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I 

LIST OF REPRESENTATIVES BY COUNTRY 
I 

BELGIUM MM. du LUART Ladislaa 
MENARD Jacques 
PIGNION Lucim 

Representatives ROGER Emik 

ADRIAENSENS Hugo Socialist I 
SOUSTELLE Jacques 
VADEPIED Raoul 

BONNEL Raoul PLP WEBER Pierre 
DEQUAE Andre Chr. Soc~ 
LEYNEN Hubert Chr. Socf 
SCHUGENS Willy Socialist 
de STEXHE Paul Chr. Socf 
TANGHE Francis Chr. Soc. 

RIAS 
Ind. Rep. 
Socialist 
Communist 
Non-party 
UCDP 
lnd. Rep. (App.) 

I FEDERAL REPUBUC OF GERMANY 

Substitutes I 

MM. BREYNE G'U8taw Socialist I Representatives 
de BRUYNE Hektor Volksun~ 
DUVIEUSART Etienne FDF-R MM. AHRENS Karl SPD 

Mrtt. GODINACHE-LAMBERT I ALBER Siegbert CDU/CSU Marie-TMreae PLP 
MM. HULPIAU Raphael Chr. Soc.l AMREHN Franz CDUJCSU 

PLASMAN Marcel Chr. Soc.l DREGGER Alfred CDU/CSU 

VAN HOEYLANDT D. Bemard Socialist ENDERS Wendelin SPD 

I 
GESSNER Manfred SPD 
KEMPFLER Friedrich CDU/CSU 

FRANCE LEMMRICH Karl Heinz CDU/CSU 
MARQUARDT Wemer SPD 

Representatives 
MATTICK Kurt SPD 
MENDE Erich CDUJCSU 

MM. BOUCHENY Serge Communift MO'LLER Giinther CDU/CSU 
BOULLOCHE Andre Socialist RICHTER Klaus SPD 
BRUGNON Maurice Socialist I SCHMIDT Hansheinrich FDP 
BURCKEL Jean-Claude UDR SCHWENCKE Olaf SPD 
CERMOLACCE Paul Communi~t SIEGLERSOHMIDT Hellmut SPD 
CERNEAU Marcel Centre U'ion VOHRER Manfred FDP 
DELORME Claude Socialist Mrs. WOLF Erika CDU/CSU GRANGIER Edouard Dem. Left 
KAUFFMANN Michel UCDP 
NESSLER Edmond UDR 

I 
President of the Assembly 

PERIDIER Jean Socialist I Substitutes PERONNET Gabriel Soc. Dem. Ref. 
RADIUS Rene UDR I 

RIVIERE Paul UDR I 
Mrtt. oon BOTHMER Lenelotte SPD 

SCHLEITER Fran~tois Ind. Rep. MM. BtJCHNER Peter SPD 
SCHMITT Robert UDR (App.) CARSTENS Karl CDUJCSU 
V ALLEIX Jean UDR GOLTER Georg CDUJCSU 
VITTER Pierre lnd. Rep.l HAASE Ho-rat SPD 

HOLTZ Uwe SPD 
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FORNI Raymond Socialist WALTHER Rudi SPD 
GRUSSENMEYER Franpois UDR I WENDE Manfred SPD 
JEAMBRUN Pierre Dem. Left 1 
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LA OOMBE Rene UDR WURBS Richard FDP 

I 

I 
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ITALY 

Repre~~eutatins 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 



SEV~NTH SITTING 

Monday,l29th November 1976 

oaJERS OF THE DAY 

1. Opening of the Second Part of the Twenty-S~ond 
Ordinary Session of the Assembly. I 

2. Examination of Credentials. 

8. Address by the President of the Assembly. 

4. Adoption of the draft Order of Business for the Sjond 
Part of the Session (Doe. 714). 

I 

6. Detente and security in Europe ; Rl>le of the Atlantic 
Alliance in the world today (Votes on the draft Recom
mendations postponed from the First Part of the SeBBion, 
Does. 703 and 711). 

6. European union and WEU (Presentation of and Debate 
on the Report of the General Affairs Committee, Doe. 
720). 

7. Changes in the membership of Committees. 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 
I 

The Sitting wa8 opened at 3 p.m. with Mr.INesBler, President of the ABBembly, in the Chair. 

1. Resumption of the Session and adoptJon 
of the Minutes 

The President announced the resumption! of 
the Twenty-Second Ordinary Session of ~he 
Assembly. 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the Sifth 
Sitting on Thursday, 17th June 1976, were 
agreed to. 1 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. Examination of Credentials 

In accordance with Rule 6 (1) of the Rules I of 
Procedure, the Assembly took note of the letter 
from the President of the Parliamentary .Assetn
bly of the Council of Europe stating that ~e 
Assembly had ratified the credentials I of 
Mr. Beith as a Representative of the United 
Kingdom in place of Mr. Steel. I 

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 the Italian Delegati~n 
and of: 
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- Mr. Bonnel as a Representative of Belgium 
in place of Mr. Kempinaire ; 

- Mr. Cermolacce as a Representative of 
France in place of Mr. Roger ; 

- Mr. Peronnet as a Representative of France 
to the vacant seat caused by the death of 
Mr. de Montesquiou ; 

- Mr. Roger as a Substitute of France in 
place of Mr. Cermolacce; 

- Mr. van Kleef as a Substitute of the 
Netherlands in place of Mr. Waltmans. 

4. Observers 

The President welcomed to the Second Part 
of the Session as parliamentary observers : 

-Mr. Au.stin, Mr. Haidasz and Mr. Oberle 
from Canada ; 

- Mr. Stephanopoulos and Mr. Manavis from 
Greece; 

- Mr. de Oliveira Baptista and Mr. Pedro 
from Portugal ; 

-Mr. Inan and Mr. Ugur from Turkey. 

The President also welcomed Mr. Messia, 
Representative of the Government of Spain. 



IIINUTBS 

S. Tribute 

The President paid tribute to the memory of 
Mr. de Montesquiou, Duke of Fezensac, Chair
man of the Committee on Scientific, Technolo
gical and Aerospace Questions. 

8. Address by the President of the Assembly 

The President addressed the Assembly. 

Speakers : MM. Pecchioli, Leynen (point of 
order). 

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

(Doe. 114) 

The Assembly adopted the draft Order of 
Business for the Second Part of the Session. 

8. Detente and security in Europe 

R6le of the Atlantic AlUance in the world today 

(Votes on the draft Recommendations postponed 
from the First Part of the Session, Does. 703 and 111) 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation in Document 703, as revised. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to on 
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix 11) by 31 votes 
to 16 with 15 abstentions. (This Recommendation 
will be published as No. 291) 1 • 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation in Document 711. · 

Speakers: MM. Am.rehn (explanation of vote); 
Dankert, Dequae (points of order). 

SBVBNTH SlTTING 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to on 
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix Ill) by 33 votes 
to 10 with 18 abstentions. (This Recommendation 
will be published as No. 292) 1• 

9. European union and WEU 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
General Affairs Committee and Vote on the draft 

Recommendation, Doe. 720) 

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

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Critchley, Muller, Lord 
Duncan-Sandys, MM. Am.rehn, Grieve, Valleix, 
Cermolacce, Mende. 

Mr. de Bruyne, Rapporteur, and Sir John 
Rodgers, Vice-Chairman of the Committee, 
replied to the speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation in Document 720. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to on 
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix IV) by 46 votes 
to 2 with 7 abstentions. {This Reoommendation 
will be published as No. 293) 2

• 

Speaker: Mr. Riviere (explanation m vote). 

10. Changes in the membership of Committees 

In accordance with Rules 39 and 42 bis of the 
Rules of Procedure, the Assembly ratified the 
following changes in the membership of Com
mittees: 

1. CoMMITTEE ON DEFENCE QuESTIONS AND ARMAMENTS 

Belgium: 

Italy: 

1. See page 19. 

Members Alternates 

Mr. Bonnel 
(in place of Mr. Kempinaire) 

MM. Boldrini 
Fosson 
Maggioni 
Pecchioli 
Roberti 
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MM. Corallo 
Mara.valle 
Avellone 
Calamandrei 
Urso 

1. See page 20. 
2. See page 21. 



MINUTES 

Italy: 

United Kingdom: 

2. GENE~ AFFAIRS CoMMITTEE 

MemJbers 

MM. Ario~to 
GoneUa. 

~cci 

Segre 

Mr. BeitJ 
(in pta.ce of Mr. Steel) 

AUernates 

Mrs. Agnelli 
MM. Pecoraro 

Cala.ma.ndrei 
Treu 
Rub hi 

SEVENTH SlT'l'ING 

Italy: 

3. CoMMITTEE oN SCIENTIFI:I

1

ECHNOLOGIOAL AND AERoSPACE QuEsTioNs 

MM. Be . . MM. Boldrini 

Netherlands : 

United Kingdom: 

Belgium: 

Italy: 

Netherlands : 

Italy: 

United Kingdom : 

Belgium: 

Italy: 

Cava.Iriere Urso 
Pintol Minnocci 
Treu I Pecora.ro 

Mr. van Kleef 
(in place of Mr. Wa.ltma.ns) 

Mr. Craigen Mr. Ha.w~ns 
(in pl~ce of Mr. Cra.igen) (in place of Mr. Ha.wkins) 

4. CoMMITTEE ON BuDGfTARY AFFAIRs AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. Bonnel 

MM. Antoni 
Bonalbmi 
Del Duca. 
Orsini 

Mr. van Kleef 
(in plrce of Mr. Waltma.ns) 

(in place of Mr. Kempina.ire) 

Mr. Rossi 
Mrs. Faccio 
MM. Trema.glia. 

Giust 

5. CoMMITTEE oN RUL~s OF PROCEDURE AND Pmv!LEGES 

Mr. Borg~ MM. Cava.liere 
Mrs. Facciq Mara.va.lle 
MM. Giust Del Duca. 

Sgher~ Roma.no 

Mr. Jessel 
(in pl~ce of Mrs. Taylor) 

Mrs. Taylor 
(in place of Mr. Jessel) 

6. COMMITTEE FOR !RELATIONS WITH PARLIAMENTS 

Mr. Bonnel 
(in place of Mr. Kempina.ire) 

MM. Arfe 1 Mr. Borghi 
De Poli Mrs. Papa. De Sa.ntis 

11. Date and ~me of the next Sitting 

The next Sitting was fixed for Tuesday, 30'h November, a.t 10 a..m. 

The SiUing was closed at 5.45 p.m. 
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APPENDIX I SEVENTH SITTING 

APPENDIX I 

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

Belgium MM. Lemmrich 

MM. Adriaensens Marquardt 

Bonnel Wende (Mattick) 

Dequa.e Men de 

Leynen Miiller 

Schugens Richter 

de Bruyne (de Stexhe) Schmidt 

Tanghe Schwencke 
Sieglerschmidt 

France 

MM. Depietri (Boucheny) 
Italy 

Boulloche MM. Bernini 
Burckel Boldrini 
Cermolacce Oavaliere (Bonalumi) 
Delorme Calamandrei 
Peridier Corallo 
Riviere De Poi 
Schleiter Fosson 
Schmitt Gonella 
Valleix Maggioni 

Pecchioli 

Federal Republic of Germany Pecoraro 
Roberti 

MM. Ahrens Sarti 
Alber Segre 
Amrehn Treu 
Lenzer (Dregger) 
Enders Luxembourg 
B'ikhner (Gessner) 
Kempfler Mr. Abens 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence : 

France 

MM. Brugnon 
Cemeau 
Grangier 
Kauffman 
Peronnet 
Radius 
Vitter 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Vohrer 
Mrs. Wolf 

Italy 

MM. Arfe 
Minnocci 

MM. Margue 
Mart 

Netherlands 

MM. Dankert 
de Niet 
van Kleef (Reijnen) 
van Ooijen (Scholten) 
Stoffelen (Voogd) 

United Kingdom 

MM. Beith 
Brown 
Channon 
Critchley 

Lord Duncan-Sandys (Farr) 
MM. Faulds 

Grieve 
Hardy 
Hunt 
Lewis 
Mendelson 
Page 
McNamara (Lord Peddie) 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Roper 

Urwin 
Mrs. Taylor (Whitehead) 

Mr. Orsini 

Netherlands 

MM. Comelissen 
Portheine 

United Kingdom 

Lord Darling of Hillsborough 

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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APPENDIX 11 SEVBNTH Sl'l'TING 

A PENDIX 11 

Vote No. I by roll-call on the amended draft Recommendation on detente and security in Europe 
(Doe. 703) 1 : 

Ayes....................................................... 31 

Noes....................................................... 16 

Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 

MM. Alber 
Amrehn 
Beith 
Oavaliere (Bonalumi) 
Channon 
Critchley 
De Poi 
Dequae 
Lenzer (Dregger) 

Sir Frederic Bennett (Farr) 

MM. Abens 
Adriaensens 
Ahrens 
Depietri (Boucheny) 
Boulloche 

MM. Bernini 
Boldrini 
Bonnel 
Brown 
Calama.ndrei 

AyM: 

NoM: 

MM. Cermolacce 
Dankert 
Enders 
Marquardt 
de Niet 
Peridier 

MM. Corall 
Delo 
Hard 
Lewis 
Pecch oli 

MM. Page 
Pecoraro 
Roberti 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Sarti 

Schmidt 
Schmitt 
de Bruyne (de Stexhe) 
Tanghe 
Treu 

MM. van Kleef (Reijnen) 
Richter 
Schugens 
Pawelczyk (Sieglerschmidt) 
Stoffelen (Voogd) 

MM. McNamara (Lord Peddie) 
Roper 
Segre 
Urwin 

Mrs. Taylor (Whitehead) 

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

16 



APPBNDIX Ill SEVENTH SITTING 

APPENDIX Ill 

Vote No. 2 by roll-call on the draft Recommendation on the role of the Atlantic Alliance in the 
world today (Doe. 7ll) 1 : 

Ayes....................................................... 33 

Noes....................................................... 10 
Abstentions................................................. 18 

MM. Abens 
Adriaensens 
Ahrens 
Beith 
Cavaliere (Bonalumi) 
Boulloche 
Brown 
Critchley 
Dankert 
Delorme 
De Poi 

MM. Alber 
Amrehn 
Depietri (Bouoheny) 

MM. Bernini 
Boldrini 
Bonnel 
Cha.nnon 
Corallo 

Lord Darling of Hillsborough 

MM. Enders 
FoBBon 

Aye8: 

