germany 
it is estimated that a regular army would cost 
about DM 5,000 million more each year. In 
comparing the funds which our countries devote 
to defence, it seems important to take this state 
of affairs into account in order to put the efforts 
of our countries on a comparable basis. There is 
always discussion about whether one country is 
making a greater effort and another less. From 
this point of view, too, the report brings a wel
come lucidity. 

The draft recommendation also deals with the 
length of military service. For reasons of domestic 
politics some countries are inclined to reduce 
military service still further. One must, of course, 
realise that this tends to give the impression 
that defence is no longer so important. One 
cannot really in all conscience believe that at 
a time when the Warsaw Pact countries are again 
very rapidly stepping up their armaments, not 
so much by increasing the number of men, but 
rather by a significant strengthening of their 
striking power. 

It is not only when faced with certain economic 
difficulties that the free world tends always to 
live somewhat from hand to mouth. Our potential 
political adversaries have repeatedly shown that 
their policy is constructed on a long-term basis. 
For people who are accustomed to considering 
problems only from one election to another, this 
could well be dangerous. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you very much. 

I call Mr. Wall. 

Mr. WALL (United Kingdom). - I do not 
wish to waste the time of the Assembly by 
making a prolonged speech. Therefore, Mr. Pre
sident, I wish to make it clear exactly what your 
provisional ruling is. As I understand it, we 
are entitled to discuss Mr. Klepsch's report and 
also the broader aspects of the amendment tabled 
in my name and at the end of the general debate 
you will rule whether this amendment is in order. 
Am I right in that assumption, Mr. President ? 

The PRESIDENT. - I reserve my ruling. 
Is that all that you want to say at this moment, 
Mr. Wall? 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. WALL (United Kingdom). - I do not 
want to make a speech unless that is clear. 

The PRESIDENT.- You may explain your 
attitude, of course. 

Mr. WALL (United Kingdom). - I under
stand that I may speak about the amendment 
but not move it and you, Mr. President, will 
rule later whether it can be moved. 

On that understanding, I start by congratulat
ing Mr. Klepsch on his magnificent report. The 
research that must have gone into this bulky 
document is enormous and I believe that it will 
prove to be of great importance in all our coun
tries and to the Alliance as a whole. We in the 
West spend about 60 % of our defenee expend
iture on manpower in its broader sense - that is, 
in addition to paying salaries, on pensions, 
barracks and living accommodation, etc. There
fore, there is only 40 % left for hardware. The 
relevant figures in the Soviet Union and the 
Warsaw Pact countries are about 20 % to 30 % 
on manpower and the balance on hardware. This 
shows the difficulties and the expense that man
power presents to the planners of western 
defence. 

We in the Assembly are all politicians and, as 
politicians, we are subject to pressure from our 
electorates. It is clear that in none of our coun
tries the electorate likes paying for defence. 
Defence is a national insurance, but the electorate 
is apt to forget that until it is too late. An 
overriding consideration here is the time it takes 
for any piece of hardware to get from the 
planning stage into service. It takes about seven 
years for any piece of hard ware - be it a tank, 
a ship or an aircraft - to move from the 
planning stage into service. Therefore, we have 
a very important duty in these matters. 

Many of the memher countries of this Alliance 
have decided in recent years to streamline their 
forces. Canada, Belgium, Denmark, the Nether
lands, and more recently Western Germany, and 
my country, have submitted proposals. These 
are proposals for streamlining. All these coun
tries say that it improves the efficiency of their 
forces because it makes them more mobile or 
something like that. We must face the fact that 
all these suggestions involve a cut in manpower. 
The reason is that manpower is particularly 
expensive. Manpower is, after all, what Mr. 
Klepsch's paper is all about. 

I believe that any suggestion of streamlining 
manpower must and should be discussed amongst 
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the member countries of the Alliance. I am 
certain that my own government believe this to 
be so. Paragraph 2 of the draft recommendation 
uses the expression : "before changing fundamen
tal aspects of the conditions of service in their 
armed forces" there should be consultation. 

I therefore ask that the same procedure be 
followed on the proposed British cuts as was 
followed when the Netherlands earlier this year 
decided to streamline its forces. The Assembly 
will remember that the communique was issued 
in July by the NATO Defence Planning Com
mittee stating its views on the Netherlands' pro
posals 8Jld it was accompanied by a confidential 
document whieh went direct to the Dutch 
Government. 

We heard this morning from Lord Goronwy
Roberts about the proposals of the British 
Government. I want to make two points on 
that. These are points which affect every member 
of the Assembly and every member country. 
First, the basic justification is that my country 
is spending more of its gross national product on 
defence than are many of our allies. It is there
fore proposed to cut our expenditure on defence 
from 5.5 % to 4.5 % of the gross national 
product. That is perfectly true. The United 
Kingdom is spending, according to NATO 
estimates, 5.7% - not 5.5% as was stated
on defence ; France is spending 4.2 % 8Jld 
Germany is spending 3.9 %, or, if we include 
Berlin, 4.7 %. 

To take another yardstick, which I think is 
an equally important yardstick, namely, the per 
capita expenditure, my own country is spending 
£63, France is spending £73, and Germany is 
spending £81 or £98 if Berlin is included. Many 
of the Warsaw Pact countries, for example, 
Czechoslovakia, East Germany and the USSR, are 
spending much higher per capita on defence 
than does my own country. 

The other particular issue that I want to 
mention is that we have virtual1y a stalemate in 
Central Europe which we all hope will not be 
broken. It emphasises the danger to the flanks. 
This issue, which must be of importance to 
every member of the Alliance, is the maritime 
aspect of our defence to the flanks. The proposals 
which were explained this morning are of con
siderable importance to the whole Alliance. I do 
not want to spend much time on this. These 
proposals of the British Government are highly 
controversial and will be argued, but not here 
in this Assembly. This is not the proper place 
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for that. They will be argued out over the coming 
months in the House of Commons. 

Where the British proposals affect the Assem
bly is on the question of consultation. I remind 
members of the Assembly that Lord Goronwy
Roberts said this morning that none of these 
proposals represents a final decision. He also 
said that they would be thoroughly discussed 
with our allies in NATO and outside and the 
final decisions will be taken in the light of 
those consultations. 

I believe that that was a genuine promise. I 
believe that this is a very important matter. 
I believe, not only that the promise was genuine, 
but that it must be seen to be genuine. I there
fore submit that it is of great importance that 
the same procedure be followed as was followed 
in the case of the Netherlands. 

I say again that I hope that my suggestions 
will not be regarded by my colleagues on the 
other side of the House of Commons or by any 
member of the Assembly as controversial. I 
believe that it is in the interests of all of us, 
when one member of the Alliance has to do some
thing, for good, bad or indifferent reasons, that 
it should be discussed amongst all members. My 
government have said that such discussions will 
take place. What I am asking is that the North 
Atlantic Council shall pronounce on these discus
sions when they are completed, both publicly, 
as it undoubtedly will do, and privately. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Cermolacce. 

Mr. CER:MOLACCE (France) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I did 
not intend to speak, but Mr. Lemmrich talked 
about the reactions of the representative of the 
French Delegation. My friend and I do not 
represent the French Delegation but the French 
Communist Party. 

In reply to his speech and to ensure that 
matters are perfectly accurate and clear, that 
there is no misunderstanding, I would point out 
that we do not entertain any hatred for the 
German people. But we do not forget what 
happened in our country and other countries 
of Europe as the result of a certain policy which 
was pursued in Germany at that time. 
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Above all, I would say with force and convic
tion, in the name of my friend Mr. Depietri and 
myself, that we do not accept lessons in 
patriotism from certain members of this Assem
bly. We are told that the purpose of the project 
under discussion is to harmonise and not to 
exploit the army from a material point of view. 
What humanitarian concern ! Quite so, but what 
you are seeking by means of this harmonisation 
of systems is in fact the creation of a professional 
army, the resurrection of that EDC which was 
condemned by the people of France and other 
countries. 

You require this resurrection for well-defined 
purposes. You interfere in the internal affairs 
of each country, for the problems thus raised 
are not your business ; they are national problems 
which each country is entitled to solve in 
accordance with its national characteristics. 

This is the reason for my indignation about 
the remarks which were made; they constitute 
a demonstration against our independence. 

It is also the reason why, if there is a vote 
on this project, we shall oppose it, for we consider 
that these are matters which are the business 
of our own countries and of each of the other 
countries ; they are matters of national concern, 
and it cannot be decided beforehand what we 
shall do with our armies in the future. 

(Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, 
resumed the Chair) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Tanghe. ' 

Mr. TANGHE (Belgium) (Translation).- Mr. 
President, I too want to congratulate Mr. Klepsch 
on this report, which the Chairman has just 
referred to as encyclopaedic. I would say that 
the report reminds one of the imposing figure 
of the Rapporteur himself, both in its bulk and 
in its solid reliability. The author of this report 
has also given us evidence, particularly when 
he spoke a moment ago, of his prudent approach. 
Indeed, he must, when he was analysing all this 
documentation about the conditions of service in 
the armed forces, inevitably have come up 
against the question of an army of regulars 
versus an army of conscripts. He has made no 
attempt to urge a particular doctrine on any 
country or anyone, and indeed the problem will 
present itself in different terms in different 
countries. Most of the countries that belong 
to our treaty organisation have become quite 
wealthy ; the tendency then is to entrust defence 
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to hired hands, with all the consequences this 
brings, consequences of which we have a number 
of examples from history. 

There are indeed arguments in favour of an 
increasing use of professional servicemen in our 
modern armies. The weaponry becomes daily 
more difficult to handle, and as the previous 
speaker has said the machinery becomes ever 
more complicated. 

Where the period of military service is too 
short for national servicemen to be able to cope 
with these c&mplicated techniques, there can 
be an argument for meanwhile passing the 
complicated jobs over to regulars who will of 
course serve rather longer engagements. Then 
there is a further argument that can be put 
forward for using more professionals in the 
army, one that will certainly be true for so long 
as economic expansion in all our countries 
continues to take its present form. In these 
circumstances one can certainly argue that 
all our young men - particularly the trained 
ones - can be employed far more usefully 
in the economy than in losing a year or fifteen 
months of their time in doing useless or 
pedestrian tasks in the army. This has certainly 
been the case, though in the months ahead there 
may be less justification for this argument for 
a greater use of regulars in the forces. 

There is a further reason, which we often 
prefer to keep quiet about. This is that in all 
those countries that are increasingly turning 
to professional soldiers, there is an unspoken 
giving-in to the tendency among the population 
to make less of a personal commitment to our 
common defence. We have nowadays a younger 
generation who reached military age after the 
second world war and who have never known a 
regi~e of oppression and slavery in our coun-
tries. , 

But there are also arguments against using 
too many professionals in our armies. You all 
know as well as I do that in certain countries 
it has been queried, in certain quarters, whether 
a regular army is the right answer. On the 
walls in certain countries you can read the 
slogan "Down with the regular army". These 
people have certain reasons, which may be 
respectable ones. I personally am not among 
those who believe that in a modern democracy 
an army of professional soldiers will inevitably 
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bring with it the danger of becoming a State 
within a State. 

And then there is another argument against 
professional armies. Mr. Klepsch has already 
mentioned that there is controversy about the 
rising cost of regulars in the forces. That institute 
in London may make certain calculations for 
certain countries, but I know that the plan for 
manning combat units of my own country's small 
army solely with regulars is going to cost B. Frs. 
5,000 million a year if it is applied overall. 
This sum represents about 20 % of our present
day defence budget ; and this is something that 
could lead us to ever-increasing expenditure on 
personnel. On top of this, technical weaponry 
is going to cost more and more ; for example, 
there are the aircraft that will have to be 
replaced. What is there going to be left over 
to deal with recruitment Y Shall we have to 
make further savings on the training of our 
tank drivers, all our various artillerymen and 
our pilots, so that in the end we have to go into 
the field with weekend pilots and Sunday drivers 
to handle all this technically complicated and 
expensive weaponry ? This is a question which 
is certainly worth looking at here. 

There is a third argument, Mr. President, 
against an excessive use of regular soldiers and 
the radical phasing-out of conscription. I am 
afraid that now we have become rich enough 
to leave our defence entirely to men who know 
their job and are paid for doing it, we are 
giving way all too easily to the growing 
unwillingness among young people and among 
the population at large not only to pay for their 
defence through their taxes, but also to play any 
personal part in defending the greatest blessing 
and heritage that we all possess, that is to say 
our peace and our security. It seems to me that 
a continuing enrolment into the armed forces 
of young men from the public will keep alive 
among them, among their parents and their 
fiancees, and among the whole population the 
idea that merely paying money is not enough -
that there must be a personal commitment to 
peace and security. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -I call Mr. 
Roper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - May I 
begin by saying how much I, like other members 
of the Assembly, have appreciated the hard work 
of Mr. Klepsch in preparing such a report. The 
word "encyclopaedic" has been used. Like all 
encyclopaedias, I fear that this document has 
not been sufficiently read. I hope that, like other 
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encyclopaedias, it will not merely remain on our 
shelves but will be consulted, for I believe that 
within the detailed analysis in this document 
there is a great deal of information, and I very 
much hope that the Chairman of the Committee, 
when he comes to reply, will agree that this is 
the sort of report which WEU should keep up to 
date and revise every two or three years so 
that we have a permanent and up-to-date docu
ment on the conditions of service in our armed 
forces. 

Although I have paid tribute to Mr. Klepsch, 
I am sure he would not mind if I also made 
reference to Mr. Kitching, the expert appointed 
to assist him in this work, who, together with 
his wife, was of considerable value in document
ing the remarkable information contained in the 
report. I will return later to one of the most 
important parts of the report, at least to those 
of us in the United Kingdom, where we have not 
yet permitted the development of trade unions 
within the armed forces, and that is the role 
of trade unions within the armed forces as 
discussed on page 143. But there are a number 
of other very important questions. We have some 
extremely interesting information on the relative 
salaries of the armed forces in different coun
tries. We have been having discussions - and 
I shall no doubt refer to the remarks of Mr. 
Wall in this respect in due course - as to the 
percentage of our gross national product allocated 
to defence in our different countries. That is very 
closely related to the salaries which are paid to 
the members of the armed forces, and it is very 
interesting to see, at page 75, the considerable 
range in salaries between the different countries 
among those questioned by Mr. Klepsch in the 
preparation of his report. 