Biichner (Gessner) 
Gonella 
Ma.ggioni 
Marquardt 
Wende (Mattick) 
de Niet 
Pecoraro 
McNamara (Lord Peddie) 
Peridier 

Noe8: 

MM. Burckel 
Cermolacce 
Lemmrich 
Leynen 

Abstentions : 

MM. Dequae 
Lenzer (Dregger) 

Sir Frederic Bennett (Farr) 
MM. Faulds 

Grieve 
Hunt 

MM. van Kleef (Reijnen) 
Richter 
Roberti 
Roper 
Sarti 
Schugens 
Pawelczyk (Sieglerschmidt) 
de Bruyne (de Stexhe) 
Urwin 
Stoffelen (Voogd) 

Mrs. Taylor (Whitehead) 

MM. Mende 
Muller 
Tanghe 

MM. Margue 
Page 
Pecchioli 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Schmitt 

Segre 

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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APPENDIX IV SEVENTH SITTING 

APPENDIX IV 

Vote No. 3 by roll-call on the draft Recommendation on European union and WEU (Doe. 720) 1 : 

Ayes....................................................... 46 

Noes....................................................... 2 

Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 

MM. Abens 
Adriaensens 
Ahrens 
Alber 
Amrehn 
Beith 
Cavaliere (Bona.lumi) 
Bonnel 
Brown 
Channon 
Critchley 
Dankert 
De Poi 
Dequae 
Enders 

MM. Bernini 
Boldrini 

Ayes: 

Lord Duncan-Bandys (Farr) 
MM. B1ichner (Gessner) 

Grieve 
Hardy 
Hunt 
Kempfl.er 
Lemmrich 
Leynen 
Maggioni 
Margue 
Ma.rquardt 
Mart 
W ende (Ma.ttick) 
Mende 
Minnocci 
Muller 

Noes: 

MM. JJepietri (Boucheny) 
Cermolacce 

Abstentions : 

MM. Calamandrei 
Corallo 
Pecchioli 

MM. Page 
van Kleef (Reijnen) 
Richter 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Sarti 

Schleiter 
van Ooijen (Scholten) 
Schugens 
Schwencke 
de Bruyne (de Stexhe) 
Tanghe 
Treu 
Urwin 
Valleix 
Stoffelen (Voogd) 

MM. Riviere 
Segre 

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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TEXTS ADOPTED SEVENTH SITTING 

RECOMMENDATION 291 

on detente and security in Europe 

The Assembly, 

Affirming that true East-West detente can be achieved only through substantial mutual, balanced 
and controlled reductions in armaments by both blocs ; 

Considering the growing preponderance of troops and weapons on the side of the Soviet Union 
and its allies in Central and Northern Europe ; 

Noting that the Soviet Union has up to now interpreted the commitments entered into in the final 
act of the CSCE in a restrictive manner ; 

Regretting that no recent progress has been made in the SALT and MBFR negotiations; 

Condemning the Soviet Union's policy to take advantage of crises outside Europe to strengthen 
its politicai position by direct or indirect military means; 

Concerned that in face of increasingly powerful Warsaw Pact forces the members of the Atlantic 
Alliance will no longer deploy sufficient strength to guarantee their continuing collective security ; 

Noting that while the Soviet Union and its allies fail to accept the main implications of detente, 
as this concept is interpreted in the West, a relative reduction of military strength in Western Europe 
has occurred vis-3.-vis the Soviet military threat; 

Satisfied that matters emerging from the CSCE have played a large part in the Council's discussions 
in 1975; 

Considering that the application of the provisions of the final act of the CSCE on the movement 
of persons is one of the vital elements by which one can judge the Soviet Union's desire for detente ; 

Considering that there is still some uncertainty about the operation of NATO in the event of some 
members of the Atlantic Alliance falling prey to subversion directly or indirectly sustained by external 
military intervention ; 

Regretting that South Africa's widely-condemned racial policies and intervention provided a 
pretext, although unjustified, for massive Soviet and Cuban military intervention in Angola, 

REcoMMENDS THAT THE CouNciL 

1. Examine regularly the consequences of the CSCE ; 

2. Inform the Assembly of any reported infringements of the provisions of the final act of the CSCE ; 

3. Examine how great an effort each member country has to make to maintain a continuing adequate 
balance to ensure peace with security ; 

4. Ensure that its members concert their views in the appropriate framework on any crisis arising 
outside Europe in order : 

(a} to avoid hasty action which might serve as a pretext for interference by the Soviet Union or 
its allies ; 

(b) to deter any further Soviet interference; 

5. Report to the Assembly on any implications for Western Europe of developments in the political, 
economic and military balance in Europe and the world ; 

6. Giv£ ~ly consideration to the conditions in which the modified Brussels Treaty could be applied 
should on£ 'e member countries fall prey to direct or indirect military intervention from outside. 
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TEXTS ADOPTED SEVENTH SITTING 

RECOMMENDATION 292 

on the role of the Atlantic AlUance in the world today 

The Assembly, 

Recalling the decisive role constantly played by the United States (and Canada) in ensuring 
security and peace in Western Europe ; 

Considering the maintenance and cohesion of the Atlantic Alliance to be the only military guarantee 
of lasting peace in Europe ; 

Considering that its maintenance and cohesion require continuous and frank consultations in many 
fields between the European and American members of the Alliance; 

Considering that it is the duty of the European and American members to help each other effectively 
avoiding any policy or undertaking contrary to the principles of democracy; 

Considering that since the second world war member States of the Atlantic Alliance have not 
always managed to fulfil the obligations to adhere to such principles ; 

Recalling, finally, that next to the alliance for the necessary military defence a genuinely com
prehensive policy for security and peace should consist of relevant and fully adequate components in the 
field of social-economic solidarity between the rich and the poor parts of the world population, as well 
as in the field of elimination of all discrimination on grounds of race, colour or creed, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

1. Encourage its members to initiate or consistently afford their support in the appropriate frameworks 
to the following policies which are essential components of a comprehensive security policy : 

- necessary military defence and mutual, balanced and controlled disarmament ; 
- defence and the promotion of parliamentary democracy ; 
- respect for the equivalence of men and peoples ; 
- recognition of the fact that all men are entitled to a fair share of this earth's wealth and it~ 

possibilities of well-being ; 

2. Constantly remind its partners in the Atlantic Alliance and elsewhere (notably in the OECD) of 
these guidelines ; 

3. Ensure that NATO, like the Council of Europe, WEU and the European Communities, groups 
only countries with democratic regimes ; 

4. Give the Assembly a fair assessment of relevant difficulties and dangers facing the Atlantic Alliance 
as such or individual member countries and, if possible, the means for meeting them. 
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TEXTS ADOPTED SEVENTH SITTING 

RECOMMENDATION 293 

on European union and WEU 

The Assembly, 

Welcoming the decision taken by the European Council to elect the European Parliament by 
direct universal suffrage as from 1978; 

Regretting the European Council's slowness in considering and implementing the Tindemans report; 

Recalling its Resolution 59 ; 

Considering that the decision taken by the WEU Council on 31st Ma.y 1976 can help to develop 
the activities of the future European union in the field of armaments industries ; 

Noting that this undertaking requires close co-operation between WEU and the European programme 
group; 

Considering that the co-ordination of European armaments industries can produce satisfactory 
results for the European economy and for the common defence in the framework of the Atlantic Alliance 
only if started without delay, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CouNCIL 

1. Study at an early date the outline programme which is to be submitted to it by the Standing 
Armaments Committee in order to be able to determine that body's new tasks as soon as possible and at 
the latest at its ministerial meeting in 1977 ; 

2. Pay close attention to co-ordinating this undertaking with the work of the European programme 
group and have the latter's decisions communicated to it or be kept informed, through the international 
secretariat of the SAC, of the activities of that body in matters affecting the mandate of the SAC ; 

3. Report to the Assembly in the appropriate manner on the results of the studies conducted by the 
Standing Armaments Committee and the decisions it takes in pursuit thereof ; 

4. Invite the signatory countries of the North Atlantic Treaty who are members of the EEC or 
associated with it under Article 238 of the Rome Treaty to take part in the study to be undertaken by the 
Standing Armaments Committee. 
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EIGHTH SITTING 

Tuesday, 30th November 1976 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Draft budget of the administrative expenditure of the 
Assembly for the financial year 1977 (Doe. 717); 
Accounts of the administrative expenditure of the 
Assembly for the financial year 1975 - The Auditor's 
Report and Motion to approve the final accounts 
(Doe. 715 and Addendum) ; Amendment of Article !l 
of the Financial Regulations of the Assembly (Doe. 
716) (Preaentation of and Debate on the Reports of the 
Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration 
and Votea on the draft texts, Does. 717, 715 and Addendum 
and 716). 

2. AddreBB by Mr. Ta.ittinger, Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French Republic. 

3. Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean prob
lems (Preaentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
General Affairs Committee, Doe. 719; Addrll88 by Mr. 
Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of 
Greece). 

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 

Speaker: Mr. Pecoraro. 

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. Draft budget of the 
administrative expenditure of the Assembly 

for the financial year 1977 
(Doe. 717) 

Accounts of the administrative expenditure of 
the Assembly for the financial year 1975 -
The Auditor's Report and Motion to approve 

the final accounts 
(Doe. 716 and Addendum) 

Amendment of Article 9 
of the Financial Regulations of the Assembly 

(Doe. 716) 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Reports of the 
Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration 
and Votes on the draft texts, Does. 717, 716 and 

Addendum and 716) 

The Reports of the Committee on Budgetary 
Mfairs and Administration were presented by 
Mr. Dequae, Chairman and Rapporteur. 
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The Dooate was opened. 

Speakers : MM. Page, Hawkins. 

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

The Debate was closed. 

The draft budget of the administrative 
expenditure of the Assembly for the financial 
year 1977 in Document 717 was agreed to 
unanimously. 

The Motion to approve the final accounts of 
the Assembly for the financial year 1975 in the 
Addendum to Document 715 was agreed to 
unanimously. 

The draft Resolution to amend Article 9 of the 
l!"'inancial Regulations of the Assembly in Docu
ment 716 was agreed to unanimously. (This 
Resolution will be published as No. 60) 1 • 

4. Address by Mr. Taittinger, Secretary of 
State to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 

the French Republic 

Mr. Taittinger, Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Mfairs of the French 
Republic, addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Taittinger replied to questions put by 
MM. de Bruyne, Radius, V alleix, Burckel, Jessel, 
Uermolacce, de Bruyne, Kliesing, Lewis. 

1. See page 25. 



MINUTES 

5. Westem Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
General Affairs Committee, Doe. 719; AddreBB by 
Mr. Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for Foreign 

Affairs of Greece) 

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

Mr. Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of Greece, addressed the 
Assembly. 

Mr. Stavropoulos replied to questions put by 
MM. Scllwencke, Urwin, Burekel, Channon. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers : MM. Roberti, Dankert. 

The Debate was adjourned. 

23 

EIGHTH SITTING 

6. Designation of Greek and Turkish 
parliamentary observers to the WEU Assembly 

(Motion for a Resolution with a request for urgent 
procedure, Doe. 727) 

The President announced that a Motion for a 
Resolution on the designation of Greek and 
Turkish parliamentary observers to the WEU 
Assembly had been tabled by Mr. Burekel and 
others with a request for urgent procedure in 
accordance with Rule 43 of the Rules of Pro
cedure. 

The request for urgent procedure had been 
posted up and the text of the Motion circulated 
as Document 727. 

The Assembly would decide on the request for 
urgent procedure at its next Sitting. 

7. 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 EIGHTH SITTING 

APPENDIX 

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

Belgium 

MM. Adria.ensens 
Bonnel 
Dequa.e 
Leynen 
Schugens 
de Bruyne (de Stexhe) 
Tanghe 

France 

MM. Depietri (Boucheny) 
Burckel 
Cermolacce 
Delorme 
Peridier 
Radius 
Riviere 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Alber 
Amrehn 
Enders 
Kempfler 
Mende 

MM. Miiller 
Schwencke 
Vohrer 
Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf) 

Italy 

MM. Bernini 
Boldrini 
Cala.ma.ndrei 
Oavaliere (Bona.lumi) 
De Poi 
Fosson 
Gonella 
Maggioni 
Minnocci 
Pecchioli 
Pecoraro 
Roberti 
Sarti 
Treu 

Luxembourg 

MM. Abens 
Margue 
Mart 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence : 

France 

MM. Boulloche 
Brugnon 
Cemea.u 
Gra.ngier 
Ka.uffma.nn 
Peronnet 
Schleiter 
Schmitt 
Vitter 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Ahrens 
Dregger 
Gessner 
Lemmrich 
Marqua.rdt 
Mattick 
Richter 
Schmidt 
Sieglerschmidt 

Netherlands 

MM. Comelissen 
Dankert 
de Niet 
de Koster (Portheine) 
van Kleef (Reijnen) 
van Ooijen (Voogd) 

Uuited Kingdom 
MM. Beith 

Brown 
Channon 
Critchley 
Oraigen (Lord Darling of 

Hills borough) 
Sir Frederic Bennett (Fa.rr) 

MM. Grieve 
Hardy 

Italy 

Jeasel (Hunt) 
Lewis 
Mendelson 
Page 
M eN amara (Lord Peddie) 
Hawlcins (Sir John Rodgers) 
Roper 
Urwin 
Whitehead 

MM. Arfe 
Corallo 
Orsini 
Segre 

Netherlands 
Mr. Scholten 

Uuited Kingdom 
Mr. Faulds 

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 EIGHTH SITTING 

RESOLUTION 60 

to amend Article 9 of the Financial Regulations of the Assembly 

The Assembly, 

DECIDES to amend paragraph 3 of Article 9 of the Financial Regulations of the Assembly to 
read as follows : 

"If payment of a commitment for the previous year has not been made before lst April, the 
credits concerned shall be cancelled automatically and corresponding credits will be taken up 
in the budget of the current financial year. 

Such action shall be submitted to the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration for 
approval and then brought to the attention of the Council." 
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NINTH SITTING 

Tuesday, 30th November 1976 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean prob
lems (Reaumed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee, Doe. 719). 

2. Designation of Greek and Turkish parliamentary 
observers to the WEU Assembly (Motion for a Reso
lution with a request for urgent procedure, Doe. 727). 