I draw attention only to the range of salaries 
which exists among NATO countries in regard, 
for example, to colonels. A colonel in Denmark 
gets $26,000 a year, and a colonel in Turkey is 
paid only $6,500 a year. Yet we then try to make 
comparisons of percentages of national incomes 
as though we were comparing like with like. 
Similarly, one can make comparisons between 
the pay of private soldiers in Canada, where a 
private soldier is paid $8,000 a year and the 
Republic of France where a private may be 
paid as little as $940 a year - a differential of 
virtually 9 to 1. 

Again, if we look on page 137, we find one 
of the most significant statistics when we are 
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making comparisonA of relative expenditure in 
our armed forces. We see the figure of the share 
of defence expenditure which goes to pay and 
allowances. I refer to the table on page 137, 
where we can see that in Canada 63.6 % of 
defence expenditure is on pay and allowances, 
whereas in France it is only 34 %. In part this 
is because there is a conscript army in France 
and a whole-time professional army in Canada. 
but that proportion - virtually two-thirds in 
Canada and one-third in France - shows the 
way in which, by changing from a conscript to 
a professional army, there can be a very 
significant and substantial effect upon the 
expenditure on the armed forces, and why, 
indeed, comparisons purely of percentages of 
gross national product overlook some of the most 
essential probleii1.<1 in this sort of assessment. 

Again, if we look at the ratio of the pay 
between that of a colonel and that of a private, 
we see enormous differences. In France the 
colonel is paid 6.8 times as much as a private. 
No doubt he smokes more expensive cigarettes 
and drinks better wine. In Ireland the colonel 
is only paid 2.9 times as much as an Irish private. 
They have to drink the same Guinness in Ireland. 
Similarly, if we consider the probleins of trade 
unions, which are discussed on page 143, we are 
able to see that in Denmark and Norway and, 
indeed, in the Netherlands and Luxembourg, 
virtually all the members of the armed forces arc 
in the appropriate military trade union. On the 
other hand, in the United Kingdom, although 
certain servicemen who are trained in a craft are 
allowed to qualify for membership of a trade 
union once they have left the armed forces, there 
is not a military trade union. For these reasons 
and for many others this document, this 
"encyclopaedia", will be of very great value to 
all of us in our national defence committees 
when we come to analyse our own defence 
expenditure, because we shall be able to set the 
defence expenditure in our own countries, the 
pay for the colonel and the pay for the private, 
and the relativity one against the other, ood 
compare them against the yardstick of other 
countries. I believe that this Klepsch report will 
lead not only in the Federal Republic and here 
but throughout all our countries to very useful 
and very fruitful debates about the relativities 
and about expenditures on pay and conditions 
in the armed forces. Indeed, one of the matters 
which I have not discussed at length, in view of 
the time, is the role of women in the armed 
forces. Perhaps we have not until now accepted 
sufficiently the role of women in the armed 
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forces, and Mr. Klepsch, in his encyclopaedic 
report, gives us a good deal of information as 
to the different ways in which they are used 
in the various services. I was interested to see 
in the United Kingdom that on the very day 
on which the defence review was announced the 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary for the Navy 
was busily recruiting women for the Women's 
Royal Naval Service, thus showing the importance 
which we give to continued recruitment of 
women into armed forces in the future. 

The report is of considerable value. However, 
it is quite clearly a report which deals with the 
fundamental aspects of the conditions of service 
of the armed forces of the countries which are 
mentioned. I therefore hope that other matters 
which go beyond the question of conditions of 
service and discuss the size of the armed forces 
or the expenditure on the armed forces in general 
terins will be precluded when we come to the 
votes on this report, because the report as it 
stands is of great value. 

It would be a pity if, by mixing the issues 
of the conditions of service by which Mr. von 
Klepsch has done the Assembly a great service, 
by introducing other and irrelevant issues about 
the level of the expenditure in various member 
countries of \VEU, we were to get involved in 
a debate which might lead to votes and, because 
of the lack of a quorum or for other reasons, 
we were not able to proceed to the adoption of 
something which I believe is a report of very 
great value. 

I therefore hope that when it comes to the 
conclusion of the debate we will not mix our
selves up on matters which are outside the 
limited but important scope of the report. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Lemmrich to make a short statement. 

Mr. LEMMRICH (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation).- Mr. President, our com
munist colleague, Mr. Cermolacce, considered it 
appropriate to say something here about my 
country's past. ·when Germany's misfortune 
began I was still a child but perhaps it would 
be interesting for our communist colleague to 
know that while the Soviet Foreign Minister, 
Mr. Molotov, was being received in Berlin with 
great honour at the beginning of 1940, my father 
met his death in one of the Third Reich's con
centration camps.. It is perhaps important to 
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know that there were men and women in Ger
many, even in those days, who fought against 
dictatorship and oppression and injustice. 

Far be it for me to give my colleague Mr. 
Cermolacce lessons in patriotism. I know the 
debates which took place in the French Parlia
ment between his political friends and the 
government. As far as my own country is con
cerned, I know that the German communists 
have given communist ideology precedence over 
the national interest. Because of this, Germany 
is divided. That is all I wanted to say. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I take 
note of your statement ; we shall now proceed 
to examine the texts. 

Mr. Wall has tabled an amendment to the draft 
recommendation in Document 650, which I will 
read since it is somewhat controversial : 

Insert the following paragraph after para-
graph 2 of the draft recommendation: 

"That it urge member governments who par
ticipate in the NATO Defence Planning Com
mittee to call on that body to conclude its 
examination of the United Kingdom's pro
posed defence review with a public statement 
of its findings as it did on concluding its 
examination of the Netherlands defence review 
on 9th July 1974 ;" 

It has been brought to my notice that whereas 
the recommendation deals exclusively with con
ditions of service in the armed forces, the amend
ment deals with British defence policy as a 
whole. According to the rules, therefore, this 
amendment is unacceptable in its present form. 

Since the President's decision is final in this 
matter, I suggest the following to Mr. Wall so 
as to avoid lengthy debate : the amendment does 
in fact call into question the policy of one of 
the governments belonging to Western European 
Union, but owing to the fact that I have read 
it out here, it will be included in the minutes 
and in the documents giving an account of our 
debates. While it is true that it cannot be 
included in the recommendation, it will never
theless appear in our documents as the expres
sion of Mr. Wall's opinion. In the interests of 
sound procedure and of speeding up our debates, 
I therefore ask Mr. Wall to withdraw this 
amendment. 

I call Mr. Wall. 
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Mr. WALL (United Kingdom). - The 
Assembly is obviously now almost half a day 
late. I do not want to detain it any more than 
anybody here wants to be detained. 

However, I must say that it would have been 
fair to have given me the chance to reply to 
the points of order put by Mr. Roper on his 
points of procedure. To do so would, of course, 
have enlarged the debate and possibly have 
wasted the time of the Assembly. 

I therefore bow to your ruling, Mr. President, 
but I hope that you will give thought to the fact 
there are two sides to every question and that 
before you give a ruling you will hear both 
sides of the question. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I thank 
Mr. Wall for his goodwill and courtesy. 

Since it appears that the vote on the draft 
recommendation will not be unanimous, I pro
pose to defer it till 5.30 p.m. 

I call the Rapporteur. 

Mr. KLEPSCH (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, as Rap
porteur I just wanted to take up one point which 
was raised in the discussion ; apart from this, 
most of those who spoke were, on the whole, in 
agreement. One of the members raised a question 
which in my view has nothing whatsoever to do 
with the report. The communist representative 
introduced an issue into the discussion of the 
report which was totally irrelevant, namely the 
issue of the European Defence Community, and 
the question of creating some form of European 
defence organisation. It was not the object of 
this report to make a pronouncement on that. 
Nor did we try to do so. That is a task for other 
reports. I had the impression that the speaker 
in question read that question into the report, 
and I wished therefore as Rapporteur to make 
it quite clear that the report has nothing to do 
with this. 

Furthermore, I would like to say that nobody 
would have been happier than your Rapporteur 
if there had been no need to concern ourselves 
with the necessity of maintaining armed forces. 
To give you one small example, in a few months' 
time - when the required five years have 
elapsed - we shall have what is called a review 
conference on the non-proliferation treaty. This 
will have to look into the non-compliance with 
Article 3 of that treaty, namely the fact that 
the two world powers, the Soviet Union and the 
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United States of America, have not fulfilled 
their obligations to reduce their nuclear forces. 
It seeins to me that this is also a point which 
could be mentioned in passing : we are unfor
tunately still compelled to maintain our defence 
efforts as before. 

The sole object of this report, however, was 
to give a survey of conditions of service in the 
armed forces, and nothing else ; and that is all 
we tried to do, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Chairman of the Committee. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). - In 
winding up on behalf of the Committee I should 
like to echo the views of everyone, or nearly 
everyone, who has spoken, and especially the 
view of Mr. Roper in the very kind things he 
said about Mr. Klepsch's report. So moved, in 
fact, was Mr. Roper to praise Mr. Klepsch that 
he ennobled him by calling him Mr. von Klepsch. 
This may begin a process from which we will 
all benefit from time to time. 

Mr. Klepsch's report is long on facts and com
paratively short on opinions, something which I 
do not think anyone can say about the majority 
of reports which come before this Assembly. He 
is responsible for an extremely valuable piece of 
research. There are times when the Western 
European Union Assembly must be famed for its 
research as much as it is occasionally mentioned 
in the newspapers for the range of its opinions. 
We give you, Mr. Klepsch, our hearty congra
tulations. 

I think, too, that the interim report of Mr. 
Dankert will prove immensely valuable when it 
finally comes to fruition in May, because 
throughout the Alliance there are all the pres
sures upon each and every allied country to 
reduce the monies spent on defence and to reduce 
the numbers of ready forces in the Alliance. We 
had a very good example of this given this 
morning in the speech of Lord Goronwy-Roberts. 

If it is true that there is this very general 
tendency, we have some lines of defence. The 
first line of defence is put forward in part by 
Mr. Klepsch and also by Mr. Dankert : how do 
we rationalise, make more efficient, the defence 
expenditure we shall be able to afford in order 
to purchase a reasonable defence 1 That is our 
first line of defence - rationalise. 

The second line of defence is the MBFR talks 
in Vienna, and long may they go on talking in 
Vienna because if our line of defence of the 
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MBFR negotiations in Vienna were to fail us 
the strategy of flexible response would be 
rendered out of date. The substitute for a 
strategy of flexible response is a return to a 
nuclear strategy for Europe, and if anyone 
imagines that anyone will initiate the use of 
nuclear weapons it is about time they brought 
their thinking up to date. Nuclear weapons are 
only of value as a deterrent against the use of 
nuclear weapon.."! by other people, and to go back 
to a strategy which relied overtly on the use of 
nuclear weapons, small or big, is to surrender 
once the crisi~ begins. 

But if we do not accept a strategy which is 
based upon nuclear response the only other 
alternative to it is a strategy which is based 
upon warning time. Unfortunately, history is full 
of examples in which the warning time has been 
available, but no one ever acted upon it. On 
7th December 1941, the Americans knew what 
the Japanese were up to but the information 
that came through to them was filtered through 
their own preconceptions because they did not 
expect such an attack. The German invasion of 
Russia in 1941 was signalled in advance to Stalin 
by British Intelligence ; he took no notice, but 
said that it was a western plot. The invasion of 
Czechoslovakia took NATO by surprise, and also 
the decision-makers of every NATO country. 
Finally, who would have ever suspected that the 
Israelis of all people would have been caught 
with their prayer books in their hands last 
October when they were in receipt of satellised 
information from the United States that an 
attack was immediate? If we rely upon a 
strategy which is based on warning time, we 
should know that no politicians will ever act 
and it would be as good as disarmament. 

So I come back to my two final points : excel
lent reports from Mr. Klepsch and Mr. Dankert 
- reports which focus upon the first line of 
allied defence which is how to get value for 
money in a climate of economic reduction. If 
they fail us, there is not much that will save us. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - It has 
been decided to defer the vote for half an hour. 

6. Address by Mr. Vasco da Gama Fernandes, 
Observer from Portugal 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - At his 
request I now give the floor to the observer 

185 

ELEVENTH SITTING 

from Portugal, who has a brief statement to 
make to you. 

I am happy to welcome you to this Assembly ; 
I know your country well. I even had the doubt
ful privilege, at the time when I was on my way 
to join the ranks of the free, of falling foul of 
the sinister PIDE, the Policia internacional e de 
defesa do estrado, which sent me to Caldas-da
Rainha fortunately for a short time. 

I am therefore well acquainted with your 
problems and I salute the effort of emancipation 
which the entire Portuguese people has displayed 
over the past few months. 

We welcome you here with considerable emo
tion and, so far as I personally am concerned. 
with a great deal of friendship. (Applause) 

I invite the observer to come to the rostrum. 

Mr. V ASCO DA GAMA FERN ANDES 
(Observer from Portugal) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, I-'adies and Gentlemen, after fifty 
years of fascism, Portugal cam carry its head 
high. A Portuguese can now be proud both at 
home and abroad. 

My first duty is to convey to this illustrious 
Assembly the greetings of my country, which 
is most desirous to forge good relations with 
all countries, particularly the countries of 
Europe. 

The time of isolation is over. We were man
acled by a regime which is now condemned. 
Isolation finished on the day when that regime 
was finally overthrown. 

Portugal has an inclination - which it has 
always manifested except under the yoke of 
fascism - for dialogue and fraternal comrade
ship. It is our natural bent to be present every
where, to participate in all manifestations of 
the spirit and therefore in all political events, 
for no citizen is devoid of a political dimension. 

Touched as I am by your invitation and the 
warmth of your welcome, it is an honour for 
me to salute, in my own name and on behalf of 
the Portuguese Delegation, the illustrious Pre
sident of this Assembly ; in his person I also 
salute all the free countries which, united by 
European ideals, desire to work for peace and 
human progress. 

The fact is that Portugal's presence here is 
due to your generosity and we are proud to 
be among you. We must return your generosity 
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by becoming more European. That is our aim. 
Ever since 25th April1973 we have been moving 
ever closer to you. On that day Portugal sud
denly freed itself from fascism, thanks to the 
perfect communion of purpose between the Por
tuguese people and the armed forces. An inter
minable colonial war was destroying our youth ; 
it landed us in a crisis from which we are 
beginning to emerge. Six months after 25th 
April public liberties have been restored in 
Portugal, political parties with their enormous 
impact have been authorised and all forms of 
repression stopped. But above all, we have under
taken the necessary and urgent task of decoloni
sation. Those are the great successes of which 
Frant;ois Mitterrand recently spoke. 

It seems to me, therefore, that we Clan hold 
our heads high. However, the extent of the tasks 
awaiting us compels respect and even fear. That 
is also why we need our friends. And our friends 
are you ; our friends are all those people who 
do not dispense with freedom, all those peoples 
whose way of living is characterised by their 
love of liberty. 

This, very simply, is the message of friendship 
which I bring you. This message sent to you by 
Portugrul asks for your friendship. It is our 
natural destiny to be among you. We shall not 
fail to be with you in the future. We shall do 
everything that is necessary to work side by 
side with you and become your partners. We 
shall do so with conviction and enthusiasm. 
(Applause) 

1. The energy crisis and European security 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
General Affairs Committee, Doe. 656) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
debate on the report of the General Affairs 
Committee on the energy crisis and European 
security and vote on the draft recommendation, 
Document 656. 

I call Sir John Rodgers, Rapporteur of the 
Committee. 

Sir John RODGERS (United Kingdom). -
Among all the industrial nations of the world, 
all of us must agree that the economic outlook 
is indeed sombre. Even the most powerful of 
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the industrial nations - the United States of 
America - appears to be entering a period of 
recession, and governments in nearly every 
industrial nation are trying to ward off inflation 
and rising unemployment. One of the prime 
causes, but not the only cause, of this is the 
fivefold increase in the price of oil, now recog
nised as one of the most vital of the raw materials 
in the whole world. This huge increase in prices 
has imposed a tremendous strain on the world's 
financial systmns, for the oil profits accumulated 
by the producer countries have caused a trans
fer of wealth on a colossal scale which promises 
to bedevil the world for years to come unless 
some solution can be found. 

No one doubts now that the issues are serious 
and that they can be solved by a substantial 
international co-operative effort. Luckily, work 
on an international scale has already begun. The 
new International Energy Agency has begun 
its work as planned on 18th November within 
the framework of OECD. The membership con
sists of the United States of America, Canada, 
Japan, Austria, Switzerland, Spain, Turkey and 
all the EEC countries with the exception of 
France. Later I shall refer briefly to the French 
decision to go it alone. 

At first it was the hope of some countries 
that the Organisation of Petroleum Exporting 
Countries might let the real price of oil erode 
through inflation. It could be argued that this 
would be a prudent course for the producing 
countries to adopt but OPEC have made it 
clear that they have no intention at all of 
lowering prices. 

The United States have abandoned any 
attempts they might have wished to make to get 
prices lowered. They have also abandoned their 
earlier opposition to recycling petrodollars 
through special agencies. 

Today one of the immediate aims of the lEA 
is to set up machinery for an emergency oil 
sharing scheme. But this is only the short term, 
and certainly not the most important objective. 

In the long term, work will be undertaken in 
co-operation on energy conservation and in 
energy research and development : in the setting 
up of an oil information service and, most 
importantly, in trying to develop closer relations 
with the oil producing countries. 

I think it is right to realise that we are only 
likely to solve our present problems in eo-
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operation with the oil producers and not in 
antagonism to them. 

We need to persuade the oil-producing coun
tries that stable and orderly conditions for the 
international energy market are as much in their 
long-term interests as they are in the oil con
suming countries' interests. 

So far efforts have been concentrated on the 
serious economic and monetary problems, and 
on helping the hardest-hit nations over their 
balance-of-payments problems, rising unemploy
ment and inflation, and to prevent financial or 
industrial breakdowns. 

One of the most interesting recent suggestions 
made by Mr. Thomas Enders, Assistant Secre
tary of State for Economic Affairs in a report 
to Congress was - and I quote - "It may 
be useful for the consuming countries to agree 
on the minimum level at which they will support 
new investment". All major consumers should 
be encouraged to adopt policies to create "stable 
investment expectations at a level of retum 
roughly equivalent to current oil prices". 

This is vitally important lest in a few years' 
time nations such as Britain and Norway might 
face what is termed as a "reverse embargo" 
leaving the United Kingdom and Norway with 
expensive investment in oil producing fields 
capable of producing oil only at prices much 
higher than those at which OPEC might then 
choose to sell. This could be a serious threat and 
special pricing arrangements and policies may 
be needed to avert such disasters. 

I have deliberately spoken on the overall oil 
situation as it is only against this background 
that the subject of the energy crisis and its 
possible effect on European security and defence 
can properly be discussed. 

The paper before you today, Document 656, 
is on the narrow point of the possible threat 
there could be to Europe in particular and to 
the western free world including countries such 
as Japan, in the present oil situation and parti
cularly if oil supplies were to be withheld. 

Only recently the Head of one of the Middle 
East countries said that should hostilities break 
out again in the Middle East, then immediately 
there would be an embargo on oil supplies to 
European countries. I think this is likely to 
include France, too. 
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Today, oil is undoubtedly one of the most 
important sinews of war and certainly a most 
basic ingredient in any defence arrangements. 

Consumer countries to date have had two 
problems to face with regard to oil supplies. 
First, they have been threatened by production 
costs and boycotts, and, secondly, there is the 
very price of crude oil itself. As I say in my 
report, today this latter problem is of far greater 
importance than the former threat. 

And even the problems of the Western Euro
pean countries differ. For example, the United 
Kingdom, Norway and the Netherlands have firm 
hopes of producing enough oil to meet and even 
exceed their domestic requirements while coun
tries such as France and Italy seem to have little 
or no hope of finding the energy resources they 
need in their own territories. 

That is our reason for giving urgent priority 
to the definition of a common energy policy, 
certainly among the EEC countries. Naturally 
this work must take into account the work of 
the International Energy Agency and should 
seek to complement but not duplicate work in 
securing wider international co-operation. 

As I stated in my report, while I appreciate 
the reasons for France negotiating directly for 
supplies covering some twenty years, it must 
surely be a matter of the greatest regret that 
the French Government did not feel able to take 
part in the work of the International Energy 
Agency. If there is to be European solidarity 
then surely it must be in all fields, and not 
merely in those fields which any country regards 
as bringing in immediate rewards. As your 
Rapporteur I have stressed that the difference 
between France and other western countries 
will in the long run, I hope, turn out to be 
more one of presentation than substance and I 
also hope that the French will find it possible 
to co-operate with lEA. Indeed, President Gis
card d'Estaing recently made an interesting 
proposal for a meeting of. certain countries 
representing oil producers, industrialised con
sumers and the non-oil developing countries. This 
last group is likely to suffer more than any 
group from the colossal increase in oil prices 
and they are the countries whose economies are 
least likely to be able to withstand this shock. 

The lEA has already produced an emergency 
oil-sharing scheme which requires countries 
which are self-sufficient in oil to hold minimum 
stocks of sixty days' requirements. This obliga-
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tion is to be increased to ninety days, at a rate 
still to be determined. An EEC directive fixes 
the target stock levels of Community members 
at ninety days from the beginning of 1975. At 
present there are precious little stocks in Europe. 

But so far so good. But, as I said in the 
conclusions of my report, it was amply demon
strated in October 1973 that the use of the oil 
weapon could either paralyse the West's economy 
or render its armed forces powerless. 

Special action should be taken, I believe, to 
ensure a special defence reserve in oil products. 
This reserve should be built up in each country 
as speedily as possible. If <a decision were taken 
to withhold all Middle East supplies of oil if 
hostilities broke out, then European security 
would be entirely in jeopardy. In addition to 
the overall reserves of oil that are now under 
consideration, I have advocated in my report 
that stocks for at least three months supply of 
oil, necessary solely for security purposes, should 
be quickly built up for use only by the army, 
air force or navy. This should be built up with 
all possible haste. This security stock should be 
for defence purposes and available for defence 
purposes only. No government should be allowed 
to raid these reserves for purely domestic pur
poses - for example, in order to avoid the pos
sible introduction of petrol rationing. 

I realise that the strain on the economies of 
some countries in building up such a strategic 
reserve could be considerable and should be 
organised internationally and undertaken pos
sibly by some organisation set up under the 
auspices of NATO. 

Time is precious. There should, to my mind, 
be no delay in building up and allocating these 
reserve strategic stocks. The dangers in not 
doing this are evident. The need for speedy 
action is, I believe, of paramount importance. 
If it should be argued that we cannot afford 
to build up both strategic stocks for industrial 
and other purposes as well as a defence strategic 
stockpile, I would suggest that a percentage of 
the stock itself must be earmarked for NATO 
defence purposes. That is the least we could 
press for. 

I hope that the Assembly will give a fair 
wind to my report and endorse its recommend
"ltions. (Applause) 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Sir John Rodgers. 

I call Mr. Depietri to open the debate. 

Mr. DEPIETRI (France) (Translation). 
Ladies and Gentlemen, the written report pre
sented by Sir John Rodgers on the energy crisis 
and European security is directed exclusively 
to the means the capitalist countries should 
employ in order to deal with the military aspects 
of the energy crisis and the requirements of 
industry. It takes no account of the fact that 
some of the oil-producing countries have rid 
themselves of the neo-colonial yoke and want 
to be masters of their own national resources, 
nor that this situation is the consequence of a 
deliberate policy on the part of the capitalist 
countries which not only have done nothing to 
increase their national energy resources, but, 
on the contrary, have sacrified their own resour
ces in favour of a cheap oil and energy policy, 
without taking into account the fact that the 
oil-producing countries had to face up to enor
mous development requirements, or that these 
countries were victims of the inflationary policy 
of the capitalist countries. 

It is therefore the capitalist countries, by 
reason of their policy, and not the producer 
countries which are responsible for the difficul
ties that peoples are now facing in respect of 
energy. Obviously, it is easier for the capitalist 
countries to blame their own difficulties on the 
oil-producing countries by pursuing a dangerous 
and disgraceful anti-Arab campaign. 

The report even goes so far as to insinuate in 
veiled terms that owing to lack of oil for their 
conventional equipment, in case of war they 
would not refrain from using atomic weapons. 
In their view, therefore, the Arab countries 
would be responsible for this. This anti-Arab 
campaign enables them to camouflage the scan
dalous profits of the multinational oil companies 
and the domination of the capitalist countries by 
these companies. Indeed, this is the situation 
revealed by the French parliamentary commis
sion of enquiry into the oil trade, a commission 
set up at the request of the French communist 
deputies. 

These oil companies not only make scandalous 
profits out of users and at the expense of the 
economy of each country, they also seek to use 
the crisis for their own profit. 

Secondly, the report takes no account of 
an extremely important problem, thereby show-
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ing that the WEU Assembly completely disre
gards the decisions of the United Nations 
regarding the imperative necessity of settling 
the Middle East conflict, including the right of 
the Arab people of Palestine to reconstitute a 
State. There is no doubt that failure to settle 
the Middle East conflict in accordance with 
United Nations recommendations can only create 
difficulties. 

This is what ought to guide our conduct. 

A further problem arises : the European soli
darity which you advocate is merely an align
ment with the position of the United States of 
America, the setting up of a veritable front 
against the producer countries, and a flagrant 
challenge to the Arab countries. 

Apart from this, what does the report suggest 1 
A policy of austerity and sacrifice which will 
be borne by the working classes alone. No, oil 
is not at the origin of this crisis. The crisis which 
is developing in capitalist countries is in truth 
the crisis of the system ; but - and 'you kno~ 
this - workers in capitalist countries will accept 
neither the austerity nor the sacrifices designed 
to increase still further, at their expense, the 
profits of the multi-financed industrial firms 
and multinational companies. 

To overcome the crisis, a different policy 
must be pursued : develop all national resources 
- coal, uranium, hydraulic energy and tidal 
power ; all States must conclude stable, long
term agreements with the oil-producing coun
tries, based on mutual interest, so as to prevent 
the market from being dominated by the inter
national oil cartel - a cartel controlled by eight 
companies, six of them American ; restrict the 
power of the major oil companies as a matter 
of urgent necessity ; co-operate in the field of 
energy with the socialist countries and the 
developing countries. 

This, then, is a brief statement of the political 
responsibilities of capitalist countries for the 
present crisis, and the ways of overcoming it. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Osborn. 

Mr. OSBORN (United Kingdom).- I should 
like to intervene briefly in the debate because 
we have had a very valuable and informative 
speech by Sir John Rodgers. I wish to thank 
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Sir John and his Committee for making their 
report available to us. 

What Sir John has done, in contrast to some 
of the other committees on which I have been 
working, is to concentrate his remarks on immedi
ate tactical information - not so much on the 
strategic situation - affecting the supply of 
oil. Although he has referred to much wider 
issues, his speech and the report have concen
trated on the supply of oil to Europe and 
western countries generally. I should like to 
make a few comments on that subject. 

A report issued by one of the oil companies 
visualised that in fifteen or twenty years' time 
offshore oil production will account for 50 % 
of oil production from normal sources. This 
means that the world will develop as a result 
of a huge new technology and much of this 
offshore oil will be away from the Middle East 
rather than from within it. 

This raises another issue which is important 
to the United Kingdom, namely, the vulnerability 
of offshore oil production in the case of war 
or conflict. Drilling in waters of up to 600 feet 
could, with the aid of modern technology, well 
be stepped up to a much higher figure. I have 
read of anything up to 1,000 feet having been 
envisaged. 

The British Parliamentary Scientific Com
mittee only a few weeks ago had a very interest
ing _presentation by two of the leading oil com
pames on the progress that had been made in 
the North Sea. I believe that WEU should give 
some thought to the vulnerability of the new oil 
supplies, because they have to be taken from 
~he oil beds beneath the sea. The vulnerability 
IS such that where there are long pipelines it is 
not difficult to devise a submarine block-and
tackle device to cut out that pipeline and cause 
a delay of anything up to six months or a year. 
It. is not _beyond the bounds of possibility, and 
this apphes very much now in Britain. There 
must be close security on any rig to ensure that 
guerrilla action is not possible there as well. 