3. European oceanographic activities (Presentation of and 
Debate on the Report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions and Vote on the 
draft Recommendation, Doe. 722). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

Tke Sitting was opened at 3 p.m. with Mr. Ne88ler, President of the ABBembly, in tke 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. Western Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee, Doe. 119) 

The Debate was resumed. 

Speakers: MM. Cordle, Inan (Observer from 
Turkey), Cavaliere. 

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

Speakers : Mr. Schwencke, Sir Frederic Ben
nett. 

The Debate was adjourned. 

4. Designation of Greek and Turkish 
parliamentary observers to the WEU Assembly 

(Motion for a Resolution with a request for urgent 
procedure, Doe. 121) 

Speaker: Mr. Urwin (point of order). 

In accordance with Rule 43 (3) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly proceeded to consider 
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the request for urgent procedure on the Motion 
for a Resolution ta!bled by Mr. Burckel and 
others. 

Speakers : MM. Burckel, Channon, Grieve ; 
Sir John Rodgers, Mr. Radius (pOOnts of order). 

Urgent procedure was not adopted. 

The Motion for a Resolution was rererred to 
the Committee on Rules of Procedure and Pri
vileges. 

Speaker: Mr. Valleix (explanation of vote). 

5. Western Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee, Doe. 119) 

Speakers : MM. Radius, Urwin, Amrehn. 

Mr. de Niet, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair in place of Mr. Tanghe. 

Speakers: MM. Calamandrei, Stephanopoulos 
(Observer from Greece). 

The Debate was adjourned. 

6. European oceanographic activities 

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

Recommendation, Doe. 122) 

The Report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions was 
presented by Mr. Craigen, R111pporteur. 

The Debate was opened. 



MINUTES 

Speakers : MM. van Kleef, Lewis. 

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

Speakers: MM. Hawkins, Hardy, McNamara. 

Mr. Craigen, Rapporteur, and Mr. Warren, 
Chairman of the Committee, replied to the 
speakers. 

The Debate w.as closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on tib.e draft 
Recommendation in Document 722. 
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NINTH SITTING 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to 
unanimously. (This Recommendation will be pub
lished as No. 294) 1. 

7. Date and time of the next Sitting 

The next Sitting was fixed for Wednesday, 
1st December, 111t 10 a.m. 

The Sittling was closed at 6.05 p.m. 

1. See page 29. 



Al'PENDIX NINTH SI'rriNG 

APPENDIX 

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

Belgium 

MM. Adriaensens 
Bonnel 
Dequae 
Leynen 
Schugens 
Pla8man (de Stexhe) 
Tang he 

France 

MM. Brugnon 
Burckel 
Peridier 
Radius 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Amrehn 
Enders 
Haase (Gessner) 
Kempfler 
Mende 

MM. Schwencke 
Vohrer 
Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf) 

Italy 

MM. Bernini 
Boldrini 
Oavaliere (Bonalumi) 
Ca.lamandrei 
Corallo 
Fosson 
Minnocci 
Pecoraro 
Treu 

Luxembourg 

MM. Abens 
Margue 
Mart 

Netherlands 

MM. Dankert 
de Niet 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence: 

France 

MM. Boucheny 
Boulloche 
Cermolacce 
Cemea.u 
Delorme 
Grangier 
Kauffmann 
Peronnet 
Riviere 
Schleiter 
Schmitt 
Vitter 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Ahrens 
Alber 
Dregger 
Lemmrich 
Ma.rquardt 
Ma.ttick 
Miiller 
Richter 
Schmidt 
Sieglerschmidt 

MM. van Kleef (Reijnen) 
van Ooijen (Voogd) 
Comelissen 

United Kingdom 

MM. Beith 
Brown 
Channon 
Critchley 
Oraigen (Lord Darling of 

Hills borough) 
Sir Frederic Bennett (Farr) 

MM. Faulds 
Grieve 
Hardy 
Oordle (Hunt) 
Lewis 
Mendelson 
Page 
M eN amara (Lord Peddie) 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Roper 

Urwin 
Whitehead 

Italy 
MM. Arfe 

De Poi 
Gonella 
Maggioni 
Orsini 
Pecchioli 
Roberti 
Sarti 
Segre 

Netherlands 
MM. Portheine 

Scholten 

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 NINTH SITTING 

RECOMMENDATION 294 

on European oceanographic activities 

The Assembly, 

Noting the Council's reply to Recommendation 275 that no European oceanographic authority 
should be set up, even in the framework of an existing European organisation ; 

Noting also the total absence of a common overall European policy with respect to mining seabed 
minerals, prospecting for and exploitation of other marine resources, marine pollution and scientific 
oceanographic research ; 

Expressing satisfaction however with European co-operation during the negotiations of the Law 
of the Sea Conference in New York; 

Aware of the existence of numerous oceanographic organisations and ad hoc bodies in worldwide, 
Atlantic, Western European and smaller regional frameworks; 

Aware of the defence aspects of many oceanographic activities, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

Invite member governments : 

1. To define their own national maritime policies ; 

2. To try to work out a general European strategy while at the same time proceeding with co-operation 
in practical and specific oceanographic subjects and to consider setting up a standing steering committee 
of national authorities for this purpose ; 

3. To study possible means of co-operation in a regional framework, such as the North Sea area, 
between all countries interested in : 

(a) the defence by national coastguard forces or navies of oil rigs and other installations which 
come within that area. but which are outside territorial waters ; 

(b) the establishment of a common programme and strategy for policing the 200-mile economic zone; 

(c) reaching agreement on the joint implementation of all conventions on pollution; 

(d) collaboration on basic maritime research and development. 
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TENTH SITTING 

Wednesday, 1st December 1976 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies - new sources 
of energy (Pruentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aero
space QueBtiona and Votu on the draft Recommendation, 
Doe. 721 and Amendments). 

2. Address by Mr. Thorn, Prime Minister and Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg. 

8. Relations with Parliaments (Pruentation of and Debate 
on the Report of the Committee for Relations with Par
liaments, Doe. 724). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 10 a.m. with Mr. Nusle:r, Pruident of the ABBembly, in the Okair. 

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. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies -
new sources of energy 

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

Aerospace Quations, Doe. 121 and Amendments) 

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

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers : MM. Stoffelen, Hardy, Valleix, 
Treu, Bagier, Bernini. 

The Debate was adjourned. 

30 

4. Address by Mr. Thom, Prime Minister and 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg 

Mr. Thorn, Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Mfairs of Luxembourg, addressed the 
Assembly. 

Mr. Thorn replied to questions put by 
MM. Leynen, Radius, de Bruyne, Valleix, Cor
nelissen, Segre, Roper, Sir John Rodgers. 

5. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies 
new sources of energy 

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

Quatfons, Doe. 121 and AmenCfments) 

The Debate was resumed. 

Speaker : Mr. Brown. 

The Debate was adjourned. 

6. 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. 



APPENDIX TENTH SITTING 

APPENDIX 

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

Belgium 

MM. Ad.riaensens 
de Bruyne (Dequa.e) 
Leynen 
Schugens 
Plasman (de Stexhe) 
HUlpiau (Tanghe) 

France 

MM. Cermolacce 
Delorme 
La Oombe (Kauffmann) 
Ra.dius 
Riviere 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Amrehn 
Enders 
Haase (Gessner) 
Kempfler 
Marquardt 

Mrs. von Botkmer (Mattick) 

MM. Biickner (Sieglerschmidt) 
Vohrer 
Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf) 

Italy 

MM. Bernini 
Bold.rini 
Oavaliere (Bona.lumi) 
Ca.la.mandrei 
Corallo 
Fosson 
Ma.ggioni 
Pecchioli 
Pecoraro 
Segre 
Treu 

Luxembourg 

MM. Abens 
Margue 
Mart 

Netherlands 

Mr. Cornelissen 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence : 

Belgium 
Mr. Bonnel 

France 

MM. Boucheny 
Boulloche 
Brugnon 
Burckel 
Cerneau 
Grangier 
Peridier 
Peronnet 
Schleiter 

MM. Schmitt 
Vitter 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Ahrens 
Alber 
Dregger 
Lemmrich 
Men de 
Muller 
Richter 
Schmidt 
Schwencke 

MM. Da.nkert 
van Kleef (de Niet) 
de Koster (Portheine) 
Scholten 
Stoffelen (V oogd) 

United Kingdom 

Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Beith) 
MM. Brown 

Cha.nnon 
Critchley 
Oraigen (Lord Darling of 

Hills borough) 
Farr 
Faulds 
Grieve 
Hardy 
Hunt 
Lewis 
W atlcinson (Mendelson) 

Sir Frederic Ben nett (Page) 
Mr. Bagier (Lord Peddie) 
Sir John Rodgers 

MM. Roper 
Urwin 
Whitehead 

Italy 

MM. Arfe 
De Poi 
Gonella 
Minnocci 
Orsini 
Roberti 
Sarti 

N'"therlands 

Mr. Reijnen 

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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ELEVENTH SITTING 

Wednesday, 1st December 1976 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies - new sources 
of energy (Re.mmed Debate on the Report of the Com
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace QU68-
tiona, Doe. 721 and Amendments). 

2. Relations with Parliaments (Presentation of and Debate 
on the Report of the Committee for Relationa with Par
liaments, Doe. 724). 

3. European security and East-West relations (Presenta
tion of and Debate on the Report of the Committee on 
Defence QU68tions and Armaments, Doe. 726 and 
Amendments) ; Mandate of the Standing Armaments 
Committee - Motion for an Order tabled by Mr. 
Delorme and others (Doe. 728). 

4. Address by Mr. Duffy, Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of State for Defence for the Royal Navy of the United 
Kingdom. 

5. Address by Mr. Feyzioglu, Minister of State, Deputy 
Prime Minister of Turkey. 

6. Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean prob
lems (Re.mmed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee and Vote on the draft Recommen· 
dation, Doe. 719 and Amendment). 

7. European security and East-West relations (Re.mmed 
Debate on the Report of the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments and on the Motion for an Order 
and Votes on the draft Recommendation and Motion 
for an Order, Does. 726 and Amendments and 728). 

8. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies - new sources 
of energy (Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 721 
and Amendments). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 3 p.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 to. 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. Change in the Orders of the Day 

Speaker : Mr. Warren. 

The presentation of and debate on tihe Report 
of the Committee for Relations with Parlia
ments, Document 724, were postponed until the 
morning Sitting on Thursday, 2nd December. 

4. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies -
new sources of energy 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions 
and Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 721 

and Amendments) 

The Debate was resumed. 
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Speaker: Mr. van Kleef. 

Mr. Cornelissen, Rapporteur, and Mr. Warren, 
Chairman of the Committee, replied to the 
speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft 
Recommendation in Document 721. 

An Amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Mr. 
Cornelissen, Rapporteur : 

In paragraph 1 of tihe draft recommendation 
proper, leave out "during which equal considera
tion should be" and insert "equal consideration 
being". 

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

In paragraph 5 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out "in the framework of the 
OECD" and insert "with the concurrence of the 
OECD and in the framework of the EEC". 

An Amendment (No. 3) was ta;bled by Mr. 
Vohrer: 

After paragraph 4 of the draft recommends,.. 
tion proper, insert the following new paragraph : 
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"To draft further safety regulations for 
nuclear energy production, harmonised at 
Western European level, which should allow 
any population concerned, especially in 
frontier regions, to be involved in a democratic 
decision on the siting of nuclear plants ;" 

The three Amendments were agreed to. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the 
amended draft Reoommendation. 

Speakers : MM. Cornelissen, Treu, Cermolacce. 

Note was taken of the withdrawal of absten
tions to avoid recourse to a vote by roll-call. 

The amended draft Reoom.mendation was 
agreed to. (This Recommendation will be pub
lished as No. 295) ·1 • 

5. Address by Mr. Duffy, Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary of State for Defence for the 

Royal Navy of the United Kingdom 

Mr. Duffy, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of 
State for Defence for the Royal Navy of the 
United Kingdom, addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Duffy replied to questions put by MM. 
Roper, Farr, McNamara, Watkinson, Treu. 

6. Address by Mr. Feyzioglu, Minister of State, 
Deputy Prime Minister of Turkey 

Mr. Feyzioglu, Minister of State, Deputy 
Prime Minister of Turkey, ·addressed the 
Assembly. 

Mr. Feyzioglu replied to questions put by 
MM. Urwin, Cordle, Hunt. 

7. Western Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General Affairs 
Committee and Vote on the draft Recommendation, 

Doe. 119 and Amendment) 

The Debate was resumed. 
Mr. Burekel, Rapporteur, and Sir John 

Rodgers, Vice-Chairman of the Committee, 
replied to the speakers. 

Speakers: MM. Stavropoulos (Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs of Greece), Inan 
(Observer from Turkey). • 

The Debate was closed. 
An Amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Mr. 

Urwin: 

1. See page 36. 
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Leave out paragraph 2 of the draft recom
menaation proper. 

The Amendment was negatived. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on tJhe draft 
Reoommendation in Document 719. 

Sir John Rodgers, V ice-President of the 
Assembly, took the Chair in puree of Mr. Nessler. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to on 
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix 11) by 25 votes 
to 1 with 27 abstentions. (This Rooommendation 
will be published as No. 296) 1

• 

Speakers : MM. Lewis, Roper, Urwin (points 
of order). 

8. European security and East- West relations 
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 

Doe. 126 and Amendments) 

Mandate of the Standing Armaments 
Committee - Motion for an Order tabled 

by Mr. Delorme and others 
(Doe. 128) 

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

A Motion for an Order inviting the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments to 
follow attentively the implementation of the 
mandate given to the Standing Armaments 
Committee was tabled by Mr. Delorme and 
others, Document 728. 

Speakers : MM. Roper, de Bruyne, Radius. 

The Assembly decided by sitting and standing 
not to link the debate on the Motion for an 
Order with the debate on the Report. 

The Debate on the Report was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Riviere, Watkinson; Roper, 
de Niet (points of order). 

The Debate was adjourned. 

9. Date and time of the next Sitting 

The next Sitting was fixed for Thursday, 
2nd December, at 10 a.m. 

Speaker : Mr. IOOper. 

The Sitting was closed at 6.20 p.m. 