If I may comment on the oilfield question a 
stage further, I would say that perhaps not 
enough hllB been said about the possibilities 
of tar sands and oil shale, although I notice -
and I will refer to this later in regard to 
project independence - that oil from this source 
is not expected to make any major impact until 
after 1985 or 1990. 
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I should like to make a few comments not only 
from the point of view of the work I have done 
on the Com:miJttee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions of WEU but also the 
appropri,ate committees in the Council of Europe, 
but before doing so I want to take issue with the 
last speaker, who was blaming capitalism for 
our troubles. One of the greatest misfortunes 
now is that the supply of petroleum has become 
a political pawn, thanks to the philosophy of the 
left wing, which is to encourage those producing 
oil to nationalise their assets. Once nationalisa
tion takes place, and once oil becomes a com
mercial commodity, it inevitably becomes a highly 
political commodity. This is one of the tragedies 
which is all past history. But if I take issue 
with him on that, I would agree that the western 
world has to look further for other sources of 
energy supply. To what extent can we in the 
west combine to develop a strategy for this ? 

There is likely to be published early in the 
new year - I have had some indication of the 
material that may be in this- an OECD report 
on sources of energy. I believe that this will 
be a useful technical report for all politicians on 
the lines of development that should be encour
aged. I am very glad that Sir John Rodgers 
made reference to the Nixon initiative and the 
creation of the International Energy Agency, 
because this is vital. His recommendations, which 
I fully support - particularly recommendation 
2, to try to persuade all of us in Europe to work 
together with the United States of America -
are very warm to my heart. 

I should like now to turn to the scene in the 
United States of America. As far as I can gather, 
not only are they concerned in project inde
pendence - there was a useful press release in 
November on the question of oil supplies- but 
with alternative sources of energy. I referred 
this morning to the fact that the Atomic Energy 
Commission has been broken up. This dynamic 
commission in the United States has been broken 
into two parts. Perhaps it was a victim of the 
environmental movement which opposed the 
building of nuclear power stations. 

But last month President Ford signed a bill 
to abolish the AEC within 120 days and to 
divide its functions between two new agencies, 
the Energy Research and Development Admin
istration and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis
sion. ERDA, with Dr. Robert Seamans, for-
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merly of the Federal Space Agency, at its head, 
will bring together virtually all the government's 
research programmes involving energy. It will 
take in the fossil fuel programmes, including 
coal gasification of the Interior Department ; 
the investigations into solar and geothermal 
energy of the National Science Foundation, and 
even the Environmental Protection Agency's 
work on new forms of motor car propulsion. On 
the other hand, the new regulatory agency will, 
for its part, inspect, test, set safety standards 
and give licences for the American nuclear 
reactors. 

On project independence, I have the official 
text released on 13th November. I will not go 
into detail on this but it asks : "What is the 
definition of project independence ? How suf
ficient is self-sufficient ?" The United States of 
America is asking itself these questions. What 
body can ask the same questions in Europe ? To 
what extent is it our concern that we should be 
doing this? I raise this question at this parti
cular time. Sir John referred to energy conser
vation, and any energy agency must be con
cerned with this. In Western European Union 
we should be concerned not only with standards 
of insulation and better use, but in industry I 
am finding that the great brains are trying to 
cut down their energy bills. If that information 
could be co-ordinated - and in Britain to a 
certain extent this is being achieved by the 
CBI - on a European and world-wide basis, I 
genuinely believe that there are great savings to 
be made. The impact on transport is fascinating. 
The Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions brought the aircraft manu
facturers, the civil airlines and the airport 
authorities together. I believe that in the future 
land transport will gain from air transport 
because of the high cost of aviation fuel. I believe 
that public transport will take over from the 
private car and the lorry. I believe that elec
tricity will be a much more important source 
of energy than others. 

These are issues to be thought of in the tactical 
and defence sense, which is the concern of WEU, 
but they are issues which apply on the civil side 
as well. 

I only wanted to intervene and to put these 
points to Sir John so that his General Affairs 
Committee can consider what we in Western 
European Union ought to be looking at, what 
the European Community should look at, how 
they should do it, and what should be left to 
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the Council of Europe. But this is a vast problem 
and I welcome Sir John's contribution today. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
Lester. 

Mr. LESTER (United Kingdom). - It is a 
great honour for me so soon after making my 
maiden speech in a national parliament to be 
standing here in this Assembly making my 
maiden remarks in a European context. There 
must, I think, be some sense of divine guidance, 
because I can say simply and sincerely that it 
was the influence of my first visit to this 
beautiful city in 1948 at the age of sixteen which 
started me on the path to realising that one was 
a European. Since those days, one has tried 
to become even more so and, indeed, to bring 
one's family up in the same tradition. 

I wish now to address myself briefly to the 
report. I would request that it be printed 
because I think its contents will be extremely 
valuable in a much wider circle than this Assem
bly. It is impossible to underestimate the change 
in the total situation in every walk of life that 
the present energy crisis has caused. Any docu
ment which helps us in our essential re-thinking 
is well worthwhile and well worth wide distri
bution. 

The urgency of the first recommendation has 
been understood. One is hopeful that the sum
mit meeting in this city next week, where I 
understand the energy question is the first item 
on the agenda, reflects that. I hope that anything 
we say today will act as a spur to those Euro
pean leaders in their deliberations. 

When this challenge came, many of us 
expected and wanted a European reaction rather 
than a naJtional one. It is a matter of regret that 
in the first shock of all that happened this was 
not possible. I think now we can re-think our 
situation, and we should like to see a European 
reaction and a European consideration because 
it is very fundamental to the way we believe 
our nations are interdependent. Nor does it need 
any words from me to underline the decisive part 
that oil supply must play in any strategy 
because having common equipment and all the 
things about which we have been talking in 
terms of a defence budget without oil renders 
one defenceless. 
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I therefore support the sense of urgency in 
the fourth recommendation that we should move 
quickly in this matter. The suggestion that coun
tries should decide their own stocks I think is 
not helpful because a variation from one to 
another could render the whole action useless, 
but I think now is a suitable time to look at this 
before there are any further developments in 
the Middle East. 

I do not see that the report is either pro- or 
anti-Arab or pro or anti any country. This is a 
purely objective report : a stated situation and 
an objective answer to that situation. I do not 
see it as anti-West, anti-East or anti-Arab, or 
pro anybody else. 

One difficulty in the report is that we have 
no knowledge of the quantities or value that this 
reserve would need. Obviously it is dependent 
on the relative scale of any action which may be 
taken over a three-month period. However, one 
is prepared to look with an open mind if we can 
get the actual analysis and the correct figures 
to see where the reserve should be and what 
should be its content. 

I recommend that this exercise be carried out 
quickly and effectively. I ask the Rapporteur 
and the General Affairs Committee to keep a 
watching brief on the future developments fol
lowing this document. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Alber. 

Mr. ALBER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies and 
Gentlemen, I would like to start by thanking Sir 
John Rodgers for his excellent report and for 
the wealth of material and information he has 
given us. It always sounds impressive when one 
can say that the situation is grave and that time 
is running out. Where the energy situation is 
concerned, this is actually true. It is greatly to 
be welcomed therefore that Europe seems slowly 
to be giving thought to a common energy policy. 

It is a good thing, too, that there is talk of an 
international energy agency. But personally I 
do not expect a solution of the problems to result 
merely from that. Setting up an agency is no 
miraculous device. It is often like that in politics: 
when one cannot think of anything else to do, one 
sets up a committee, which in turn sets up a 
sub-committee. It is the same thing here. The 
agency which is to be set up will not unfortun
ately be able to produce a single drop of oil 
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itself. Still, as it does no harm, it is better than 
nothing. So it can be welcomed. 

There has been talk here of solidarity. Out of 
politeness I would like to pass quickly over this 
subject. For if that solidarity is called on and 
put to the test - we have already experienced 
this once - it could easily turn out to exist 
virtually only on paper. 

The right answer lies only in research and 
technology, and in finding new sources of 
energy. So, if we want energy, we must devote 
all our energy to research and technology. The 
new forms of energy concerned have been men
tioned - nuclear power stations and solar 
energy. And I might add something which will 
probably not count for so much : in the univer
sity of my home town of Stuttgart, there is a 
Chair devoted to the generation of wind energy 
- and it seems that good results have already 
been achieved. 

A second point is that we are using up too 
much energy, though not by using too much. 
For example, far too much energy is needed for 
the radiation of light by an electric bulb, because 
half of it is transformed into heat. Then there 
is the energy which is wasted going straight up 
and out of our chimneys every year and going 
unused. So this would be another large area for 
technology and research. 

We on the political side are being urged to 
do something about focusing this research work. 
One often gets the feeling that in the field of 
research the right hand knows not what the left 
hand doth. I am sure that my colleague Mr. 
Richter would agree on that. We have already 
attended colloquies and conferences with research 
scientists, and found that they did not 
know each other, and that people did not know 
what research was going on in the various 
establishments. This could be a job for those in 
politics - to do what is needed to ensure the 
concentration of research. 

A further point ; let us look for a moment at 
electric motors or batteries. Here one has the 
feeling that each firm is doing research only 
on its own account, and regards results as 
strictly confidential and not to be passed on to 
anyone else. Such behaviour may be all very 
well in ordinary areas of the economy. But in the 
energy sector we must seriously ask ourselves 
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whether we can make any progress with our 
traditional patent and licensing laws. Rules as 
strict as these really do hamper the progress 
which we badly need in this field. 

I would like to mention a second point made 
in Sir John Rodgers' report: recycling of the 
millions of petrodollars. This process caused 
quite a stir last week in my home town of 
Stuttgart, where 14% of Daimler-Benz (i.e. 
Mercedes) was bought out by a country which 
at first remained anonymous, and later turned 
out to be Kuwait. This will naturally raise 
several questions. 

In principle there is nothing against it ; on the 
contrary - if the Arab countries take a share 
in our industry, then they will see the economic 
development of Europe quite differently. Never
theless, the star of Stuttgart-Untertiirkheim 
appears to be a star of the Wise Men - or, 
rather, of the Rich Men - from the East, and 
that does not please everyone. The Romans 
were indeed far-sighted when they spoke of 
Arabia Felix- happy Arabia. It certainly is a 
happy position to be in, when you do not know 
how to spend the money you have coming in. 
The time has surely come to say that these coun
tries should do something more towards develop
ment aid. 

But to come back to the recycling of the petro
dollars: we must recognise that this is a redis
tribution of wealth, but in a different way from 
what we had in mind. Secondly, it is in part a 
transfer of wealth to State ownership, but again 
in a different way from that envisaged by us, 
and in particular by those who for ideological 
reasons always wanted State ownership. So much 
for the political side. 

But let us look again at the economic side of 
the picture. We must realise that such a develop
ment can have considerable effects, depending 
on which sector of industry is being bought up. 
It can have strategic effects and it can have 
effects - through possible majorities on the 
board of directors - on the way in which an 
individual business is managed. However it can 
also have overall economic effects, since it is 
possible, by planned selective purchases, to 
influence the whole economic development of a 
country. For these reasons too we must review 
our company and commercial law, our rules on 
publicity and similar matters. For we are faced 
with new developments which we have not had 
to deal with before. 
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Let me say once again, in conclusion : it is 
not a question of thinking that we can solve the 
problem merely by setting up agencies or author
ities. We must make real efforts to solve the 
problem ourselves. If we want to have energy, 
what we must do is devote the whole of our 
energy to new thinking and to new political 
developments whose thrust ensures that what is 
needed in the field of science and technology 
to produce energy will in fact be done. (Ap
plause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Rapporteur. 

Sir John RODGERS (United Kingdom). -
I should like to thank members of the Assembly 
for the contributions they have made to the 
debate on my report. I was a little surprised by 
the remarks of Mr. Depietri because I hardly 
think that his strictures on capitalist countries 
of the West as against the capitalist countries 
of the Middle East really made any sense. If 
he tried to tell me that Saudi Arabia is more 
democratic than the Western European countries 
I find that very difficult to accept. It is not 
an argument that I could sustain. To me it 
only shows a great deal of prejudice and very 
little reason. I hope that he will forgive me for 
putting it so crudely. 

I thank Mr. Osborn for his remarks, which we 
will ponder in Committee. It is a subject which 
I, as Rapporteur, or someone else who follows 
me, believe will be of continuing interest to the 
Assembly. We will most certainly study his 
remarks with the greatest interest, and I thank 
him for favouring us with them. 

I congratulate Mr. Lester on a very excellent 
maiden speech. We hope to hear from him often 
in future. I can assure him that it is intended 
that the report should be printed, so that it 
will be available for future reference. I am glad 
that Mr. Lester pointed out that there was no 
anti-Arab sentiment in my mind when I pre
pared the paper. Indeed, I went out of my way 
to say that the countries of the West had not 
fully appreciated that in their economies they 
were using oil as a tax-producing commodity and 
I pointed out the effect that that was likely 
to have on the oil-producing countries when we 
were getting not only cheap oil from them but 
tax on that oil for our own governmental 
purposes. That being so, I have some sympathy 
with the Arab countries in that respect. 

7 -IV 
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I agree with Mr. Alber- and this is a point 
raised also by Mr. Osborn- that we must have 
long-term concentration on new forins of energy. 
That is our intention and it is one of the main 
objectives of the international agency that is 
being set up. Apart from energy conservation, 
energy research and development and alternative 
sources of energy are of paramount importance 
but here I draw attention to the chart in para
graph 11 of the report, where we show the 
tremendous differences in the cheapness of 
Middle East oil compared with open-cast coal, 
deep-mine coal North Sea oil, tar sand, oil shale, 
coal-produced gas, etc., including nuclear. It will 
be some time before these alternative sources are 
anything like as economic as Middle East oil 
supply. This is one of the great problems. 

Altogether, Mr. President, this has been a 
short but valuable debate. I am grateful for the 
contributions that have been made to it. I again 
commend the report, and hope that members of 
the Assembly will approve it. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Chairman of the Committee. 

Mr. SIEGLERSCHMIDT (Federal Republic 
of Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, 
Ladies and Gentlemen, may I add just a few 
words to the Rapporteur's remarks. I believe that 
the contributions by various speakers to the 
discussion clearly reflect what we in the General 
Affairs Committee already knew and took as our 
basis - that this problem of energy and defence 
will not be resolved at today's meeting, and that 
we shall have to continue giving it our close 
attention in the future. 

I would also like to clarify another point. It 
is not, Ladies and Gentlemen, just a matter of 
the energy and defence problem in the narrow 
sense of fuel for our tanks and fuel for our 
military aircraft, but rather of the defence 
capability of our countries depending in a wider 
sense on the economies of our countries having 
an adequate supply of energy available. We all 
know how much our defence capability can be 
reduced if the economy is hamstrung by the 
energy problem. 

It seeins to me that the essential problem here 
is to reconcile the two approaches which for the 
moment are not wholly convergent. At first sight 
it looked as though the United States - I am 
saying this somewhat tartly- wanted to form 
a trade union of oil-consuming countries in order 
to bring pressure to bear on the oil capitalists 
in the producing countries. This was surely not 
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what was intended ; nor can it really be the 
object of the exercise. 

In the same way, it is quite wrong :for indivi
dual countries to start from the standpoint that 
the best thing is a policy of sauve qui peut, or 
at least - to say it again in French - a policy 
of chacun pour soi, Dieu pour tous. The two 
approaches mentioned must be combined. On the 
one hand there must be a reasonable dialogue 
with the oil-producing countries. But of course, 
to the extent that these countries concert their 
pricing arrangements and so on, the consumer 
countries too must concert their attitudes. 

A final comment on two points raised by my 
colleague :Mr. Alber. To a large extent I agree 
with the views he expressed ; but on the fol
lowing two points I have a small criticism to 
offer. First, about the oil agency: I would not 
be so pessimistic as simply to say with him that 
the agency will do no harm, but will do no good 
either. I believe we can assume, if we all join 
in making the right efforts, that the oil agency 
will be very effective. It will be effective if 
all the western industrial countries take part, 
and if we recognise that within that framework 
there should be no - if I may so express myself 
- special deals made by the European Com
munity. This is a field in which the countries 
of the EEC must act jointly with other indus
trial countries. 

:My second point concerns the recycling of 
petrodollars with :Mercedes in Stuttgart. I do 
realise the problems presented by such Arab 
participation ; but if Kuwait holds 14 % of the 
shares in a car assembly plant - I stress a car 
assembly plant - I really find this a very 
good thing, because the owner of these shares 
will be interested in keeping petrol flowing so 
that he can sell his cars. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- We shall 
now take the votes which have been held in 
suspense. 

I am grateful for your presence in such num
bers at this late hour. 

8. Rational deployment of forces on the 
central front 

(Votes on the draft Recommendation and draft 
Order, Doe. 654 and Amendment) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
Assembly will first vote on :Mr. Dankert's report 
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on the rational deployment of forces on the 
central front. 

:Mr. Reale has tabled and moved the following 
amendment: 

In the first line of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out "Urge" and insert "Encour
age". 

I put the amendment to the vote by sitting 
and standing. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and stand
ing) 

The amendment is not adopted. 

The Assembly must now vote on the draft 
recommendation. 

The vote on a draft recommendation taken 
as a whole has to be by roll-call if the Assembly 
is not unanimous. 

There are two objections. 

The vote will therefore be by roll-call. 

The roll-call will begin with the name of Mr. 
Gessner. 

The voting is open. 

(A vote by roll-call was then taken) 

Does anyone else wish to vote Y... 

The voting is closed. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, in the absence of a 
quorum, the votes on this draft recommenda
tion and the draft order are postponed until the 
next session. 

9. Conditions of service in the armed forces 
(Votes on the draft Recommendation and draft 

Order, Doe. 650) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- We now 
turn to the draft recommendation on conditions 
of service in the armed forces, for which Mr. 
Klepsch was Rapporteur on behalf of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 
Document 650. 

I find that there is one objection. A roll-call 
vote is therefore necessary, but as there is no 
quorum, the vote on this draft recommendation 
is also postponed until the next session. 
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10. State of European nucleat energy 
programmes - security aspects 

(Vote on the amended draft Recommendation, 
Doe. 666) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The same 
situation arises regarding the vote on the 
amended draft recommendation on the state of 
European nuclear energy programmes - secu
rity aspects, for which Mr. Small was Rap
porteur for the Committee on Scientific, Tech
nological and Aerospace Questions. 

The vote on this recommendation is therefore 
also postponed until the next session. 

11. The energy crisis and European security 

(Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 666) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). As 
regards the vote on the draft recommendation 
on the energy crisis and European security for 
which Sir John Rodgers was Rapporteur on 
behalf of the General Affairs Committee, Docu
ment 656, is there any opposition L. 

Mr. DEPIETRI (France) (Translation). -I 
oppose it, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I take 
due note of your position. 

The vote on this recommendation is therefore 
also postponed until the next session. 

12. National parliaments and the WEU 
Assembly 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee for Relations with Parliaments and 
Votes on the draft Recommendation and draft 

Order, Doe. 663) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
debate on the report presented by Mr. Delorme 
on behalf of the Committee for Relations with 
Parliaments and votes on the draft recommen
dation and draft order, Document 653. 

I call the Rapporteur. 

Mr. DELORME (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, as Rap
pol'lteur of this Committee I have the honour to 
submit a report which will not, I think, give rise 
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to any polemiCAS. It is already an advantage to 
be able to note this. 

Before stating the guiding principles of the 
report, I would like to point out that I am 
replacing one of our former colleagues, Mr. 
Gabriel Peronnet. He was the original Rap
porteur for this report but has become a Minister 
during the period between sessions. I con
gratulate him and I believe members will 
associate themselves with this. Thus I am assum
ing his succession. 

The report first deals with improvements in 
relations with national parliaments. I think that, 
while our Committee may not have an important 
political part to play, it nevertheless has a 
mission - that of drawing the attention of the 
parliamentarians of member countries to the 
work of our Assembly. Permit me to point out 
that at the close of this session we shall very 
much need to draw the attention of our parlia
mentary colleagues to our work, for if we want 
to succeed in building Europe, we must first 
look at the proceedings of existing assemblies. 

As compared with others, the Assembly of 
WEU had the privilege of being set up by 
treaty and therefore of having legal existence ; 
but that implies that its members and com
mittees have a duty - that of making them
selves known. 

I do not want to make any forecasts, but 
frequently in Committee I have turned over the 
following thought : when we ask our colleague::; 
what WEU represents and how many countries 
belong to it, when we ask what is the difference 
between the European Parliament and the Par
li'amentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, 
we are astounded and sometimes horrified to note 
the ignorance of those very people who ought 
to be the best informed - i.e. our colleagues. 

When it is a matter of WEU, an organisation 
which includes seven countries, it is essential 
that our proceedings should be followed. That is 
why your Rapporteur, the Committee and the 
Chairman of the Committee make a point of 
asking you to make the proceedings and debates 
of our Assembly known. 

We noted last year- and remember, it is a 
Frenchman who is speaking - that a Minister 
for Foreign Affairs made statements in this 
Assembly which he had never made in our own 
National Assembly. This was a privilege, but 
above all it showed that our union has a part 
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to play, and even a leading part, since Mr. 
Jobert gave hitherto undisclosed information 
from the rostrum of this Assembly. 

As I do not want to make a long speech, I 
shall confine myself to a brief comment on the 
report. 

It is the desire of the Committee and of your 
Rapporteur that all texts relating to our work 
should be disseminated and that we should be 
very vigilant about this. In order to make the 
union better known, we ought each in our own 
parliaments to make use of the means available 
to us in the form of written questions, oral 
questions and oral questions with debate, so 
that WEU recommendations shall be given 
effect. 

For the millstone which often hangs round the 
necks of European assemblies is that they only 
vote on recommendations. The very definition 
of this word indicates what that means. When we 
vote on a law, we are legislators and can lay 
down that law ; a recommendation is always a 
decision which remains subject to the sovereign 
judgment of Ministers. 

We therefore have a mission to fulfil, which is 
why in this report we emphasise the importance 
of your following the example of some delega
tions - and here I would pay tribute to the 
Italian Delegation. It is not because the Chair
man of our Committee is Italian and because 
she represents the Italian National Assembly, 
nor is it a simple matter of courtesy, if I say 
that Italy has provided an example ; but it is 
a fact that the parliamentarians who did harrass 
their government were the Italians. In particular, 
one of our colleagues, Mr. Bonaldi, has never 
ceased, by means of written questions and letters 
to the Prime Minister, to ask what had become 
of the consultation and decisions taken within 
the Atlantic Alliance on the European policy 
for the peaceful use of nuclear energy. He also 
raised the question of security in the Mediter
ranean. 

Well, this is the kind of action which your 
Rapporteur and your Committee ask you to 
undertake. 

In this short report we have tried to give you 
some idea of the work you may have to do and 
have asked you to take various steps, including 
the implementation of your own rules. But we 
have also suggested a few innovations. 
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We would like it if, within each delegation, 
you had a sort of co-ordinator, a person who 
ensured liaison with his own parliament. Let me 
explain. We often have committees which, 
through indifference or habit, meet and deal 
with problems without reference to European 
questions. I think it would be the task of this 
co-ordinator to suggest that Rapporteurs from 
WEU are given a hearing by national commit
tees. I emphasise this point, for if we could 
have in the Belgian Parliament, the Bundestag, 
the French or the Italian Parliament, a speech 
from, say, a British Rapporteur, for example 
if one day we could place on the agenda of the 
Committee of National Defence of the French 
Parliament a statement by Mr. Critchley, Chair
man of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments of our Assembly, that indeed would 
raise a certain amount of interest and we would 
have achieved what we were attempting by 
means of this report, which is to make our 
Assembly known. 

In our national committees we have already 
had the opportunity of hearing representatives 
of the European Community as consultants. Why 
not representatives of WEU 1 

To sum up, what we want is that the texts 
which are adopted in this Assembly should be 
followed up and above all that they should 
arouse the interest of our own parliaments. 
Truly, it is because there was a need for it that 
this union was created nearly twenty years ago. 
It should be demonstrated that this need, which 
was evident at the time, still exists twenty years 
later. 

That is why we have also dealt with this 
question of the twenty years of the union's 
existence, and we propose to do everything 
possible, with the help of the Presidential Com
mittee and the Office of the Clerk - to whose 
work I would here like to pay tribute - to 
bring out in a booklet information which, we 
hope, will help to dispel the ignorance from 
which Western European Union too often suf
fers, and to make it better known. 

This then, very briefly, is what we say in 
this report. It is an appeal which we are launch
ing at a time when - and I am sorry that some 
of our colleagues are no longer here- factual 
evidence shows that so long as Europe has not 
been fully built, so long as we have no institu
tions, so long as we have no assembly elected 
by universal suffrage, that is, an assembly which 
can speak in the name of all our populations, 
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we shall remain at the stage of making recom
mendations. 

I am convinced that those who attend our 
meetings regularly do not think that we ought 
to remain at that stage. In any case I myself 
am convinced that we must go further if we 
wish to demonstrate our usefulness and effica
city. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, I want to remain opti
mistic, for I am so by nature. The facts have 
not shown that we have been either very effec
tual or very homogeneous. In connection with 
recent problems raised in previous reports, we 
have had the opportunity to show that if we 
were united we would be strong. It is to this 
strength that I ask you to contribute by asking 
you to do everything possible to show that we 
have to exist and that our task is an important 
one. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Chairman of the Committee, Mrs. Miotti Carli. 

Mrs. l\HOTTI CARI.JI (Italy) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the expla
natory memorandum submitted by Mr. Delorme 
provides a starting-point for giving new mean
ing to WEU's existence within the national 
parliaments of the seven member States. I will 
not take up time with the salient points of Mr. 
Delorme's report, rich as it is with ideas, rich 
also with many suggestions for achieving this 
revitalising process : the appointment of a co
ordinator within each delegation ; the meeting 
together of members of a national delegation 
after each part-session to determine the action 
to be taken in each parliament and to study 
and plan the steps required in approaching 
governments ; and the hearing of Rapporteurs 
on WEU topics by Foreign Affairs Committees 
whenever the latter deal with questions which 
have been debated in the WEU Assembly. 

The means of publicising the work of our 
Assembly and of the Council of Ministers pro
posed in Mr. Delorme's admirable report will 
remain inoperative without the concrete partici
pation of each single member of the Assembly, 
who should accept the responsibility of making 
his country aware of events taking place in the 
various WEU gatherings. And it is with some 
sadness that I note, Mr. President, that at the 
very moment when we are discussing the matter 
of publicising our work - the work of the 

197 

ELEVENTH SITTING 

Assembly of Western European Union - we 
do so in a practically empty hall. 

However thoughtful and effective may be the 
steps designed· to entrust certain members with 
this task of dissemination, which can no longer 
be evaded, the steps themselves are in danger 
of becoming for many mere alibis of a sort, 
devices for setting our conscience at rest and, 
in brief, ways of leaving things in the unchanged 
condition in which they unfortunately stand. 

This necessity has also been noted by our 
Rapporteur in the closing part of his report. 
Italy for its part, as he states, has fulfilled this 
task of publicising our work : in paragraphs 17 
and 18 of his report, Mr. Delorme draws parti
cular attention to the questions addressed in 
September 1973 to the Italian Ministers for 
Defence and Foreign Affairs relating to Recom
mendations 235, 236, 237 and 238 : Recommenda
tion 235 on the promotion of a policy on the 
peaceful use of nuclear energy ; Recommendation 
236 on greater co-operation in defence, the ratio
nalisation of joint efforts and the co-ordination 
of research ; Recommendation 237 on the need 
for following closely the current major negotia
tions aimed at assuring European security, with 
particular reference to balanced force reductions 
in Europe, the security problem in the Mediter
ranean and in the regions of the north-eastern 
flank of Europe and the necessity of maintaining 
the Brussels Treaty in full ; and Recommenda
tion 238, which urges governments to improve 
Europe's contribution to defence. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would like to 
thank Mr. Delorme for his accurate, detailed 
and balanced work, carried out with the percep
tion, intellectual vigour and legal awareness that 
are his ; and I am grateful to my colleagues and 
the representatives who have listened to me. 
Thank you, Mr. President. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Madam Chairman. 

No amendment has been tabled to the draft 
recommendation submitted by the Committee 
for Relations with Parliaments in Document 
653. 

The vote on the draft recommendation will be 
by roll-call if the Assembly is not unanimous. 

Is there any opposition to the draft recom
mendation L 

Are there any abstentions L 
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The draft recommendation is adopted unani
mously 1

• 

Is there any opposition to the draft order 
contained in Document 653 t .. 

Are there any abstentions L 

The draft order is adopted unanimously 2
• 

The next Order of the Day would be a last 
report on advanced technology in Canada and 
an address by Mr. Grosart, Parliamentary Obser
ver from Canada. 

The question is whether we ought to carry 
on this evening before a practically empty hall, 
as the Chairman of the Committee has just 
pointed out, or whether you prefer to adjourn 
this debate until tomorrow morning. 