1. See page 37. 
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APPENDIX I 

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

Belgium 

MM. Adriaensens 
Van HoeylaMt (Bonnel) 
de Bruyne (Dequa.e) 
Leynen 
Schugens 
Pla&rnan (de Stexhe) 
Breyne (Tanghe) 

France 

MM. Pignian (Boulloche) 
Brugnon 
Burckel 
Cermolacce 
La Oombe (Cemea.u) 
Peridier 
Radius 
Riviera 
Schmitt 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Ahrens 
Amrehn 
Enders 

MM. Haase (Gessner) 
Kempfler 
Ma.rquardt 

Mrs. vcm Bothmer (Ma.ttick) 
MM. Richter 

Italy 

BUchner (Schwencke) 
Pawelczyk (Sieglerschmidt) 
Vohrer 
Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf) 

MM. Bernini 
Boldrini 
Oavaliere (Bona.lumi) 
Calamandrei 
Corallo 
Fosson 
Ma.ggioni 
Pecchioli 
Pecoraro 
Segre 
Treu 

Luxembourg 

Mr. Margue 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence : 

France MM. Lemmrich 

MM. Boucheny Mende 

Delorme Muller 

Grangier Schmidt 

Kauffmann 
Peronnet Italy 
Schleiter MM. Arfe 
Valleix De Poi 
Vitter Gonella 

Federal Republic of Germany 
Minnocci 
Orsini 

MM. Alber Roberti 
Dregger Sa.rti 

Netherlands 

MM. Comelissen 
Dankert 
de Niet 
de Koster (Portheine) 
Scholten 
Stoffelen (Voogd) 

United Kingdom 

Lord Beaurnmd of Whitley (Beith) 
MM. Brown 

Channon 
Critchley 
McNamara (Lord Darling of 

Hills borough) 
Farr 
Faulds 
Grieve 
Hunt 
Lewis 
Mendelson 
Hawki'M (Page) 
W atki'Man (Lord Peddie) 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Roper 

Urwin 
Whitehead 

Luxembourg 

MM. Abens 
Mart 

Netherlands 

Mr. Reijnen 

United Kingdom 

.Mr. Hardy 

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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APPENDIX II 

Vote No. 4 by roll-call on the draft Recommendation on Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean 
problems (Doe. 719) 1 : 

Ayes....................................................... 25 

Noes....................................................... 1 

Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 

Ayes: 

Mr. Amrehn MM. De Poi 
Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Beith) 
MM. Oavaliere (Bonalumi) 

Van Hoeylandt (Bonnel) 
Burckel 
La Oombe (Cerneau) 
Channon 
Critchley 

MM. Adriaensens 
Ahrens 
Bernini 
Calamandrei 
Corallo 
Cornelissen 
Dankert 
Enders 
Faulds 

de Bruyne (Dequae) 
Farr 
Fosson 
Grieve 
Hunt 
Kempfl.er 
Maggioni 
Margue 

Noes: 

Mr. Cermolacce 

A bBtentions : 

MM. HaaBe (Gessner) 
Lewis 
Marquardt 

Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Mendelson 

Pecchioli 
W atlcinBon (Lord Peddie) 
Richter 
Roper 

MM. HawlcinB (Page) 
de KOBter (Portheine) 
Radius 
Riviere 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Breyne (Tanghe) 

Treu 
Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf) 

MM. Scholten 
Schugens 
Biichner (Schwencke) 
Segre 
Pawelczylc (Sieglerschmidt) 
Urwin 
Vohrer 
Stoffelen (Voogd) 
Whitehead 

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 295 

on safeguarding Europe's energy supplies 
-new sources of energy 

ELEVENTH SITTING 

Considering that there is a. close link between Europe's security and safeguarding its energy supplies ; 

Aware that even so the Western European governments are unwilling to establish a. common 
energy supply policy within a. European framework ; 

Considering that no nuclear programme on a. large scale is acceptable without a. solution being 
found for the hazards posed by nuclear power, stringent safety measures being established to eliminate 
these hazards and special attention being paid to the problems of the disposal of radioactive waste ; 

Acknowledging the need to reduce consumption of all forms of energy by using them more efficiently 
and thereby leBSening the need to resort to nuclear power ; 

Convinced that alternative sources of energy, especially solar energy, could be used more widely 
instead of nuclear means, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

Urge member governments : 

I. To promote a. worldwide convention on both primary and energy resources, equal consideration 
being given to the interests of the developing and developed countries ; 

2. To establish a common strategy here and now since oil prices will increase by 10 or 15% by the 
end of this year ; 

3. To accept joint planning for the improved use of energy resources, increase investments, particularly 
in coal production including the gasification process, and promote action by industry by guaranteeing 
long-term security for the development of coal power; 

4. To accord greater attention and financial means to research and development of alternative sourues 
of energy in general, and to solar energy in particular, at both national and European Community levels ; 

5. To draft further safety regulations for nuclear energy production, harmonised at Western European 
level, which should allow any population concerned, especially in frontier regions, to be involved in a 
democratic decision on the siting of nuclear plants ; 

6. To hold a wide-ranging conference with the concurrence of the OECD and in the framework of 
the EEC covering all aspects of energy-saving through oil conservation programmes, invitations also being 
extended to parliamentarians and representatives of employers' and employees' organisations and other 
civic groups such as consumers' and women's organisations in order to elaborate a common energy
saving strategy. 
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RECOMMENDATION 296 

on Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean problems 

The Assembly, 

Considering the defence of the Eastern Mediterranean to be an essential part of European security ; 

Recalling that WEU is the only European organisation with responsibilities in defence matters ; 

Welcoming the opening of negotiations for the early accession of Greece to the EEC; 

Recalling that the agreement of association between Turkey and the EEC provides for the 
accession of Turkey after a period of adaptation; 

Considering it essential to associate Greece and Turkey here and now with examination of matters 
affecting the security and the building of Europe ; 

Recalling that paragraph 10 of the decision of the WEU Council of 7th May 1955 setting up a 
Standing Armaments Committee provided that the undertakings of that Committee "would remain open 
to participation by other countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation"; 

Gratified that the three member countries represented in the Security Council have acted jointly 
to encourage Greece and Turkey to seek together a solution to the points at issue between them; 

Deploring the wait-and-see policy pursued by the United Nations towards the Lebanese tragedy 
and the increasingly systematic deviation of worldwide organisations from their original tasks, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

1. Draw up a programme forthwith to strengthen Europe's share in the joint defence of the Eastern 
Mediterranean ; 

2. Invite the Greek and Turkish Governments to be associated with the work of the Standing 
Armaments Committee, including the study on European armaments industries ; 

3. Make every effort for Greece and Turkey to be associated ever more closely with the building 
of Europe; 

4. Continue its work towards settling issues between Greece and Turkey ; 

5. Co-ordinate the efforts of member countries with a view to finding a fair solution to the Lebanese 
conflict; 

6. Invite member States in the United Nations and other worldwide organisations to adhere firmly 
to the commitments they entered into on joining, particularly as regards the Middle East conflict and the 
situation in the Mediterranean. 
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TWELFTH SITTING 

Thursday, 2nd December 1976 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Relations with Parliaments (PrflBentation of and Debate 
on the Report of the Committee for Relationa with Par
liaments, Doe. 724). 

2. European security and East-West relations (Rfl8'U'Ined 
Debate on the Report of the Committee on DeferuJ6 Qufl8-
tion8 and Armaments and Vote on the draft Recommen
dation, Doe. 726 and Amendments). 

3. Mandate of the Standing Armaments Committee -
Motion for an Order tabled by Mr. Delonne and others 
(Doe. 728 and Amendment). 

4. Anti-submarine warfare (Prfl8entation of and Debate 
on the Report of the Committee on DeferuJ6 QUIJ8tion8 
and Armaments, Doe. 725). 

5. Address by Mr. Wischnewski, Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Gennany. 

6. Anti-submarine warfare (Ril8Umed Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Defence QUIJ8tion8 and Armaments 
and Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 725). 

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 

Speaker: Mr. Roper (points of order). 

Note was taken of Mr. Roper's comments. 

The amended Minutes of Proceedings of the 
previous Sitting were llJgl'eed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. Relations with Parliaments 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee for Relations uith Parliaments, Doc.124) 

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

The Debate was opened. 

Speaker: Mr. Radius. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly took note of the Report of the 
Committee for Relations with Parliaments. 
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4. European security and Eost- West relations 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. 126 

and Amendments) 

The Debate was resumed. 

Speakers : MM. Dankert, La Combe, Roper. 

The Debate was adjourned. 

5. Address by Mr. Wtschnewski, Minister of 
State for Foreign Affairs of the Federal 

Republic of Germany 

Mr. Wisc.hnewski, Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of 
Germany, addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Wischnewski replied to questions put by 
MM. Peridier, Hulpiau, Roper, Faulds, Jessel, 
Mendelson, Mrs. von Bothmer, Mr. de Niet. 

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

6. European security and Eost-West relations 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. 126 

and Amendments) 

The Debate was resumed. 
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Speakers : MM. Cermolaooe, Scholten, Mendel
son, Cavaliere. 

The Debate was closed. 

Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, 
res1tmed the Chair. 

7. European security and East-West relations 

Anti-submarine warfare 

Mandate of the Standing Armaments 
Committee - Motion for an Order tabled 

by Mr. Delorme and others 

(Reference back to Committee of the Reports of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments 
and withdrawal of the Motion for an Order, Does. 
126 and Amendments, 125 and 128 and Amendment) 

Mr. Critchley, Chairman of the Committee, 
proposed that the Reports of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments, Documents 
726 and Amendments and 725, and the Motion 
fur an Order trubled by Mr. Delorme, Document 
728 and Amendment, be referred back to the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments. 
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Speaker : Mr. Delorme. 

An Amendment (No. 1) to the Motion for an 
Order was tabled by Mr. Delorme: 

After the words "INviTES THE CoMMITTEE oN 
DEFENCE QUESTIONS AND .A,R.MAMENTS" insert 
"AND THE GENERAL AFFAIRS CoMMITTEE, each 
within its own sphere of responsibilities". 

The Amendment was negatived. 

Mr. Delorme withdrew his Motion for an 
Order. 

The Reports of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments, Documents 726 and 
Amendments and 725, were referred back to the 
Committee. 

8. Close of the Session 

The President declared the Twenty-Second 
Ordinary Session of the Assembly closed. 

The Sitting was closed at 12.50 p.m. 
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APPENDIX 

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

Belgium 

MM. Adriaensens 
Schugens 
Breyne (de Stexhe) 
Hulpiau (Tanghe) 

France 

MM. Pignion (Boulloche) 
Cermolacce 
Cerneau 
Delorme 
La Oombe (Kauffmann) 
Peridier 
Radius 
Riviere 
du Luart (Schleiter) 
Schmitt 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Ahrens 
Alber 
Enders 
Kempfier 

Mrs. von Bothmer (Mattick) 
MM. Richter 

Vohrer 

Italy 

MM. Bernini 
Oavaliere (Bonalumi) 
Ca.lamandrei 
Fosson 
Ma.ggioni 
Pecoraro 
Treu 

Luxembourg 

MM. Abens 
Ma.rgue 

Netherlands 

MM. van Kleef (Cornelissen) 
Dankert 
de Niet 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence : 

Belgium MM. Dregger 

MM. Bonnel 
Gessner 
Lemmrich 

De quae Ma.rquardt 
Leynen Mende 

Miiller 
France Schmidt 

MM. Boucheny Schwencke 

Brugnon Sieglerschmidt 

Burckel Mrs. Wolf 

Grangier 
Peronnet Italy 
Valleix 
Vitter MM. Arfe 

Boldrini 

Federal Republic of Germany Corallo 
De Poi 

Mr. Amrehn Gonella 

MM. Piket (Reijnen) 
Scholten 
Stoffelen (V oogd) 

United Kingdom 

Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Beith) 
MM. Jessel (Channon) 

Critchley 
Lord W aUace of Ooslany (Lord 

Darling of Hillsborough) 
Sir Harwood Harrison (Farr) 

MM. Faulds 
Grieve 
Hardy 
Hunt 
Lewis 
Mendelson 
Hawkins (Page) 
M eN amara (Lord Peddie) 

Sir John Rodgers 
MM. Roper 

Urwin 
Whitehead 

MM. Minnocci 
Orsini 
Pecchioli 
Roberti 
&rti 
Segre 

Luxembourg 

Mr. Mart 

Netherlands 

Mr. Portheine 

United Kingdom 

Mr. Brown 

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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SEVENTH SITTING 

Monday, 29th November 1976 

SUMMARY 

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

2. Attendance Register. 

3. Examination of Credentials. 

4. Observers. 

5. Tribute. 

6. Address by the President of the Assembly. 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Pecchioli, Mr. Leynen 
(point of order). 

7. Adoption of the draft Order of Business for the 
Second Part of the Session (Doe. 714). 

8. Detente and security in Europe ; Role of the Atlantic 
Alliance in the world today (Votes on the draft Recom-

mendations postponed from the First Part of the Session, 
Does. 703 and 7ll). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Amrehn (explanation 
of vote); Mr. Dankert, Mr. Dequae (points of order). 

9. European union and WEU (Presentation of and Debate 
on the Report of the General Affairs Committee and 
Vote on the draft Recommendation (Doe. 720). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. de Bruyne (Rapporteur), 
Mr. Critchley, Mr. Miiller, Lord Duncan-Sandys, Mr. 
Amrehn, Mr. Grieve, Mr. Va.lleix, Mr. Cermolacce, 
Mr. Mende, Mr. de Bruyne (Rapporteur), Sir John 
Rodgers (Vice-Chairman of the Committee), Mr. Riviere 
(explanation of vote). 

10. Changes in the membership of Committees. 

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

The Sitting was opened at 3 p.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 Sit
ting is open. 

I declare resumed the Twenty-Second Ordin
ary Session of the Assembly of Western Euro
pean Union, which was adjourned on Thursday, 
17th June 1976, at the conclusion of the Sixth 
Sitting. 

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

Are there any comments L. 

The llfinutes 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 15. 
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3. Examination of Credentials 

The PRESIDENT ('rranslation). -The next 
Order of the Day is the examination of creden
tials of new Representatives and Substitutes. 

The list of new Representatives and Substitutes 
appointed since the first part of the session has 
been published in Notice No. 7. 

Only the credentials of Mr. Beith, nominated 
by the United Kingdom in place of Mr. Steel, 
have been ratified by the Parliamentary 
Assembly of the Council of Europe, on 15th 
September last. 