What does the Assembly think L 

(It was agreed to defer the debate until the 
next Sitting) 

1. See page 40. 
2. See page 41. 
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13. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the 
next Sitting 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I propose 
that the Assembly hold its next public Sitting 
tomorrow morning, Friday 6th December, at 
10 a.m. with the following Orders of the Day : 

Advanced technology in Canada - the conse
quences for Europe (Presentation of and 
Debate on the Report of the Committee on 
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions and Votes on the draft Recommen
dation and draft Resolution, Document 649). 

Are there any objections L 

The Orders of the Day of the next Sitting are 
therefore agreed to. 

Does anyone wish to speak t .. 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 6.30 p.m.) 



TWELFTH SITTING 

Friday, 6th December 1974 

SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the Minutes. 

2. Attendance Register. 

S. Advanced technology in Canada. - the consequences 
for Europe (Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aero
space Questions and Votes on the draft Recommendation 
and draft Resolution, Doe. 649). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. van Ooijen (Rapporteur), 
Mr. Grosart (Observer from Canada), Mr. Osbom, 
Mr. Richter, Mr. de Bruyne, Mr. Mendelson (on a point of 
order), Mr. Carter, Mr. Small, Mr. van Ooijen (Rappor
teur), Mr. de Montesquiou (Chairman of the Committee). 

4. Close of the Session. 

The Sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Mr. NesBler, President of the AB8embly, in the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Sit
ting is open. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- In accord
ance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the Minutes of Proceedings of the previous Sit
ting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments Y... 

The Minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The naiiiles 
of the Substitutes attending this Sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be pub
lished with the list of Representatives appended 
to the Minutes of Proceedings 1• 

3. Advanced technology in Canada - the 
consequences for Europe 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions and Votes on the draft 

Recommendation and draft Resolution, Doe. 649) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -The first 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Committee on Scien-

1. See page 43. 
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tific, Technological and Aerospace Questions on 
advanced technology in Canada - the con
sequences for Europe and votes on the draft 
recommendation and draft resolution, Document 
649. 

I call Mr. van Ooijen, the Rapporteur of the 
Committee. 

Mr. van OOIJEN (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, it gives me great pleasure to 
be able to present to the Assembly the report 
from the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions. The Committee ha:s 
had the opportunity of seeing and admiring a 
number of examples of advanced technology in 
Canada. The great readiness of our hosts to 
answer all our questions, and the very clear 
explanatory talks we were given about diffimlt 
technical problems, made it possible for us to 
compile this report. I am delighted at the pre
sence here among us of Senator Allister Grosart, 
Chairman of the Steering Committee of the 
Canadi~n Senate's Special Committee on Natio
nal Science Policy ; it is one more sign of the 
importance that Canada attaches to its contacts 
with Western Europe. During a week there, we 
had very useful discussions about the control 
exercised by the Cana~dian parliament in the 
fields of science policy, Canadian foreign policy, 
poliey on space, policy on nuclear and other 
forms of power, the aerospace industry and the 
problems of paper and pulp production. The 
Commilttee had only a limited time at its disposal, 
but thanks to a very well organised programme 
it was possible to see a great deal within one 
week. 
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The first thing that is bound to strike anyone 
going to Canada for the first time is the enor
mous expanse of the country. By European stan
dards, Canada is unimaginably large. The great 
majority of Canada's twenty-three million in
habitants live in a strip of land some two hundred 
miles wide along the northern side of the border 
with the United States and along the Atlantic 
and Pacific seaboards. To the north of this zone 
there is a vast tract of land where no more than 
500,000 people live in small communities. More
over, the country is a bilingual one - speaking 
English and French - leaving aside the Eskimos 
and a number of other minorities most of whom 
have cultural links with Western Europe. 

It is therefore extremely important for the 
Canadian Government, of whatever political 
colour it happens to be, to have a sound commu
nications system ; hence the substantial efforts 
that Canada makes in aerospace. Satellites are the 
only way that communications (telephone, radio 
and television) can be set up effectively and 
economically. This is something Europe would 
do well to take note of and learn lel!I!IOns from. 
The same can surely also be said for the develop
ing countries. How does one weld a continent into 
a single nation? Canada's answer to this question 
could one day be useful to Europe as well. 

Apart from satellites, the Canadian Govern
ment has also shown great interest in vertical 
take-off aircraft and in aircraft that need only 
a short runway. This is a development that could 
also be of great importance in Europe, parti
cularly in terms of inter-city air links. While in 
Canada it is small townships that do not have 
the wherewithal to build large airfields, in Europe 
there is very often insufficient space around 
large towns to build an airport close to the centre. 
On top of this, there is in Europe the problem 
of noise poHution, which can be very substan
tially reduced by the use of VTOL aircraft. 

A particular problem facing Canada, which 
has the big American electrooic companies on its 
doorstep, is the quesiJion of how the State is to 
exercise a reasonable amount of control on com
munications when these take place through the 
internal computer links of private companies. 
Could it not be said that these offer unfair com
petition to the postal and telecommunications 
authorities and the private telephone and tele
graph companies that exist in Canada ? I heard 
someone in Canada use the phrase "Every man 
his own computer terminal." It seems like tomor-
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row's world that has already begun in Canada 
today, and one from which we Europeans can 
learn a number of lessons, cautionary or other
wise. 

We already know in Europe that the Cana
dilans have developed their own nuclear reactor, 
which has now gone into service with the electri
city companies. This nuclear power station -
known as CANDU- has been hailed as a suc
cess. As parliamentarians, we were of coul'Be 
curious to know why Canada, which is so richly 
endowed with oil ·and minerals, had nevertheless 
invested relatively large sums in nuclear energy ; 
all the more so since in a country like Canada 
private industry is left a very large measure of 
freedom, and the authorities are not easily moved 
to invest money in, for example, electrical power 
stations. The answer to this question covers a 
number of points. During the last world war 
Canada was involved in the Manhattan project, 
because its soil hid large reserves of uranium. 
Once started aloog the nuclear path, the Cana
di·an authorities thought that the knowledge that 
had been acquired. ought to be put to use for civil 
purposes. A reactor type having once been 
decided upon, the authorities wanted their scien
tists and engineers to follow the chosen policy 
through. WhHe Britain and France abandoned 
reactors using natural uranium, the Canadians 
pressed on with thi\s system and succeeded in 
developing it further. 

A country that has sizeable uranium deposits 
will naturally have a far greater interest in 
using unenriched uranium than a country that 
has to irrnport it. Besides, the heavy water that 
was needed does not offer any insuperable prob
lem, and producing heavy water is felt by the 
Canadians to offer more advantages than setting 
up a uranium enrichment plant. It should be 
noted here that the natural conditions for pro
ducing heavy water are very favourable in 
Canada. 

The third aspect is that of cost. A generating 
statioo working with nuclear energy provides, we 
were told, much cheaper electricity than a tra
ditional power station even in Canada, where 
m:1nerals and fuels are easily extracted. 

The fourth point is the certainty that fOE!sil 
fuels will not always be available in unlimited 
quantities, and are thus better saved for pur
poses other than generating electricity. These, 
then, are the reasons why Canada has decided 
to press ahead with the development of nuclear 
energy. 
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At the Pulp and Paper Research Institute 
the Conunittee learnt of new ways of pratecting 
forests, timber stocks and other natural resources. 
We Europeans are bound to be struck by the 
fact that such a heavily-forested country as 
Canada is already feeling serious concern about 
timber production in the years to come. Research 
is going on into making better use of waste timber 
and recycling used paper, as well as into the 
possibility of changing over to fast-growing 
species which could be used - by burning or in 
other ways - to generate energy, and thus pro
vide annually-renewable sources of power. 

The report now before you also looks at the 
way science matters are organised in Canada. We 
look at how co-operation is arranged between the 
central government and the provinces, how the 
Minister for Scientific Policy and Technology 
does his job, and how parliamentary control is 
exercised. Experience gained in this field will 
undoubtedly be of interest to the countries of 
Europe. Governments and parliaments in a num
ber of European countries are looking for ways 
in which they can have a greater influence over 
the large sums of money that are earmarked in 
the· budget each year for scientific research. In 
the Netherlands, for instance, there has for two 
~ past been a Minister for Scientific Policy, 
whose .duties were to a large extent drawn up 
on the basis of experience gained in this field in 
Canada. I am quite certain that the lessons that 
have been learnt about scientific policy and par
liamentary control could be just as useful to 
other European countries. 

I shall not spend more time now telling you 
about what the Conunittee saw and heard, Mr. 
President, but I did think that it was well to 
give the Assembly an idea of what was gained 
from this trip. 

This brings me to the points to be found in the 
draft reconunendation and resolution. It was 
stressed by the Canadian parliamentarians that 
Canada needs more and better contact than in 
the past with parliamentarians from Europe. Up 
to now their external contacts have been con
centrated on Washington and the American Con
gress. Without wishing to break off these existing 
contacts, Canadian members of parlirun.ent are 
seeking to forge new and close relations in the 
field of science and technology. They would like 
to see meetings organised once or twice a year 
to discuss areas of high technology such as I 
mentioned a moment ago - aerospace, satellite 
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communications, nuclear energy, aircraft pro
duction and the various applications of these. 

In the recommendation to the Council of 
Ministers, the Committee is suggesting that the 
Council help parliamentarians to prepare for 
these meetings by arranging for briefings, etc. It 
is felt that the European Space Agency should 
be able to co-operate with the Canadians on 
aerospace matters in a greater number of fields 
and more intensively. 

To our national parliaments we are suggesting 
that, to meet the wishes expressed by the Cana
dians, an interparliamentary association for 
scientific and technological affairs should be set 
up. We think, too, that they should organise col
loquies between WEU parliamentarians, Cana
dian members of parliament and the members 
of the science and technology committees of the 
national parliaments. 

I hope, Mr. President, that the draft recom
mendation and resolution can be accepted by the 
Assembly, so that we can achieve co-operation 
that is fruitful for us all. I would like to end by 
offering my thanks to the Presidential Commit
tee which agreed to our trip, and to the Canadian 
authorities and all their officials who made it 
such a success. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr van Ooijen, for your excellent report. 

I now call Mr. Grosart, the parliamentary 
observer from Canada, to whom I extend a warm 
welcome. 

Mr. GROSART (Observer from Canada). -
Mr. President and distingUished parliamentarians 
of Western European Union, my first pleasant 
duty as a member of the parliament of Canada 
is to convey our thanks to you for the invitation 
and opportunity to observe your proceedings 
here and to learn from them. It is a special honour 
to be permitted to address you when you are 
considering what to us appears to be an 
important report by Mr. van Ooijen the Rap
porteur of your well-known and renowned Com
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions. 

I assure you that we in Canada regard it as a 
high compliment to our modest scientific activi
ties in global terms that your Committee has 
visited us and presented a detailed, interesting 
and excellent assessment of certain ·aspects of 
our research and development and related scien
tific activities. 
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As Chairm11;n of the Steering Committee of the 
Special Committee on National Science Policy 
of the Canadi·an Senate I am particularly grate
ful as I know are all members of the Committee, 
for' the many references in the report to the 
three-volume reports of our Committee. It may 
be of interest to you to know that we are now 
proceeding on a mandate from the Senate to 
make a detailed study of futures, as we call them, 
in relation to on-going Canadian policy. 

Having said that, I may perhaps be permitted 
a personal apology for what might appear to 
some to be a presumption on my part in mono
polising this great honour by inflicting myself 
on you for the second time in half a year. A wise 
man once said to me: "It is a great mistake to 
start a speech by making an apology." He said: 
"If your remarks are any good you won't need 
an apology and if they are no good an apology 
won't help". However, the apology is perhaps 
appropriate when I say that when we first 
received your invitation we had hoped that the 
Honourable Charles Drury, our Miruster of 
Science and Technology, and/or Senator Lamon
tagne, Chairman of the Special Committee, would 
be able to come. Unfortunately events made that 
Impossible. As you may know, the govemment 
were defellited late in the spring on their budget. 
We had an election and we are so far behind in 
our legislation that at present there are fifty 
government bills before the House of Commons 
and the Senate. 

I am glad that I have the opportunity to be 
here today. I had not intended to do so because 
I have just returned from •a session with the 
European Parliament in Stvasbourg with some 
of the officials of ·the Community in Brussels as 
a member of the Canadian Delegation which was 
hoping - and I think has succeeded in a small 
way - to improve the terms of our access to that 
very important market, one and a half times thart 
of the Urnited States, the greatest import market 
in the world. 

Perhaps I sllould make it clear that I am no 
expert on science. I am not a scientist. The closest 
I ever got to the title of "scientist" was when I 
graduated in political science. But since I have 
been a science watcher, so to speak, I have come 
to realise that there is no relationship whatever 
between political science and real science. 

Let me illustrate the problem that faces par
liamentarians in the general field of science and 
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technology by telling you that I recently spoke 
at a Canadian university and a professor, an 
economist from one of our large universities, 
rose and said: "I shall read off the names of the 
members of the Senate Science Colllllrittee and 
their occupations." He did so and then said: 
"You will notice that not one of them is a scien
tist or has any scientific background." When I 
was asked to respond I said: "I have great sym
pathy with the professor. He has enunciated a 
problem in micro and I should perhaps tell mm 
what is the problem in macro." The problem was 
outlined by Mr. Wedgwood Benn, the former 
Minister of Science and Technology in the United 
Kingdom: 

"Perhaps the most frightening fact facing the 
world today is that the more dangerous, dif
ficult and all-embracing decisions which are to 
be made in the future in respect of science and 
technology are all going to be made by poli
ticians. There is no other way. They will not be 
made by scientists because of the very nature 
of our parliamentary systems." 

I hope you will bear with me if I make a few 
further remarks particularly about the recom
mendation and draft resolution in the report. I 
find myself somewhat in the position of a speaker 
who found himself addressing one of our service 
clubs. Before he began he asked the chairman : 
"How long can I speak 7" I think that remark is 
appropriate to the present situation. The chair
man said : "You can speak for as long as you 
like but the rest of us are getting out of here at 
2 o'clock." I am aware that there are those 
constrain'IB upon us. I shall be as brief as I can 
and if I am thought to be going on too long I 
hope that the Chairman will nat hesitate to ring 
the bell and stop me. 