That Assembly has not yet considered the 
credentials of Mr. Bonnel, recently nominated as 
a Representative of Belgium in place of Mr. 
Kempinaire, who has resigned ; the credentials 
of Mr. Cermolacce, a Substitute from France, 
who has been nominated as a Representative in 
place of Mr. Roger; those of Mr. Roger, 
nominated as a Substitute in place of Mr. 
Cermolacce ; and those of Mr. Peronnet, nomin
ated as a Representative to the seat that was 
vacant owing to the death of Mr. de Montes
quiou; the credentials of the Italian Delegation, 
which has been entireLy reconstituted following 
the Italian general election, and those of Mr. van 
Kleef, nominated as a Substitute from the 
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Netherlands in place of Mr. W altmans, who has 
resigned. 

In accordance with Rule 6 (2) of the Rules of 
Procedure, it falls to our Assembly to examine 
their credentials. 

It appears from the credentials received that 
the nominations have been made in the proper 
manner by the national parliaments and that 
none has been contested. 

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 Mr. Bonnel, Representative of 
Belgium; Mr. Cermolacce and Mr. Peronnet, 
Representatives of France, and Mr. Roger, 
Substitute from France ; the 18 Representatives 
and 18 Substitutes from Italy; and Mr. van 
Kleef, Substitute from the Netherlands? ... 

There are no objections. 

The credentials of our new colleagues are 
ratified, subject to their subsequent ratification 
Ly the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council 
of Europe. 

I extend a hearty welcome to them all. 

4. Observers 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I would 
similarly extend a hearty welcome to the par
liamentarians who are honouring us by partici
pating in our proceedings as observers: Mr. 
Austin, a Senator, and Mr. Haidasz and Mr. 
Oberle, members of parliament from Canada ; 
Mr. Stephanopoulos and Mr. Manavis, members 
of the Greek Parliament ; Mr. de Oliveira 
Baptista and Mr. Pedro, members of the 
Portuguese Parliament ; Mr. Inan, a senator, 
and Mr. Ugur, member of parliament from 
Turkey. 

If they wish to speak on any of the problems 
included in our Orders of the Day, we shall 
listen to them with the greatest interest. 

I further welcome His Excellency, Ambas
sador Don Jos€ Luis Messia, representing the 
Spanish Government. 

43 

SEVENTH SITTING 

5. Tribute 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - A little 
more than a month ago, Pierre de Montesquiou, 
Duke of Fezensac, Chairman of the Committee 
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions, was struck down by illness and died 
on 15th October at the age of 67. (The Repre
sentatives rose) 

From a line of ancestors whose names are part 
of French history and literature he inherited an 
illustrious name. Amongst his ancestors we might 
note another Pierre de Montesquiou, Count of 
Artagnan, Marechal de France, to whom our 
former colleague devoted a work entitled Le vrai 
d' Artagnan. 

But for Pierre de Montesquiou, a noble 
lineage was not enough. After a period of serious 
studies, he applied himself to improving the 
situation of his native Armagnac, in the Gascon 
departement of Gers, where he soon acquired an 
interest in politics as well. In 1936, at the age 
of 27, he stood for parliament as an independent 
radical, but without success. On the outbreak of 
war, he serv.ed as an officer and then joined the 
resistance, but only after the liberation did he 
fully enter public life, as mayor of Marsan, 
then as a general councillor in the departement 
of Gers, and, finally, in 1958, as a member of 
the National Assembly. 

His political horizons were, however, not 
limited to his own country. In 1963, he was 
appointed to our Assembly, and in 1965 he 
became S.ecretary-General to the French Delega
tion. 

A member of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions since its 
creation in 1966, he produced outstanding 
reports on such matters as the state of European 
space activities, on European co-operation in 
aeronautics and on the Airbus, and quite 
recently, on 2nd December last year, on United 
States-European co-operation in advanced tech
nology. 

After his election as Chairman of the Com
mittee in 1971, he continued to direct its work 
with benevolent authority right up to his death. 
He had also been Chairman of the Liberal Group 
of the Assembly since 197 4. 

Pierre de Montesquiou's contributions from 
the rostrum were frequent. He approached the 
most technical of topics with ardour, and when 
dealing with burning political issues he could 
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temper the depth of his feeling with scholarly 
wisdom and the tolerant attitude of a man of 
the world who, having travelled widely, knows 
from experience that human nature is "supple 
and many-sided". 

Under his chairmanship, the Committee on 
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques
tions successfully ran two colloquies, the one in 
Paris in September 1973, the other in Toulou~e, 
in February 1976, for parliamentarians, aircraft 
constructors, and airline operators, to lay down, 
in concert with the appropriate members of the 
national governments, guidelines for a civil and 
military aviation policy in Europe. 

The important offices that Pierre de Montes
quiou has occupied in the Assembly attest both 
to his attachment to the European cause and to 
the enduring confidence placed by his colleagues 
in this well-balanced, kindly and ever-courteous 
man. 

We mourn the loss of a very dear friend. On 
behalf of the Assembly, I convey our sincere 
condolences and deep sympathy to his family. 

6. Address by the President of the Assembly 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- As I open 
this session of the only European assembly with 
responsibilities in defence matters, wou1d it be 
presumptuous of me to aff1rm, despite frequent 
denials, that a European approach to security 
problems is a decisive factor of detente and 
hence of peace ? 

Faced with the massive increase in the price 
of oil, the monetary storm and the armaments 
race, Europe is in danger of becoming bogged 
down in insuperable difficulties. 

Yet is not Europe more necessary than ever ? 
Can we seek our salvation in measures that are 
ill-assorted and sometimes inconsistent, or are 
conceived and implemented according to the 
interests of the United States, which is certainly 
our ally but follows a course which daily 
diverges further from that of the old continent ? 

Doubtless, Europe does not yet have the insti
tutions which would allow it to pursue a common 
policy in every field. I consider this objection 
to be nugatory. I.Jooking to a reform of the 
institutions for a solution to specific problems 
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is an alibi for inertia - in other words, bowing 
before those who have a policy and pursue it 
vigorously, whether the United States or the 
members of OPEC. But Europe already has the 
institutional means of establishing a policy, of its 
own. All that is lacking is the will. Will the 
European Council, which is meeting this very 
day in The Hague, be able to take the decisions 
which are essential if we are to defend our hard
pressed interests ? Unfortunately, experience 
inclines us to scepticism. 

The European Parliamentary Assembly is 
already in a position to exercise the twofold 
function of criticism and driving force. Its task 
is facilitated at present in that, as an emanation 
of the national parliaments, its members can 
make direct approaches to their respective 
governments. It would be more difficult or even 
impossible if, elected by direct universal suf
frage, the parliament had its links with our 
institutions severed. 

If, therefore, the aim in building Europe is 
to strengthen our hand, we must prove this im
mediately by resolute action; but to claim that 
nothing can be done as long as the States compos
ing Europe have not relinquished some degree 
of sovereignty throws doubt on the reasons for 
their doing so, feeds the suspicion that a certain 
conception of Europe is only being used to 
deprive it of vigour and personality. 

This suspicion is confirmed when it comes to 
defence matters, for here too institutions exist. 
As you are well aware, I am referring to the 
modified Brussels Treaty. Only the will to follow 
it through is lacking. But the impossibility of 
working out an economic or monetary policy in 
a European framework without due considera
tion of the conditions for European security has 
never been so clearly apparent. To refuse Europe 
any right of concertaltion in security matters is 
to deny it the possibility of asserting its own 
identity and thus having any prospect of a 
future. 

Willingness to use WEU should therefore be 
considered as the touchstone of all our govern
ments' will to achieve Europe. 

At a time when Europe ought to maintain 
and strengthen its defence capability, give itself 
the means of keeping up with the leading run
ners in the race for technological progress and 
safeguard the industrial basis of its security, it 
would be absurd to refuse the Standing Arma
ments Committee the right both to carry out its 
mission and the means of doing so. 
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In the interests of all the partners, the best 
balance must be ensured in the Atlantic Alliance 
through an increase in European strength. In 
the strategic field, we can hardly form an exact 
idea of what the views of the next United 
St!lltes administration will be. But Europe cannot 
accept that i,ts d"eBtiny shouLd for ever depend on 
the United States' conceptiOIIls of its own secu
rity. 

Europe of the Seven has a population o:f 
250 million. Its gross annual product is higher 
than that of the Soviet Union. Its military 
potential is considerable. Its apparent weakness 
only stems from dispersion of its efforts due to 
the lack o:f a concerted approach to security 
matters. 

Are we to remain inactive until such time as 
our :foreign and defence policy concepts have 
been unified ? The WEU member countries can 
reach an understanding here and now to create 
the industrial condition..'! for their joint strength. 
Even a limited will to agree would enable this. 

On the initiative of our Assembly, two col
loquies on the future of the European aero
nautical industry, held in Paris and Toulouse, 
have already brought together ministers, experts, 
heads of :firms and representatives of airlines, 
with the appropriate specialist committee of 
WEU. Their conclusions have been given a good 
airing in public opinion. 

Next March, a symposium, having comparable 
aims, is to be held on armaments and will show 
that safeguarding European industry is an 
essential element for Europe's existence as a 
political entity. I cannot believe that the Western 
European countries, whose particularly rich 
history has been marked by the progressive 
affirmation of national personality and will, are 
prepared to entrust their destiny to others on 
the grounds that they are no longer able to fulfil 
the tasks thaJt await them. 

That is why to prevent the :forging of a Euro
pean will would be to invite countries unwilling 
to give up sovereignty to resume their entire 
freedom and look, :for salvation in a troubled 
world, to the speedy decisiOIIl-taking and ener
getic action o:f purely national bodies. For Europe 
shoul·d be a means o:f strengthening our poten
tial, and not a source of weakness or an excuse 
:for moral abdication. 

It is for our Assembly to remind the govern
ments, which are daily distracted by new prob-
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lems, that it is not possible to triumph over the 
difficulties assailing them without a political 
vision of the community we must build and 
defend together. On this depends not only the 
security of Europe but also its very survival. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Pecchioli, one of the Italian Representatives, has 
asked for the floor. 

I call Mr. Pecchioli. 

Mr. PECCHIOLI (Italy) (Translation). -
Mr. President, in rising to announce to the 
Assembly the attitude which the communist 
representatives of the Italian Delegation intend 
to adopt, my :first wish is to express to you my 
thanks for the courteous welcome you have 
extended to the new members of this Assembly. 
We should like to reciprocate by offering a 
cordial greeting to yourself, Mr. President, and 
to the honourable members o:f a11 the countries 
represented in the Assembly of WEU, to whose 
precincts we are happy to be admitted at long 
last. 

Allow me to point out that the presence here 
o:f a parliamentary representation of the Italian 
Communist Party, that carries the suffrages of 
over twelve million of its own countrymen 
thanks to the policy it has consistently followed 
of peace, development of pluralistic democracy, 
social progress and national unity, in itself 
speaks volumes for the new processes stirring in 
the European political :field. Notwithstanding 
the opposition and grave difficulties still imped
ing the construction of a united and democratic 
Europe trul.y capable of assuming an essential 
role in the development of detente and co
operation, both in our own oontinerut and world
wide, and, in full respect of existing inter
national all~ances, gradually and steadily getting 
away from opposing military blocs - notwith
standing all this, I say, and in spite of the 
serious obstacles created by the economic crisis 
in whose throes the West is gripped, there is in 
this sector of the globe a drive towards Euro
pean collaboration, towards the search :for solu
tions to the problems outstanding between East 
and West, and towards the construction of a 
Western Europe founded on those values which 
our peoples have wrestled to secure throughout 
these postwar years. 

Many of the old contentions and discrimina
tions dating :from the cold war period have gone, 
or are going, by the board, but the path towards 
unity and democratic growth of Western Europe 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Pecchioli (continued) 

is still a long and arduous one. To follow it, we 
need the participation of all the healthy and 
progressiv·e social forces in our countries, for 
otherwise European unity will remain a Utopia 
or, worse still, a smoke screen concealing a policy 
hostile to detente and designed to encourage 
interference in, and im.iquities against, the 
individual countries and the working classes in 
each. 

It is our firm conviction that the flag of 
European unity may not, and shall not, be the 
banner of any latter-day crusade. Our presence 
here, now that we have overcome the obstacles 
that stood in our way, is a token of our will 
to foster our mutual acquaintance, a constructive 
confrontation, and possibly collaboration with 
other countries' democratic forces in all inter
national gatherings, as a contribution to security 
and co-operation between States and their 
peoples. And as we are firm belrievers in the 
construction of a Western Europe united to serve 
the supreme purposes of peace and democracy, 
we shall diligently labour, in the framework of 
the alliances, communities, treaties pertaining to 
'V estern Europe, to ensure that such institutions 
fulfil a function consistent with them. 

We should not be here, did we not look for
ward with interest and hope to such a possibHity 
for the Assembly of WEU too, and were we not 
animated by the purpose of playing an active 
part in the labours, the debates and proceedings 
of this Assembly, with the frankness, critical 
spirit and constructive determination which we 
bring to it. 

I crave your indulgence and that of the 
Assembly if what I am saying is not strictly 
relevant to the Orders of the Day. I have availed 
myself of this opportunity to convey to the 
Assembly itself, in the name of the communist 
representatives on the Italian Delegation the 
guidelines and commitments of our particip~tion. 

As regards the Order of Business for this 
second part of the twenty-second ordinary ses
sion, I should, however, say that we have tabled 
before us reports, documents and projects in the 
preparation of which, through no choice of our 
own, we have had no part. Therefore, at this 
session, which we are ·attending for the first time 
ever, we shall abstain on every document put 
to the vote. We are taking this stand, which we 
trust will be appreciated as a mark of respect 
for the preparatory work contributed by others, 
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even if certain papers might already on a first 
reading attract our disagreement or approval. In 
the future work of committees and the plenary 
sessions, we shall be willing to intervene more 
directly about each problem. 

Thank you again, Mr. President, Ladies and 
Gentlemen. We shall, I repeat, abstain from 
every vote that is taken on the Order of Business 
for this session. (Scattered applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Pecchioli, for your reply to my speech ; 
but I have to point out that in this House we 
follow a fairly strict, if not absolutely rigid, rule 
of procedure, and although we agreed - and I 
myself gave the lead - to hear your introduc
tory statement on behalf of the Italian Delega
tion, which we have listened to with interest 
and sympathy, kindly in future put your name 
down to speak on the items of the Orders of the 
Day. You will then take your turn to speak 
under the normal rules for the work and conduct 
of this ~ssembly. 

I call Mr. Leynen on a point of order. 

Mr. LEYNEN (Belgium) (Translation). 
Mr. President, the Assembly of Western Euro
pean Union is a democratic assembly. That 
means we give a respectful hearing to every 
opinion that may be expressed. But it does not 
mean that any one of its members can take the 
floor at any time. I appreciate that one of our 
colleagues may not be conversant with the 
customs and rules of our Assembly, but please 
see that it shall not happen again. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Leynen, I said I was making an exception to 
demonstrate the interest we take in, and the 
warm feelings we entertain for, the Italian 
Delegation. But it is, of course, an incident that 
will not create a precedent, and I accept your 
point of order. 

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

(Doe. 114) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -The next 
Order of the Day is the adoption of the draft 
Order of Business for this part of the session. 

This draft Order of Business is given in Docu
ment 714 dated 25th November 1976. 
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Befo1.1e putting the whole draft Order of 
Business to the vote, I would draw your atten
tion to the grouped votes referred to in item 4 
of the draft Order of Business for the sitting 
of Wednesday afternoon, 1st December. 

I make an urgent appeal to all delegations to 
ensure that the maximum number of members of 
the Assembly are in attendance when these votes 
are taken. 

Are there any objections to the draft Order of 
Business in Document 714 L 

The draft Order of Business for the Second 
Part of the Twenty-Second Ordinary Session is 
agreed to. 

8. Detente and security in Europe 

Role of the Atlantic Alliance in the world today 

(Votes on the draft Recommendations postponed 
from the First Part of the Session, 

Does. 703 and 711) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The next 
Order of the Day is the vote on the draft 
recommendation on detente and security in 
Europe, the new text proposed by the Rappor
teur of the General Affairs Committee, Sir 
Frederic Bennett, Document 703. 

May I remind you that the debate on the 
report was held during the first part-session on 
Monday 14th and Tuesday 15th June 1976, and 
that the debate was declared closed. 

It became apparent at the sitting of W ednes
day afternoon, 16th June, and also at the last 
sitting on Thursday, 17th June, that there was 
no quorum and that the vote on the draft 
recommendation would have to be postponed 
until the present sitting, under Rule 36 of the 
Rules of Procedure. 

Since objections were raised in the earlier part 
of the session, we shaH proceed to a vote by roll
call on the draft :recommendation ·as a whole. 

The roll-call will begin with the name of Mr. 
Cermolacce. 

The voting is open. 

(A vote by roll-call was then taken) 

Does any other Representative wish to vote L 

The voting is closed. 
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The result of the vote is as follows 1 : 

Number of votes cast . . . . 62 
Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 

The draft recommendation is adopted 2• 

The next Order of the Day is the vote on the 
draft recommendation on the role of the Atlantic 
Alliance in the world today in the report 
presented by Mr. de Niet on behalf of the 
General Affairs Committee, Document 711. 

The debate on the report was held at the last 
sitting of the first part-session on Thursday 
morning, 17th ,June, but in the absence of a 
quorum the vote on the draft recommendation 
was postponed until today's sitting. 

We shall proceed to a vote by rol1-ca11 on the 
draft recommendation as a whole. 

Mr. AMREHN (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, before voting 
I wish to make an explanation of vote. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - After
wards. 

Mr. AMREHN (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation).- Before. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- No. 

Mr. AMREHN (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - I should like to make a state
ment before the vote to explain the attitude of 
the German Christian Democrats and the 
British Conservatives. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Very 
quickly, then. 

Mr. AMREHN (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - I shall be very brief, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - It is a 
little irregular, but I think that, as an excep
tional case, we can let you explain your vote at 
this point. 

Mr. AMREHN (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - The Federated Christian 
Democrat Group and British Conservatives have 
made a particularly careful study of this report, 

I. See page 16. 
2. See page 19. 
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and we have come to the conclusion that from 
our viewpoint there is no reason to object to 
the recommendation in its present form. Our 
Rules of Procedure lay down, however, that 
approvtal of the recommendatiOIIl oonstitutes 
approval of the rep<mt accomp,anying it as well, 
and this means that our group, because of its 
objections to the report itself, is unable to give 
its approval. We shall consequently reject the 
draft recommendation as a whole. 

The PRESIDENT (Translatioo). - I eall 
Mr. Dwnkert on a point of order. 

Mr. DANKERT (Netherlands).- On a point 
of order, Mr. President. Before voting, I would 
like to have your opinion on the judgment of 
Mr. Amrehn that a report is approved when the 
recommendation is accepted. If that is the case, 
in my view it will become extremely difficult 
for Rapporteurs to write reports. 

The PRESIDENT (Tl'lanslation). - Agreed, 
Mr. Dankert, we have this afternoon allowed a 
certain number of exceptions to our procedure, 
which is a strict one. It is a fact that Mr. 
Amrehn sought permission to explain the rather 
unexpected attitude of the German Christian 
Democrats. This I gave him and he made a state
ment, very briefly. He made it a point not of 
substance but of form. He put his views as you 
have put yours and I consider the matter c1osed. 

Mr. DEQUAE (Belgium) (Translation). -
That was not the point. It was whether by voting 
yes to recommendations we are at the same time 
adopting the whole report. 

I had always be1ieved that that was not so, 
but Mr. Amrehn says that it is. I should like 
to be clear on this matter. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Dequae, you are right, and I shall make the 
point for the new members of the Assembly : 
what is voted on is the recommendation or the 
resolution. Mr. Amrehn fe1t bound to explain the 
attitude - a somewhat odd one, if he will allow 
me to say so - of the Christian Democrat Group 
from the Federal Republic, and to say that the 
German Christian Democmt Group were abstain
ing because they felt that the draft recommenda
tion did not reflect all the facts included in the 
body of the actual report. 

The matter is closed. 
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I put the draft recommendation in Document 
711 to the vote by ruhl•ca11. 

The roll-call will begin with the name of 
Mr. Cermolacce. 

The voting is open. 

(A vote by roll-ccill was then taken) 

Does any other Representative wish to vote L 

The voting is closed. 

The result of the vote is as follows 1 : 

Number of votes cast . . . . 61 
Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 

The draft recommendation is adopted 2
• 

9. European union and WEU 
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
General Affairs Committee and Vote on the draft 

Recommendation, Doe. 120) 

The PRESIDENT (Tramlation).- The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
debate on the report of the General Affairs 
Committee on European union and WEU and 
vote on the draft recommendation, Document 
720. The mandate of the Standing Armaments 
Committee, to which reference is made in the 
report, has been published in Document 718. 

I call Mr. de Bruyne, Rapporteur of the 
General Affairs Committee. 

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Translation).
Mr. President, Ladies am.d Gentlemen, the report 
that it is my honour to put before you matches 
the previous report very closely in its subject 
matter. Nothing has happened over the past six 
months that would lead us to ask this Assembly 
to make any fundamental change in the stand
point it took last June, a standpoint expressed 
in the recommendation adopted on that occasion. 
Quite the opposite, in fact. As the report before 
you makes clear, discussion of the Tindemans 
report has made only slow headway. The 
prospects outlined by Mr. Tindemans, which 
could have led to thoughts of the powers of the 

1. See page 17. 
2. See page 20. 
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WEU Assembly being passed over to the Euro
pean Parliament in certain circumstances, lie in 
a far-off and uncertain future. Even if there 
prove to be no serious obstacles to the holding 
of direct European elections - and this is by 
no means certain at the present time - the 
parliament thus elected wi11 have no competence 
to deal with matters of foreign policy and 
defence. It has become obvious that a number 
of governments are linking their agreement to 
have European elections very closely to the view
point that the new parliament will not be given 
powers other than those set out in the Treaty 
of Rome. Our conC'lusion is, the11efo11e, that the 
WEU Assembly witl continue for an. indefinite 
period to be the only possible body to shoulder 
the 11espOJJ.Sibilities that stem from the treaJty -
with its organic addenda - on which WEU is 
based. Our work must continue along the llines 
set out in the modified Brussels Treaty. 

What I have just been saying covers the gen
eral background and main features of the report, 
up to and including paragrnph 22. The second 
part of the report is devoted to the new and 
important task given to WEU, more particularly 
to the Standing Armaments Committee. The 
report, in paragraphs 23 to 46, examines the 
work that the WEU Council of Ministers has 
entrusted to the SAC. It refers both to the limits 
set, and to the tie-up with the work of the Euro
pean programme group. Without wishing to 
exaggerate the impol1tance of the study the 
Stan.ding Armaments Committee has been asked 
to carry out, we feel sure that it is important 
enough for this Assembly to lend its full author
ity in support. 

Since critical comments on the text are made 
in the report, in the light of statements made by 
Mr. Destremau, Mr. van der Stoe1 and Mr. 
Schmidt, I think I can say there is good reason 
for wording the draft recommendation in the 
way it has been worded. The four paragraphs 
of the draft recommendation to the Council of 
Ministers deal with this very important topic. 
I hope that the Assembly will, in a moment, 
feel able to give its unconditional approval to 
this draft, with the certainty of making in this 
way a major contribution towards putting fresh 
life into WEU and its various organs in the 
specific area in which it has responsibilities 
under the modified Brussels Treaty. It can 
sometimes seem difficult to pinpoint practical 
possibilities for giving WEU a larger measure 
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of activity ; but there is such a possibility 
embodied in the draft recommendation we are 
now discussing. The Council of Ministers has 
played its part in this, and it is gratifying to 
have to say so ; this judgment is in no way 
negated by paragraph 47 of the report which, 
brief though it is, is not without importance. It 
reads : "Finally, it is to be hoped that the 
Council wi11 be more diligent in informing the 
Assembly of its decisions than it was in inform
ing it of the May 1976 mandate." In paragraphs 
23 and 24 of the report you will find the same 
slight note of disenchantment indicaJting that the 
dialogue between Council of Ministers and 
Assembly is not, in the Committee's view, carried 
on as the parliamentarians' side would 1ike. The 
draft recommendation, however, contains no 
obvious echo of this note of criticism, though 
this does not mean to say that the Assembly will 
not be disappointed with the Council of Min
isters if it takes no notice of the recommendation 
and gives it no consideration. 

I do not think I would be doing my job of 
Rapporteur properly if I omitted to report that 
your General Affairs Committee, on 8th Novem
ber, discussed briefly the exchange of cor
respondence between the acting Secretary
f'reneral of WEU, Mr. von Plehwe, and the 
President of the Assembly, Mr. Nessler. At the 
request of Mr. Sieglerschmidt, Chairman of the 
General Affairs Committee, Mr. Nessler had 
asked the Council of Ministers for a joint meet
ing with the General Affairs Committee. This is 
something that has been possible since 1970, but 
it has never happened despite repeated requests 
from the Committee. This time, again, the reply 
from the acting Secretary -Gelllerail offers the 
prospect of an informal meeting - in the spring 
of next year in Paris - but not a joint meeting 
of the kind the General Affairs Committee has 
been asking for since 1970. 

Since th(m we have received a letter from the 
actJing Secretary-Generrul: :iJn. which he raiterntes 
this viewpoint and indicates that in his opinion 
such formal meetings are not always the best 
way of achieving the co-operation I am talking 
about. I am not making these comments in order 
to deflect the debate away from its proper sub
ject matter, that of the draft 1100ommendatiorn 
and its accompanying explanatory memorandum. 
It might however be a good thing to invite the 
Assembly, one of these days soon, when it has 
been able to do the necessary preparatory work, 
to look at the real significance and worth of the 
procedure for a joint meeting in which the 
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Council of Ministers and the General Affairs 
Committee - through irts Chairman, for example 
- take part. The difference between formal and 
informal meetings needs to be very carefully 
underlined. This applies especialLy to the 
unanimity the Council of Ministers can, or can
not, find in their answers to the General Affairs 
Committee. I shall not go into this any further 
now, because this important procedural matter 
can perhaps be put on the agenda with more 
useful results after it has been prepared more 
thoroughly. 

This completes my task as Rapporteur, and I 
would express the hope that the Assembly will 
feel able to support its Committee, which was 
unanimous in approving the document now 
before you. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Critchley to speak in the debate. 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). - I 
must be the first to congratulate the Rapporteur 
on the quality of his report. It is a report on 
the future of Western European Union and it 
is, therefore, hardly surprising if it makes us 
out to be rather more important than we are. 
Whereas I should not like to describe the Council 
of Europe or the European Assembly as the two 
ugly sisters, there is no doubt that WEU is the 
Cinderella of the parliamentary assemblies of 
Europe. How close it is to midnight is perhaps 
one of the more important aspects that the report 
has tried to deal with. 

Clearly, the only foreseeable and reasonable 
end to WEU and its Assembly is for the 
Common Market eventually to assume respons
ibilrities in defence and foreign policy, for the 
Treaty of Rome to be restructured and changed, 
and for people such as ourselves to be absorbed 
into the European Parliament, wherever that 
body might have decided its headquarters shall 
be, which I assume in the long term will be 
Brussels. Clearly, the decision of the European 
Council that the countries of the Nine should 
have elections for the European Parliament is a 
giant step forward in the slow progress towards 
the unity of Europe. It is clear also that, once 
the parliament is elected, questions will arise of 
how strong it should be, what its powers will 
be and how swiftly those powers can be extended. 
If that is the case, those issues will be an all too 
fruitful source of friction between the new 
European Parliament and the nine national 
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parliaments, all of which will be most reluctant 
to concede any sovereignty to the newly-elected 
body. 

Let me deal briefly with the problem in the 
United Kingdom concerning direct elections. 
Each country has its problems. Perhaps ours are 
not as acute as those of Frrunce, but they are 
difficult none the less. We expect that within 
weeks the government will introduce into the 
House of Commons a bill for direct elections. 
That legislation will be opposed by the extremes 
of the left and the right of British politics, and 
the bill will make only slow progress towards 
the statute book. We in Britain have the problem 
of deciding on the constituency bourndaries rund, 
more particularly, the problem of what sort of 
electoral system should be adopted for the first 
of what I hope to be many elections to a Euro
pean Parliament. 

The two great parties in Great Britain, the 
Conservative and the Labour Parties, are in the 
main, although not exclusively, hostile to the 
concept of electoral reform and proportional 
representation. I do not share the hostility felt 
by the great majority of my colleagues towards 
electoral reform, certainly not in the context of 
Great Britain or of elections to a European par
liamentary assembly. Were we to adopt in 1978 
the existing and British system of "first past the 
post", we should very likely exclude from Brus
sels every Liberal who might stand and, what 
would be worse in my view, ensure that every 
Scottish seat would be represented by a failed 
schoolmaster representing and carrying the 
standard of Scottish nationalism. 