I must congratulate Mr. van Ooijen and his 
Committee on their report. We found it a very 
comprehensive assessment of some highlights of 
what the Committee has been good enough to call 
the Canadian achievements in science and tech
nology. The recommendation that there should be 
established at this time an interparliamentary 
association of science and technological interests 
was very much welcomed. We made a similar 
recommendation in our third report and sug
gested that Canada might he the host country for 
the first meeting of such an association if and 
when it can be organised. I am not in a position 
to respond positively. I am not a member of the 
government but I can assure Mr. van Ooijen and 
the Committee that I shall carry back the mes
sage to our Minister of Science and Techno-
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logy, and I have every hope that there will be 
some immediate response from Canada to that 
interesting suggestion. 

The suggestion is not an entirely new one. I 
made the same suggestion at a meeting of the 
Science Committee of the Council of Europe at 
Lausanne two years ago. That Committee accep
ted the resolution and carried it rather further 
than I had suggested and made it a recommenda
tion to the constituent nations of the Council. 

I discussed the same question when I was a 
member of the InternB~tional Panel on Science 
and Technology at about the same time when the 
Dadd!ario Committee was sitting. We then had 
a very interesting response largely from the 
Latin American countries. The origin of our 
Interest was the visit by members of our Senate 
to European countries and to the Congress of 
the United Stllites in the early days of our deli
berations. We heard a great many witnesses and 
we began with the wise men of science policy of 
the world. Then we e:x:amined our departmental 
officials, the universities, and finally the indus
trial sector. We then came to Europe, visited a 
number of countries, spun off the conclusions we 
had reached with parliamentarians in six or 
seven European countries, and found that we 
have learned much. We cha;nged our minds on 
a good many things because of what to us was the 
extreme importance of international comparisons 
in national science policy. 

If anyone were to ask why perhaps this is the 
time and occasion for the establishment of a;n 
interparliamentary committee, as suggested in 
the resolution, limited for the moment at least 
to OECD countries, and what its raison d'etre 
might be, I would say that for us it comes out 
of our experience that there is really no substitute 
for discussions of comparative approaches, com
parative achievements, in science and technology. 

One of the m08t diffieult things for parliamen
tarians is to find some yardsticks. How do we 
judge our own science policy Y How do we decide 
whether our total budget, government funding 
and total funding, is adequate to keep us wher
ever we wa;nt to be in the science and technology 
rooe ? How do we know whether our distribution 
of the funds is adequate between the disciplines 
and properly distributed between basic and 
applied science and development and innovation? 
How do we know whether our mix is a good one 
between the performers - government, in-house, 
universities and industries ? 
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In our own case we have found that our mixes 
were very bad. I am thankful to say that the 
government has been proceeding quite rapidly to 
implement many of our recommendations, and 
that in itself should give some hope to parlia
mentarians who are interested in influencing 
their own national science policy, because we 
have found that our government will listen to 
parli'amentarians. 

There are two aspects of this. One is on the 
domestie scene and the other is on the interna
tional scene. On the domestic scene we have all 
found that one of the problems is that science 
and technology is so all-pervasive that the indi
vidual policies become solitudes and become hid
den, so that the totality of the science and tech
nology effort of any country is very difficult to 
find. It is usually distributed through a number 
of departments. This has meant that generally, 
certainly in our parliament - in our House of 
Commons we have no Cominittee on Science and 
Technology, only in the Senate - we have found 
that parliamentarians are constrained because of 
the difficulty oh.ctually an·alysing science policy. 
This is also because science policy is compara
tively new. The rate of change has been exponen
tial for a number of years and has had tre
mendous effects on the political, social and eco
nomic norms and values of all nations. We have 
found that there is expertise in agriculture, 
because there are farmers in most legislatures, 
there is expertise on foreign policy, expertise on 
taxation and finance, regional policy, defence 
and so on, but very little expertise in depth 
among parliamentarians. It is our firm belief 
that the types of exchanges that will take place 
if the recommendation of your Committee were 
Implemented would make a major contribution to 
this problem. 

When we turn to the international aspect we 
become aware that technology itself is generating 
important new demands on the whole interna
tional system. It creates constraints on national 
independence, and to a degree that is at present 
not fully appreciated. There is a paradox here. 
As Eugene Sokolnikov said, technology is creat
ing imperatives to internationalism, particularly 
since World War II. On the other side we have 
the fact of proliferating nations and nationalism, 
and it is this paradox that we feel could be 
resolved to some extent if these exchanges of par
liamentarians took place. 

One of our major recommendations has been 
what we call the visible science budget, that is, 
a total science budget, extracted from the esti-
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mates of the various departments and presented 
to the Ministry of Science and Technology before 
it goes to our Treasury Board. We are fully 
aware of the many problems that arise where 
there is in any parliamentary system ministerial 
responsibility, but we feel that our suggestions 
have to some extent overcome them. We now 
have an ex post facto total visible science over
view of the estimates, and, hopefully, within the 
next year this will be presented before the various 
departmental estimates go to the Treasury Board, 
so that the totality can be examined by the 
Ministry of Science and Technology, who will 
then advise on such questions as I have already 
mentioned - the adequacy of the distribution of 
the funds overall, the adequacy of the distribu
tion between performers, and perhaps above all 
an answer to the question : Is our science and 
technology budget enough or is it too much ? 
Unless we see it in totality there is no way in 
which we can come up with answers to these 
very important questions. 

Perhaps I could now give a very quick break
down of government science funding in Canada. 
Our total budget this year will be one billion 
three hundred million dollars, which is an 
increase of 11.6 % over last year - just keeping 
up with inflation - but it represents 7.4 % of 
total government expenditure and amounts to 
1.2 % of our gross national product. This puts 
us much farther up the list of countries than we 
were when the Senate Committee began its work, 
and I think we can take some credit for that. Of 
th1s total government funding, 55 % goes to 
applied science, 28 % to development, and 18 % 
to basic science. 

In our energy research, 75 % is nuclear, 3 % 
coal, 17 % oil and gas, and 2 % hydro. This is 
something we should be looking at. This informa
tion has just come to the sur:liace. Are we wise, 
in the new circumstances of the oil crisis, in 
devoting 75% of our total energy research to 
nuclear and only 17 % to the oil and gas problem, 
particularly in view of the fact, as indicated by 
Mr. van Ooijen, that, whereas at the moment we 
are self-sufficient in oil, we do not know how 
long that self-sufficiency will last - perhaps not 
beyond 1985 unless we have new discoveries, 
which we are hopeful that we will have. 

64 % of our total government spending on 
science and technology is intramural, that is, 
done in government laboratories of one kind or 
another. In our Committee we have been very cri-

204 

TWELFTH SITTING 

tical of that. The government is moving to place 
considerably more of its funding in the industrial 
sector which :at present is 18 %, with 16% going 
to education and non-profit organisations. 

In answer to the question, why are these kinds 
of breakdown important, I would reply that it is 
only when there is this kind of analysis of the 
total budget that it is possible for parliamen
tarians to get to grips with the expenditure, with 
the reasons for the expenditure wd perhaps the 
reasons for the gaps, deficiencies and duplica
tions which we certainly find. 

I wish now to make a few remarks on specific 
matters. The first page of the report deals in 
general with some of the major problems. The 
second page is quite specific in its comments on 
development of the VTOL aircraft. We found 
this to be considerably more successful commer
cially than we had expected. There is a regular 
service now between Ottawa and Montreal which 
is working out extremely well. 

Reference is made to nuclear research and 
development. Some may have heard that we have 
had a problem in our largest nuclear station at 
Pickering which the Committee visited. This is 
serious in the sense that it has temporarily 
knocked out one of the four reactors in that 
station. However, my information is that it is a 
purely mechanical error. In placing certain 
drums in tubes - and I will not go into the 
technicalities - there was a tolerance of about 
half an inch, in some cases the drum was inserted 
about three-eighths of an inch and in others a 
little more. This in turn caused pressure in the 
tubes, but the atomic energy scientists tell me 
that they are very hopeful they may have inert 
material which will solve this problem. It affoots 
only one of the reactors and we have every 
confidence that we will be able to solve this prob
lem very quickly. 

The report of the Committee mentions other 
energy sources. I have given an indication of 
perhaps a somewhat impractical approach at the 
moment because of the oil crisis, but no doubt 
that will be changed. 

The report of the Committee speaks for itself 
on computer communications. We always have 
the problem in Canada, of course, in big science 
of our proximity to the United States. We have 
had considerable difficulties in developing eco
nomically viable indigenous computer systems, 
but we are getting there. 

Reference is a1so made to the remote sensing 
systems in satellites. I believe we may have 
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pioneered to some extent in this area largely 
because of the land size of Ca111ada to which 
reference was made, the second largest land 
mass in the world. There is also reference to 
our domestic satellite communications where we 
have established the first geophysic geostationary 
satellite system. 

I thank you, Mr. President, and the dis
tinguished parliamentarians for their patience 
and kindness in listening to me and above all for 
giving me the opportunity to occupy this dis
tinguished rostrum for these twenty minutes. 

In conclusion, I wish to say that we endorse 
heartily the recommenaation and resolution in 
the report. We will do what we can in Canada 
to facilitate the start-up of such an association. 
As I said, I will carry this back to the Minister 
and to my colleagues. It will be a happy event 
for both of us if this important new breakthrough 
in parliamentary co-operation in science and 
technology has as its mother or father the Cana
dian Parliament and as its mother or father the 
Assembly of the Western European Union. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- In the 
debate, I call Mr. Osborn. 

I invite speakers to keep to the time they have 
asked to speak so that we may conclude our 
debates this morning. 

Mr. OSBORN (United Kingdom). - I con
gratulate Mr. van Ooijen on successfully putting 
together in one report all our varied experiences 
during our visit to Canada. Such a visit is of 
value as it gives us in Europe the chance to see 
how other countries tackle their problems. It is 
right that politicians who are concerned with 
science and technology should see how others do 
it- by "others", I include China and the Soviet 
Union, as I would the United States of America 
and Canada. 

I welcome the contribution by Senator Grosart 
as Chairman of the Steering Committee of the 
Special Committee on National Science Policy. 
I welcome the fact that he has been present 
here. The most important and valuable out
come is our recommendation, which I heartily 
support, to create an interparliamentary asso
ciation for scientific and technological affairs. I 
feel that this is a matter of urgency and one with 
which we should deal to some extent. What we 
have to establish is exactly who comes to this 
association. I will conclude by referring to that. 
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Mr. van Ooijen in paragraph 38 of the report 
points out that senior officials of Canada have 
contacts with senior officials of the Communities 
every six months, and he says that more contacts 
are certainly useful and it is of the greatest 
interest that they should take place at parlia
mentary level also. If Ministers and officials are 
meeting, then contacts at parliamentary level 
must take place as well. What I hope is that any 
getting together would put its emphasis on the 
technology industry rather than science because 
it is practical solutions that we want at the 
present time. 

Mr. van Ooijen mentioned nuclear and other 
energy. We have some useful reports from 
Alberta on tar sands and oil shale. We even saw 
experiments on windmills to provide home 
electric generation as well as the report on the 
VTOL aircraft which have been put as priorities. 
I am interested to learn that what we saw as a 
prototype venture is now proving commercially 
successful. Intricacies of navigation provide les
sons which are of V'alue to the whole world. 

Mr. van Ooijen referred also to computer com
munications. Here Canada has one advantage. 
70 % of its electricity at present is hydro. It 
varies from state to state. I know that the hydro 
programme is nearly completed. However, what 
is missing from Mr. van Ooijen's report is two 
spheres which will be of more interest to the 
western world. Firstly, Canada as well as the 
United States of America is the granary of the 
western world. We have had the world food 
conference. Better yields and adequate output 
from Canada and the United States of America 
are essential for the survival of the world as 
well as the western world. I do not think Mr. 
van Ooijen put enough emphasis on the visit to 
the Pulp Institute. Forestry is important not 
only to the north of Europe and the Soviet 
Union but obviously to Canada. The practical 
problem is extracting the timber from the forests. 
The cost of forestry is in felling the trees and 
in getting the trees to the mills where they can 
be pulped. The idea of fast-growing trees which 
can be completely disintegrated and pulped on 
site portably is a new concept which is of 
immense significance to the whole of the western 
world. Therefore, the use of timber as a source of 
protein at the present time and the better yield 
from our land are all the more important. 

Mr. Grosart referred to the enquiry on scien
tific policy - I have the three volumes in 
London. Canada - and Mr. Grosart is a Con
servative Senator - has a slightly different 
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philosophy from that developed by Conservatives 
ten years ago, and one which I shared, which 
was that science should not be isolated but that 
scientific and technological research and endea
vour should take part in day-to-day activity 
whether at governmental or industrial levels. For 
instance, I think it right that building research 
in Great Britairn should be attached to the 
Department of the Ernvironment rather than to 
some scientific agerncy. Scientific endeavour in 
administration as well as in industry is a major 
problem which parliamentarians should consider. 

I come back to the recommendation on the 
interparliamentary association for scientific and 
technological affairs. What is essential is that 
parliamentarians, those who normally do not 
understand science or are not interested in it, 
should meet scientists, indUSitrialists and engi
neers at industrial level. In Great Britain we 
have had a Scientific Committee and we now 
have a Select Committee. Other countries have 
other systems. 

How does the interparliamentary association 
operate? Mr. Grosart said that the Council of 
Europe had accepted such a meeting, and I hope 
that we will endorse it. I suggest that if the 
Canadians are the people to issue the invitation 
they will need to have a body organise this 
conference. They may wish to do it themselves, 
but the intention is that all OECD member coun
tries should be invited. I therefore ernvisage that 
the proposed organisation should meet OECD, 
which is responsible to Ministers but which, apart 
from debates in the Council of Europe and advice 
to us, has very little contact with parliamenta
rians. 

My hope therefore is that the Canadians and 
the sponsors of this first meeting will send invi
tations to the parliamentarians involved in 
science and technology in all their countries ; 
secondly, that an invita;tion be made to this 
Western European Union Committee on Scien
tific, Technological and Aerospace Questions. 
You indicate, Mr. President, that you wish me 
to conclude, so I will just say that invitaHons in 
my view should also be issued to the Council of 
Europe and to the European Parliament. The 
agenda is important. There is urgency in ensur
ing the survival of civilisation as we know it, 
both industrially and commercially. This agenda 
must be thought out and specific items given to 
us to deal with. 
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I congratulate Mr. van Ooijen on his report, 
and I thank Mr. Grosart for being with us. I 
urge the Assembly to accept the recommendation. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -I call Mr. 
Richter. 