Clearly, therefore, fairness, reason and logic 
- three factors which have nothing to do with 
politics - will claim that electoral reform of 
sorts is desirable for the first round of our elec
tion. In Great Britain we must admit, whatever 
we might think about the Scottish, Welsh and 
Irish Assemblies, that each of them is likely to 
be elected under proportional representation. In 
addition, the second round of elections to the 
European Parliament must be on a system 
agreed on behalf of that parliamentary assembly, 
and not by Great Britain. Therefore, the long
term trend is in :favour of some form of electoral 
reform in Great Britain, and, sooner or later, 
even the British for their elections will be 
pledged to follow suit. I believe that the sooner 
the better. 

I welcome the very modest proposal of the 
Rapporteur that the Standing Armaments Corn-
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mittee of WEU should be allowed by its maBters 
to proceed beyond the study of an armaments 
p1oo and to set up and work out the armaments 
idea itself. We should be able to extend it just 
a little bit more. The unity of Europe, if it comes 
about, is most likely to occur through the slow 
process of the reinforcement of existing institu
tions within the Community, with the powers of 
those institutions being slowly added to. 

I look forward to the absorption of the WEU 
Assembly 1nto the eliected Europerun assembly, 
but only when the Treaty of Rome is amended 
so that the Common Market might adopt defence 
and foreign affairs responsibilities. As long as 
Europe prefers its security, which is the gift of 
the United States, to its independence, any 
progress towards a united Europe must by its 
very reason be slow and laborious. But were we 
in Europe to place defence at the forefront of 
our priorities the whole march towards what I 
believe is the goal of most of us here - a United 
States of Europe - would be that much swifter, 
and we would achieve our objective that much 
more quickly. (Applause) 

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

Mr. M1JLLER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies and 
Gentlemen, I would like to pick up what the 
last speaker, Mr. Critchley, was saying. I think 
we are broadly agreed that this is the right road 
for a united Europe. But for my part I am 
rather hopeful .that we will be able to amend 
the Treaty of Rome once direct elections give 
us a European Parliament which is in far 
greater measure directly answerable to the 
electorate and will therefore have a remit which 
gives much greater weight to the wishes of the 
peoples. 

Of course we shall run into a number of dif
ficulties as we move along the road to these 
European direct elections. Discussion of the 
problem is not confined to the United Kingdom. 
Among the nine member States there are other 
countries in which the debate on the procedure 
and on the detailed arrangements for these direct 
elections is not yet closed. But I hope that in 
1978 we shall have direct elections. 

I hope, too, that the European Parliament 
which emerges from direct elections will have a 
momentum of its own and will be able to prod 
governments to action. 
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And I hope that it will then be possible to 
amend the Treaty of Rome, for a common Euro
pean policy which is concerned only with 
regulations in the sphere of agriculture and 
fisheries surely cannot be the sole aim of the 
deliberations of a European Parliament. One day 
there will also have to be a common foreign 
and defence policy. 

The explanatory memorandum to the report 
says that though progress has been limited, this 
cannot be attributed solely to ill will. I would 
put it rather differently. It is a question of will, 
of course, and governments will have to show 
more good will, more determination, if the prob
lems are to be tackled effectively. 

Turning to our Assembly, to Western Euro
pean Union, I agree with those who consider that 
it is within the terms of .reference of the SAC 
to do something about this matter. The problems 
have not grown less difficult. If, beyond the 
boundaries of the member States of WEU, we 
look at Europe as a whole, we find among the 
Warsaw Pact States an increase in their armed 
strength together with a standardisation of 
armaments. These are problems with which we 
shall one day have to grapple. 

With your permission I will make a comment 
on paragraph 48, in the conclusions, where it is 
stated that the economic recession in the western 
world since 1973 has raised difficulties and 
obstacles. I should like to criticise the fact that 
here the report refers only to the western world, 
while in reality, of course, what we are dealing 
with is not a recession in the western world 
alone, but worldwide recession, worldwide 
economic problems. And here I also disagree 
with the view put forward by our Italian col
league who today made his "entrance" with a 
speech in which he too referred to the crisis of 
the western world. In my opinion, the crisis is 
worldwide. It is not only in the West that there 
are difficulties; they have them in the East too, 
and in countries which are not tied either to the 
West or to the East. Plans in the eastern coun
tries have been revised, and the workers of 
Radom were not a clique of intellectuals lucu
brating on the subject of freedom, but workers 
from the U rsus tractor works marching down the 
street because of economic difficulties in Poland. 
So we are facing a worldwide problem, one which 
is affecting Western Europe and the Nine along 
with the rest. 

The raising of petroleum prices by OPEC, 
with which the States of the eastern bloc of 
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course went along, and the worldwide recession 
in East and West might after all provide a deci
sive opportunity for the nine countries in 
Europe to take joint steps, joint action, since 
in my opinion worldwide problems cannot be 
solved locally. It must be clear to anyone that 
the aids which the countries of the West have 
given to the Soviet Union and other States of 
Eastern Europe by means of credits have helped 
to mitigate the impact which world recession has 
been having on the eastern bloc of States. 

I repeat, the recession is an opportunity for 
the countries of Europe to take joint action. It 
would be wrong if we were at this point to 
swing back in the directi<m. of national 
sovereignty - a tendency which can be sensed 
in the report. True, I agree with the Federal 
German Chancellor, Mr. Schmidt, who told the 
gathering of the Socialist International that 
every country must first deal with its own prob
lems, and that a country cannot consume what 
has not yet been produced ; but I consider that 
this is not enough, that the world's problems can
not be solved otherwise than at world level and 
by certain regions - in our case Europe -
working together. Here the Community of Nine 
faces a great task. 

I fear it will be a long trek from our economic 
policy to a common foreign and defence policy. 
Until the day when our Assembly is merged into 
a European parliament which will then have a 
responsibility in the field of foreign and defence 
policy, it will therefore still be necessary for this 
Assembly and the governments which have come 
together in the Brussels Treaty to pursue their 
tasks. For a common European foreign and 
defence policy, even if undertaken only in the 
framework of the European Community, must 
inherit at least something - however modest -
brought into being by the Brussels Treaty and 
Western European Union. 

It is with these points in mind that I welcome 
the report and look upon it as a step in the 
right direction. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (TransLation). - I call 
IJOrd Duncan-Sandys. 

Lord DUNCAN-SANDYS (United Kingdom). 
- Before I deal with the main recommendations 
submitted to us, I should like to make a brief 
reference to the subject of terrorism which is 
raised in paragraph 19 of the report. This says 
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that the nine governments of the Community 
have decided to take the initiative in combating 
the evil practice of taking hostages by securing 
international agreement for the extradition of 
the offenders. In actual fact, the Nine, in a 
resolution adopted last July, agreed to press for 
the extradition or the prosecution of those who 
take hostages. In my opinion, the addition of the 
alternative destroys the entire effect of any such 
action. A hijacked aircraft invariably lands in 
a country which is favourable to the political 
objectives of the hijackers, who, if prosecuted, 
would be given purely nominal sentences which 
would be no deterrent at all. 

The report rightly emphasises the continuing 
importance of the Western European Union 
Assembly in defence. As long as the European 
Community does not assume responsibility for 
defence, our Assembly here must maintain its 
vigilance and keep up its pressure upon govern
ments to discharge their basic duty of security 
for their peoples. 

Above all, we must insist, as the report 
emphasises, on progress in the standardisation of 
armaments. The lamentable lack of progress in 
the co-ordination of our arms production is, I 
submit to this Assembly, a crying scandal. We 
have been paying lip service to this principle 
for more than twenty years but very little of 
practical value has been achieved. A few wePks 
ago, with other members of the Defence Com
mittee of Western European Union, I made a 
tour of army and air force headquarters of 
NATO in West Germany. Wherever we went, 
concern was expressed to us about the grave 
consequences of the failure to standardise the 
armaments of the NATO allies or, at least, to 
make them interoperable. Whilst standardisation 
is essential, it wiLl, of course, .take time to 
achieve. In the meantime, interoperability is an 
immediate and absolute necessity. Modern war
fare is essentially mobile. The armed forces of 
the different allied nations cannot be kept in 
separate, watertight compartments. They must 
be able to move freely over the battle area. That 
means that they must be able to draw upon each 
other's ammunition supplies ; but that is impos
sible if their ammuniti<m. is not interchangeable. 

Perhaps most important of all, their com
munications systems must be compatible with one 
another, so that units of one nationality can 
make quick and efficient contact with units of 
other nationalities. Unfortunately, that is not 
the present position. The inevitable result is 
delay and risk of dangerous confusion. It seems 
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to me that i.t is largely a question of priorities. 
Are we prepared to allow domestic economic 
considerations and commercial rivalry to take 
precedence over the needs of security ? How 
much importance do we attach to survival as 
free peoples ? Even if the issue is judged from 
a purely economic standpoint, we are being very 
short-sighted, because standardisation offers us 
by far the cheapest means of strengthening our 
defences. 

This brings us back to the main purpose of 
the recommendation before us, which is to ensure 
that the Western European Union Assembly is 
kept fully informed of what governments are 
planning to do and are actually doing to develop 
co-operation in the field of armaments. It has 
often been said that we cannot have a common 
defence policy until we have a common foreign 
policy. In view of the NATO Alliance that is 
not entirely true, but at any rate one thing is 
quite certain : the absence of a common foreign 
policy does not prevent us from equipping our 
forces with common weapons, or, at least, 
weapons which are interoperable. 

In view of the growing danger of further 
delay, it is high time for this Assembly to p1ay 
a more active part, but before it can do so it 
must be given much fuller information. That is 
the very modest request made by the recom
mendation which I wholly support. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (TransLation). - I call 
Mr. Amrehn. 

Mr. AMREHN (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, the IW.pporteur 
is to be congratulated on the report which he 
has given us today and on the recommendation 
which he is asking us to adopt. I am sure there 
is nobody who has any objection to this recom
mendation. 

We are particularly grateful however to the 
Rapporteur for having described in this report 
the situation as it is, for not having shied away 
from telling the truth. I would like to emphasise 
this because the disappointment we aLl feel at 
the lack of action by the European Council has 
not so far been made sufficiently clear in the 
discussions. 

The Rapporteur complains of this 1ack of 
action. He complains of the fact that neither the 
European Council - nor, indeed, the Council of 
our Western European Union - is keen to keep 
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us better informed. He complains that both the 
Council of WEU and the European Council are 
too ineffective, and rightly points out that the 
Belgian premier, Mr. Tmdemans, is publicl(V 
compLaining that his oolLeagues are not ready to 
join him in implementiing the Tindema.n.s plan 
gradually but visibly. 

Today the European Council is meeting again 
in The Hague - and it will also be meeting 
tomorrow - seven years after the decision by 
President Pompidou and Federal Chancellor 
Bnandt, also taken at The Hague, finally to 
bring about European union. When we look back 
over these seven years we have, sadly, to admit 
that there has been very little progress, if not 
indeed that we have slipped back during this 
period. 

The result with which we are faced today -
and this comes out clearly again in Mr. de 
Bruyne's report - appears to be that we are 
seeking to excuse or justify our failure to make 
any progress. People tell us, for instance - as 
my colleague Mr. 1\Iiiller has already pointed 
out - that the economic recession has made bet
ter progress impossible. As far as I know, the 
European Council will not be dealing today with 
the problems of the Tindemans report, nor with 
the question of how we can strengthen Europe. 
All we can today get from a report like this is 
the statement that the inaction or ineffectiveness 
of the European Council can be excused or 
justified. The main reason advanced for this is 
that the economic recession has thrown us so far 
back. I entirely agree with Mr. Muller when 
he says that, precisely because the economic 
:ec~ion has placed us in this difficult position, 
It IS all the more necessary to undertake joint 
action in the economic field, joint action in the 
currency field and in the field of general policy ; 
because, once we have established greater unity 
in Europe, we have at least some hope of taking 
together a European step forward in the joint 
struggle to overcome the recession in Europe. 

Unfortunately the European Council will 
today be dealing less with the question of Euro
pean union than with the problem of what we 
can do to counter the rise in oil prices. It will 
be dealing more with the question of unemploy
ment and the practical probl.eins this raises than 
with the steps forward which must be taken if 
the economic policies of the various European 
States are to be co-ordinated. Unfortunately, 
there are a large number of proposals - includ
ing pressure on the Federal Republic of 
Germany - to create more inflation in order to 
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create more jobs, despite the fact that we have 
learned that more inflation will always lead to 
more unemployment. This is unfortunately not 
a proposal for strengthening Europe, but a 
proposal for making it even weaker. 

Lord Duncan-Sandys has pointed out - and 
so does Mr. de Bruyne's report- that a com
mon defence policy presupposes a common 
foreign policy. The principle is undoubtedly cor
rect. But at the present point in the debate it 
is quite out of place, almost as out of place as 
the title of the report, which reads European 
union and WEU. We are meant to look at 
Western European Union in reLation to Euro
pean union, to discuss this and draw conclusions. 
But there is no European union. We are only 
imagining that there is, as if it were going to 
be set up next year. We must begin by taking 
far more modest steps. However, in my opinion, 
it is in this respect that the body of the report 
- not the resolution or recommendation - goes 
wrong. Standardisation of weapons still falls 
far short of a joint defence policy. Standardisa
tion for reasons of logic and economy is always 
necessary and possible, even amongst widely dif
fering allies with widely different political aims. 
I therefore think that standardisation of weapons 
amongst the allies should in no circumstances be 
allowed to go by the board, even if there is no 
question of, and unfortunately no feasibility of, 
making political progress. Perhaps we shall, as 
a result of the European elections, manage in 
the not too distant future to achieve a greater 
degree of political progress. 