Mr. RICHTER (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, I too 
would like simply to say that some of the things 
learrned from the WEU Committee's trip to 
Canada were for me unforgettable. I would like 
to single out a few points. 

The first and most important thing for me 
was realising to what extent Canada is able to 
organise its national life with modern means of 
communication, particularly satellites. We were 
told about six satellites which have beern built in 
Canada and which keep Canada supplied with 
necessary data. 

The second point was that the Canadian centre 
for remote sensing provides the country with 
detailed data about its land masses, inland lakes, 
and the surrounding sea. In this respect Canada's 
working methods are probably, with those of the 
United States, in the forefront of world develop
ment. 

Third, I was also impressed by Canada's 
sensitive attitude to environmental questions. I 
recall a series of talks we attended as European 
parliamentarians, and which dealt among other 
things with an IBM study of the pollution of 
JJake Erie. I found in Canada a quite different 
attitude to ernvironmental matters and in the 
course of our journey we saw the extent to which 
people are now prepared to pay special attention 
to environmental problems when building new 
ptpelines for gas and oil. 

Fourth, I consider that the experiences which 
Canada is accumulating in exploiting oil shale 
and tar sands are of grealt significance for 
Europe. 

Fifth, substantial sums are earmarked in the 
Canadian research budget for technological co
operation between Canada and the United States. 
The links with American firms in this co-opera
tion must naturally be very close. 

Sixth, I conclude from this that better co
operation between Canada and Europe would 
ensure that monopolistic positions which Ameri
can fii'IIIB might achieve on the world market 
would be avoided. 
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The contacts with parliamentarians from our 
continent which could result from the proposals 
by the Rapporteur, Mr. van Ooijen, are there
fore of great importance. For that reason I would 
urge that his draft recommendation be adopted. 

Perhaps I may, as Chairman of the Council of 
Europe's Committee on Science and Technology, 
say a few words to the Chairman of the cor
responding Committee here. I am very grateful 
to my colleague, Mr. de Montesquiou, for the 
fact that in past years it has always been P<JS
sible to harmonise the work of the two co:rnmittees 
so that there has been no duplication. The subject 
we are discussing now provides a prime example 
of the harmonisation it has been possible to 
achieve with Mr. de Montesquiou. 

I would like to refer, therefore, to the results 
of the third conference on Science and Parlia
ment, which was organised in Lausanne by the 
Council of Europe. There we were dealing with 
problems of quite a different kind. At this Coun
cil of Europe conference it was primarily a mat
ter of clarifying questions of principle : how can 
we improve the opportunities for members of 
parliament and scientists to work together Y The 
future endeavours of the planned fourth con
ference will, I think, also be along those lines, 
and will also mean bringing into the discussion 
issues such as those raised by the Club of Rome. 
There will, however, also be a fundamental dis
cussion of other themes. Our colleague Mr. 
Osborn is at present working on a report which 
deals with the limits to growth. I feel therefore 
that fields for and the scope of discussion have 
thus been laid down for both parliamentary 
assemblies, and that all this can be turned to 
good account in contacts with Canada at both 
levels. ' I ~ r 

Let me in conclusion thank Mr. Grosart, the 
Senator from Toronto, for the rewarding 
experience of visiting his country. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call Mr. 
de Bruyne. 

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Translation).
My contribution will be a very short one, Mr. 
President, and I shall certainly not be going into 
the content of the report itself, nor into the 
recommendation and resolution. 

I do however want to draw attention to a 
rather typica.l aspect of this resolution and 
recommendation. We are calling, for their imple-
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mentation, on bodies other than Western Euro
pean Union itself. We are hoping that effect will 
be given to our resolution and to our recom
mendation on the one hand by an interparlia, 
mentary association for scientific and technolo
gical affairs, and on the other by the European 
Space Agency. In other words we are in some 
ways quite powerless to see that our wishes are 
carried out. It might perhaps be useful to 
investigate to what extent resolutions and recom
mendations like this are in fact followed up. 
While doing so one might also make a systematic 
examination of what the relations between 
Western European Union and other institutions 
ought to be. 

You no doubt know, Mr. President, that in the 
EEC what are called external Community rela
tions form a very important area of EEC policy. 
I do realise that because of a variety of cir
cumstances WEU camnot follow the same path, 
using the same opportunities and the same instru
ments. It might however be a good idea - and I 
am putting this forward for you to think about, 
because it is not a matter for the Committee on 
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions 
- to go thoroughly into the matter of what form 
relationships between WEU and other organisa
tions ought to and could take, so that we can 
operate more effectively in an area which, I 
believe, offers great possibilities for the future. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Small. 

Mr. SMALL (United Kingdom).- I shall be 
very brief. 

Mr. MENDELSON (United Kingdom). - On 
a point of order, Mr. President. I am not quite 
certain whether the debate is now closed or 
whether Mr. Carter is yet on the list to be oolled 
in the general debate. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Carter. 

Mr. CARTER (United Kingdom).- I put my 
name on the list last night, Mr. President, and 
I was hoping to have the floor for five or ten 
minutes, but I will keep my comments to the 
briefest possible time. 

I am a new member of the Assembly and any 
comments I haw to make must be made in that 
context, as I have not much knowledge of the 
way the Committees and the Assembly work. 
However. I urge the Assembly to adopt in total 
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the recommendations of the Committee, because 
anyone who has had anything to do with science 
and technology, either outside political circles or 
within them, must be aware that international 
co-operation is of great urgency at this time. 

The point I wish to make is that in accepting 
all the recommendations that are made in the 
report we should recognise as European politi
cians, representatives of European national par
liaments, that it carries with it a very heavy 
indictment of the European role in this field 
over the past thirty years. Looking at the four 
principal recommendations which are made and 
the four areas of high technology with which 
we are concerned - aircraft, nuclear research, 
energy, and computer affairs and communica
tions - Europe has a very bad record indeed. 

When we are discussing a resolution of this 
kind we are entitled to ask how likely it is that 
European nations, which cannot agree amongst 
themselves and co-operate with one another, will 
find it any easier to co-operate with an external 
country such as Oanada. It may well be that 
prompted by the need to co-operate in a much 
wider way - that is, with Canada - we will 
be compelled to look at our own record in the 
field of high technology and, in doing so, find 
greater co-operation amongst ourselves. 

In conclusion, I want to refer briefly to a 
recent British experience in one of the fields 
concerned - that of nuclear energy. We are 
somewhat in advance of the rest of Europe, 
because we have already gone to Canada and 
have concluded an agreement on a limited area 
of cCH>peration with Canada on the CANDU 
project. Having gone on for twenty-five years 
or more with a nuclear programme which we 
increasingly could not afford but which we 
desperately needed as a nation - that is, to find 
alternative energy sources - we found that we 
had to look elsewhere for help and inspiration. 
Consequently, we are now co-operating with 
Canada. 

I hope sincerely that the Assembly, quite apart 
from passing what may turn out to be a pious 
resolution, urges individual governments in 
Europe to co-opel"ate with Canada and, indeed, 
with one another. I hope sincerely that individual 
members of the Assembly will not leave this reso
lution on the table hut will return to their 
individual parliaments and their individual poli
tical parties and urge each and every govern-
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ment in Europe to co-operate in the field of 
high technology. If this resolution does no more 
than compel us to do that, I think that it will 
prove to have been extremely worth while. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT {Translation) - Thank 
you, Mr. Carter. You are a young representative, 
hut you know how to conform with the needs 
of a discussion which has to some extent to be 
cut short, although it is one of the very first 
importance. 

I call Mr. Small. 

Mr. SMALL (United Kingdom). - I shall 
speak for only a few moments, Mr. President. I 
congratulate the Rapporteur on a very diligent 
and comprehensive report. I know Canada 
reasonably well. It would he a discourtesy of me, 
as Senator Grosart and I are on first name terms 
and house-to-house visiting terms, not to con
gratulate him on his modesty. 

For anyone who is interested in examining 
the international technical pulse a visit to Canada 
is well worth while. Taking the relationship in 
the nuclear field and the choice of nuclear reac
tors, the British Government saw fit to use 
British technology and Canadian experience. 

The other thing I will say about Canada is 
that anybody who visits it should make an ana
lysis of a country whose communications system 
is best illustl"ated by saying that Lake Superior 
is a three-day journey from some places within 
that country 

The remote sensing 'Systems are such that I 
am provoked to say that the quality of the mate
rial in satellite terms has reached the stage 
where it is interesting to wonder whether one 
could in :Dact now look at Pravda over Brezh
nev's shoulder, so good is the quality of the 
system. The system graphically describes conti
nents on the screen, and they are in advance of 
most people. 

Canada is the country of the big sky. It h'IIB 
much to offer the rest of us in international 
technology. Again, I congratulate the Rappor
teur on his very comprehensive report and hope 
that the Assembly will adopt it. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation) -I call the 
Rapporteur. 

Mr. van OOIJEN (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, I want to start by expressing 
appreciation of what was said by Mr. Grosart. 
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His interesting survey of the increasing inter
nationalisation of science and technology con
firms, I believe, once again the desirability of 
parliamentarians taking an interest- an interest 
going beyond national borders - in science 
policy. I am grateful to him for coming here, 
and for his kind words of praise for the report. 

The other speakers here have not made my 
task a difficult one. Mr. Osborn, whom I would 
similarly thank for his congratulatory comments, 
has said that it is important that politicians 
should talk primarily about technology and not 
so much about pure science. I agree with him 
on this point, although I feel that politicians do 
have a certain responsibility for research and 
for pure science where science policy is con
cerned, and need to remain informed about whaJt 
is going on in this field. 

Mr. Osborn has also said that neither the draft 
resolution nor the report pays sufficient atten
tion to two partticular problems, that of food 
production - Mr. Osborn mentioned ·Canada as 
the granary of the world - and wood and pulp 
production. I think that Mr. Osborn is quite 
right here. It would have been quite possible, 
and I would undoubtedly have taken up his sug
gestions if he had made them at the time when 
the reportt was being drafted. One always goes 
about drafting a report in a somewhat arbitrary 
fashion. I tham.k him for making this correction, 
which will now in any case be included in the 
proceedings of this Assembly. 

Mr. Richter, too, had praise for the report 
and pointed to the desirability of trying, through 
this resolution, to arrange collaboration between 
this Assembly's Committee on scientific affairs 
and the corresponding Committee of the Council 
of Europe. This is perfectly sound reasoning ; 
as the sciences become increasingly international
Ised, and increasingly transcend national fron
tiers, the politicians will be forced, if they want 
to keep up with things, similarly to look beyond 
their own frontiers. Consequently it is reason
able that we in WEU should seek to make con
tact with the Council of Europe and the Euro
pean Parliament, both of whom are, in their 
own fields, having to deal with the same problem. 

On this point, Mr. de Bruyne put forward 
the view that WEU tends rather too readily to 
turn to other bodies rather than to the WEU 
Council of Ministers. I believe that he is per
fectly right here, but that there is a valid excuse 
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for this. This is that we in Europe must try 
to make contact with each other at a variety of 
levels, in order to arrive at some form of Euro
pean co-operation. So long as there is still no 
government with international powers capable 
of putting this idea into concrete form to an 
adequate extent, there will continue to be a 
tendency for us to bypass the WEU Council of 
Ministers to some extent and turn direet to other 
bodies. I, like Mr. de Bruyne, regret this but I 
think it is almost inevitable. Nevertheless, for 
the sake of clarity in our discussions, it is not 
a bad thing that attention should regularly be 
drawn to this point. 

I am grateful to Mr. Carter for what he had 
to say about European co-operation. He asked 
how the Europeans were going to be able to work 
together with Canada while they already found 
it so difficult to work together with each other. 
It seems to me that this comment is not entirely 
unfounded, but I would turn once again to what 
was said by Mr. Grosart, that where science a.nd 
technology are passing beyond the national fron
tiers politicians will have to do the same if they 
want to keep a proper measure of knowledge and 
influence. It may well be that science and tech
nology will get ahead of us if we, as politicians, 
are not able to bring about the unity of Europe. 
And then it is we who will have to follow. 

Finally, I would like to offer my sincere thanks 
to Mr. Small for the kind words he said about 
my report. (Applause) 

T·he PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Chairman of the Committee. 

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla
tion). - Allow me to address myself directly to 
Mr. Grosart and to express my thanks to him, 
both because of his personal qualities to which 
we are greatly drawn and because he is the 
representative of a country with which Europe, 
and more particularly France, has very close 
links. 

We thank you for all that you have said not 
only about the present, but also about your 
future projects for co-operation in the techno
logical and technical fields, as well as the rela
tions which are essential if we are to ensure that 
men should at the same time enjoy greater hap
piness and greater freedom. 

Turning to a more specific field, you have a 
concept of nature and, with the help of your 
aircraft, the Canadair 215, you have saved lives 
and you have preserved nature. I wanted to add 
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this somewhat sentimental note, whereas my col
leagues have stressed our relations in the tech
nical sphere. 

Co-operation between Europe and Canada on 
a global level can only prove enriching for both 
parties, and I would thank you for all that you 
have done pel'liiOna:Uy, as well as for all that 
your government has accomplished, in combating 
ail those dangeM that rbhreaten the world. You, 
as a representative of the great north, have today 
brought us a breath of fresh air. I thank you 
for this. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I thank 
the Chairman of the Committee. 

The debate is clOBed. 

The Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions submits in Document 
649 a draft recommendation and a draft resolu
tion. 

No amendment has been tabled to the draft 
recommendation. 

Rules 34 and 35 of the Rules of Procedure 
require the vote on a draft recommendation 
taken as a whole to be by roll-call, the majority 
required being an absolute majority of the votes 
east. However, if the Assembly is unanimous and 
there are no objections to the draft recommenda-
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tion and no abstentions, we can save the time 
needed for a vote by roll-call. 

Is there any opposition to the draft recom-
mendation?... 

Are there any abstentions L 

I note that the Assembly is unanimous. 

The draft recommendation is adopted unanim
ously 1 • 

No amendment has been tabled to the draft 
resolution. 

I put it to the vote by sitting and standing. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and stand
ing) 

The draft resolution is agreed to unanimously 2• 

4. Close of the Session 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The busi
ness of the Twenltieth Ordinary Session is now 
completed. 

Does anyone else wish to speak L 

I declare closed the Twentieth Ordinary Ses
sion of the Assembly of Western European Union. 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 11.20 a.m.) 

1. See page 46. 
2. Bee page 47. 
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