I am convinced that elections among the Nine 
in Europe must and can be held. But I am 
equally convinced that the powers of the future 
European parliament must for the present 
remain strictly within the limits of the Rome 
Treaties. However much I agree with the state
ment that a political union means much more, 
I remain convinced that the small step forward 
represented by elections to a European parlia
ment, endowed with the powers laid down in the 
European treaties, must not be prevented by our 
already demanding much greater powers . .And it 
is very important that France and Great Britain 
shall be able to implement in their own countries 
the agreement which has just been reached. I 
should therefore like to warn against pitching 
our expectations too high in the immediate 
future ; it is much a matter of doing what can 
be done. 
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To that extent we do not, in my opinion, need 
to occupy ourselves today with whether the 
Assembly of Western European Union should 
one day be merged with another European 
parliament, as Mr. Tindemans has proposed. 
That is not a point for discussion at the present 
time, because it is not to be expected that in 
the foreseeable future a European parliament 
could take over the powers of this Assembly. If 
we were to discuss this today - perhaps it will 
be a full decade before the question is ripe for 
decision - we would be wasting our energies, 
we would be printing paper to no purpose and 
holding superfluous conferences. This is a prob
lem which we ought to discuss a great deal more 
in our national parliaments, because it is there 
that we must press the executive, our govern
ments, to at least honour the commitments they 
have undertaken. These include the T.reaties of 
Rome and, more recently, the agre.ement to hOild 
European elections as laid down in the Treaties 
of Rome. If we complain that our governments 
and the European Council have reached no 
decision, there is no point in moaning unless at 
the same time we urge our governments, through 
our national parliaments, to do what they have 
undertaken to do. 

What I ask of you today is that you do not 
merely raise this complaint - which I too am 
making - here in .this chamber, but play your 
part in ensuring that our national parliaments 
force the governments to do what Europe needs. 
Only then shall we be able to speak of extending 
powers, of European union, of taking further 
joint action. That is what we need to do today, 
and not to make grandiose plans for the future 
which, as we know, cannot yet be realised. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (TransLation). - I call 
Mr. Grieve. 

Mr. GRIEVE (United Kingdom).- It is not 
always in this Assembly, or indeed in any other 
of the international assemblies in which I have 
played a part, that we are able to congratulate 
a Rapporteur upon ood agree with his report, 
recommendations and explanatory memorandum. 
That, however, is my position this afternoon. 
Mr. de Bruyne is to be congratulated upon a 
cogent, well-argued and pertinent report. I 
should like to offer him my personal congratula
tions. 

In the first place I wish to turn, as my col
league Mr. Critchley turned, to the observations 
which are made in the explanatory memorandum 
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on the question of direct elections to the parlia
ment of the European Community. I share the 
pleasure and the approbation of the Rapporteur 
and of Mr. Critchley that we are approaching 
direct elections. I believe that this is an absol
utely vital and important step forward in the 
reinforcing of Western European unity and the 
power, status and prestige of the Community. 

It is essential if Europe is to progress that 
we should hold such democratic elections. The 
attitude of the mother States, if I may so call 
them, to the problem of devolving sovereignty 
to the Community has hitherto not been unlike 
thllit of trustees of a great estate which is shortly 
to come into the hands of a young man. They 
know that for the future it is essential that they 
should hand over their powers and the gerance 
of the fortune to the young man. They know 
that in the end it is inevitable that they should 
do so. They know that there is no future for 
them or the young man if they do not hand over 
that power. But they hesitate to do so. They ask 
"Will he not leave his mother without means ? 
Will he not hand over the family heirlooms to 
the first pretty girl he meets ?" 

Those are in some ways - I hope that I am 
not pushing my analogy too far - the reactions 
of the sovereign States which make up the Com
munity, and they have hitherto been the 
reactions of those sovereign States to the neces
sary handing over of sovereignty, or a measure 
of sovereignty, and a share in the sovereignty 
to the org.anisations of the European Commun
ity. For the future of us ·all and of Western 
Europe, it is vital that they should be handed 
over. It is not until we have democratic elections 
that the parliament of the Community will be 
in a position to exercise real influence over the 
activities and workings of the Community. 

I believe that all the talk we have had about 
the difficulties of formulating constituency 
boundaries and about whether we should have 
proportional representation of "first past the 
post" elections has represented the hesitations 
which people cling to when they hesitate to hand 
over what they know perfectly well must be 
handed over for the good of the whole Com
munity. I am especially pleased that Mr. de 
Bruyne should have pointed out that such hesita
tions are of little importance, as is implicit in 
paragraph 11 of the explanatory memorandum, 
which s·ays that once the European Parliament 
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is directly elected it will be able to determine 
the procedure governing its renewal. 

Therefore, it is of little importance ab initio 
whether we should proceed by proportional 
representation or by the British system of "first 
past the post". I dare say it is essential that we 
should proceed by the form of election that is 
most natural to the country holding the elections 
and easiest to put into operation in the short 
space of time that will lapse between now and 
1978 when the direct ·elections take place. I 
therefore welcome that part of Mr. de Bruyne's 
report. 

I turn to something that my colleague Lord 
Duncan-Sandys said this afternoon. There is no 
other assembly to discuss the defence of Europe, 
the European countries and our mutual obliga
tions to come to one another's aid, than this 
Assembly, under the modified Brussels Treaty. 
For the foreseeable future we cannot envisage 
other arrangements. Therefore, Western Euro
pean Union's contribution to the defence of 
Europe for the future is vital and indispensable. 

I share r~ord Duncan-Sandys' rea.clions to 
what we have been able to achieve in the years 
of our existence. It is shameful that we should 
not have arrived at a greater measure of 
standardisation of our national armaments. 
When we consider the problems that we face in 
the world today, and the knife edge that we are 
riding in the defence of Europe and the prob
lems that we face in that defence, it is crazy that 
we have not achieved more in this area. Here 
again, I fear that we are up against that hesita
tion in our own sovereign States which causes 
us to draw back from what we should do and 
to draw back in short-sighted national interest 
from conceding a little for the good of the whole. 
If our nation States were prepared to concede 
a little more for the good of the whole, we should 
long ago have arrived at a far greater measure 
of standardisation than that which we have now 
as we meet this afternoon in this Assembly. 

I stand here as a committed European believ
ing that we must pool a large measure of our 
nllitional sovereignty in a1l areas for the good of 
the whole. Here is one area in which we in this 
Assembly may contribute - the standardisation 
of our armaments. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. V alleix. 

Mr. V ALLEIX (France) (Translation). -
FolLowing the example of our other colleagues, 
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I should first like to express my congratulations 
to Mr. de Bruyne on the excellent report which 
he has just presented to the Assembly. 

Although, on the whole, the report in its gen
eral lines and the attached recommendation seem 
to me entirety satisfactory, there is one point on 
which I should like to dwell in particular, 
namely the task of the WEU Standing Arma
ments Committee, following the Council's deci
sion of 31st May. 

The thoughts I should like to pursue are 
prompted by a number of criticisms which have 
been taken up by both the American and the 
European press as regards the functioning o.f 
armaments standardisation or joint production 
in the framework of NATO. 

One initiaL remark is that, at any rate from 
the American viewpoint, armaments standardisa
tion in the Atlantic Al1iance has made no head
way over the past ten years. A very interesting 
study published in the Economist of 6th Novem
ber stated that, whereas the famous F-104 
Starfighter had been used to equip the air forces 
of ten out of thirteen NATO countries, the air
craft designed to replace it, the F-16, would only 
be purchased by five of them, including neither 
France nor Germany nor the United Kingdom 
nor Italy - in other words, not one of the four 
biggest potential customers of the American air
craft industry. 

We know that three of these countries have in 
fact already undertaken joint construction of 
the MRCA Tornado. France, which builids its 
own warpLanes, has started development of a 
new aircraft, the ACF, and we still awaiJt the 
outcome of talks with a view to unification of 
these two European ventures in military aircraft 
construction. 

At all events, the same article in the Economist 
alleges that ,the MRCA couLd well cost 25 % 
more than if it was being manufactured by one 
single country, because of ,the vast administrative 
machinery accompanying any attempt at joint 
manufacture, and of the constant to- and fro-ing 
involved. This is a constant feature of any kind 
of industrial co-operation. 

Similarly, the attempt by the United States 
and the Federal Republic of Germany to reach 
agreement on the manufacture of a single tank 
designed to equip both the European and 
American members of NATO ended in failure 
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because, from the very outset, it was clear that 
the two sides were not evenliy matched and that 
the United States was in no circumstances pre
pared either to purchase or even to manufacture 
on its own territory a tank that was not 
American. The upshot was that, although the 
theoretical superiority of the German Leopard 
tank had been accepted by the United States 
military authorities, another tank is to be 
constructed by American industry, and the 
number of major components common to the 
German Leopard and the American tank will be 
extremely few. Thus, far from lowering produc
tion costs as had been supposed and hoped, joint 
manufacture, as conceived in the NATO frame
work, apparently means higher costs without 
even the technical benefits to be expected from 
standardisation. 

Similarly, in January 1975 the Americans 
decided to equip their Land forces with a new 
ground-to-air missile jointly manufactured by 
France and Germany, the Roland. But, instead 
of buying it from its producers the Americans 
redesigned the system in such a way that the 
American missile could no longer be launched by 
a European vehicle. So a launcher had to be 
specifically designed and bui1t for the American 
version of the Roland. This would have been 
far more expensive than if the Americans had 
themselves designed a missile and suitable launch 
vehicle without calling on European production 
capacity. 

StiLl according to the Economist, all these dif
ficulties, to which must be added the adoption 
by the Europeans of metrication, along with 
another system of measurement being used by 
the Americans, have meant that, whereas the 
original missile was to have cost $130 million, 
the American missile is now estimated at about 
$260 million, or twice as much, which does not 
ru1e out further unpLeasant surprises. 

Thus, everything goes to show that the 
reproduction or modified reproduction of Euro
pean weaponry systeins in the United States is 
an economic disaster for the Americans. It is to 
be presumed that they will not persist for long 
with this kind of venture. 

If I have dwelt at some length on the prob
lems involved in the standardisation of arma
ments within the framework of the Atlantic 
Alliance, it is because I think there are three 
lessons to be drawn. 

The first is probabLy that European and 
American armaments are not designed for 
precisely the same purposes. 
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The American army is deployed over far-flung 
areas of the world and has to be prepared to 
fight on any of the five continents. Its arma
ments have to be exceedingly versatile. The same 
is no longer true of European armies, essentially 
confined to the European theatre. The climatic, 
geographical and military conditions governing 
the use of their weapons are accordingly far 
more limited. It therefore seems logical that the 
requirements imposed on armaments manu
faeturers by the European and American gen
eral staffs are not the same. This difference 
should enable the Europeans to produce lower 
cost armaments that are, however, not always 
potJentiWly salable to the Uniil:ied States. 

Is it any use manuf·acturing armaments that 
are also up to the American general staff 
requirements 1 In view of the experiences 
already mentioned, we may doubt it, and wonder 
whether, in any event, the protectionism con
sistently practised by the American administra
tion does not foredoom any such attempt to 
failure. 

The fact remains that the joint manufacture 
of armaments in Europe also has to contend with 
considerable obstacles like those pointed out by 
the Economist with regard to the MRCA. Of 
course, the European countries as well have a 
tendency to protect their domestic industries by 
reserving State orders for them. But joint 
production also comes up against further dif
ficulties : the armaments industries, generally 
strictly State-controlled, operate on the basis of 
standards laid down and orders placed by their 
national general staffs. There is no European 
authority capable of defining standards applic
able to ahl the armies, although it is perfectly 
clear that, in the event of conflict, these will 
have to be deployed on the same battlefield. 

So long as each general staff retains free will 
in defining its needs, we can scarceLy hope for 
a common definition enabling true joint produc
tion. An initial effort would have to be made 
at general staff Level prior to any standardisa
tion. 

But - and this is the third lesson - because 
of the very structure of the armaments firms 
and their legal status for operating and market
ing their production, another prerequisite for 
joint manufacture is the establishment of close 
inter-firm co-operation, which in itself demands 
that the State keep a firm hand on the reins, 
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and that the possibiLities for co-operation be 
thoroughly researched. 

So long as our countries continue to keep a 
jealous eye on maintaining a perfectly balanced 
spread of costs among .the various national 
industries for every single project, we shall not 
be able to escape from such wastefulness, whose 
net effect is that jointly-produced equipment 
proves far more expensive - much too expensive 
- than that produced by a nationaL industry. 

I now come to my final reflections. These 
considerations lead me to believe that the task 
assigned to the WEU Standing Armaments Com
mittee, which Mr. de Bruyne sums up perfoobly 
in his recommendation, is of far greater import
ance than might appear at first sight. Although 
the Standing Armaments Commilttee is not in 
present circumstances in a position to define 
joint requirements for the European armed 
fol'OO'I, the outline programme which it is to 
prepare, prior to being charged with its imple
mentation, on the armaments industry and pro
duction conditions in the different member 
countries, should be of considerable help in find
ing solutions to the probLems of industrial co
ordination in Europe. How will it do this 1 
Conscientiously, I am sure; with determination, 
I hope. For I think it will have to arm itself 
with determination, so to say, if it is going to 
have the ear of our governments. 

For these reasons, I am glad to see that Mr. 
de Bruyne's report stresses the need for a speedy 
decision by the Council on the implementation 
of the tasks assigned to the Standing Arma
ments Committee. 

I cannot do other than share his opinion, too, 
on the urgent need to co-ordinate the work 
undertaken by the Standing Armaments Com
mittee with that of the European programme 
group, the Rome group. 

To sum up, I stress this aspect of urgency, 
and would remind you, not out of demagogy but 
because there is to my mind an obvious con
nection, that at a time when our industries -
I was going to say our iron and steel industries 
- are often wondering about their programmes 
and production schedules, and when all our 
European countries have to contend with 
employment problems, there is also a human 
aspect. So that the problem with which WEU 
is concerning itself may ultimately find expres
sion in both industrial and social terms ; and, 
as a consequence, these kinds of urgency should 
add to the fundamental urgency of the military 
probLem. 
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In conclusion, I support this report, Mr. de 
Bruyne, and shall vote in favour of your recom
mendation. I shall do so with all the more 
enthusiasm in that it seems to me that - I will 
not say for once, but at any rate this time -
our Assembly is right on course for WED's 
proper tasks. For that reason I trust that this 
intra-European debate may, without cutting us 
off from our great American friends, lead to 
the development and advancement, among Euro
peans, of European projects. The time will then 
have come to seek a closer contact with our 
AtLantic partners ; but what I wanted was to 
stress the importance and the timeliness of this 
European step. (Applause) 

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

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, the report presented by Mr. 
de Bruyne has two aims, the one as negative as 
the other : first, to support those who are seeking 
to impose supranationality on the people of 
Europe, and secondly, to assist in the develop
ment, intensification and rationalisation of 
armaments production in Europe. 

The two aims are correl,ated since, as soon as 
we call for supranationality, we cannot but opt 
in favour of forming a European bloc closely 
tied to American interests and hostile to all 
genuine detente and co--operation with the 
socialist countries. People then call, as does Mr. 
de Bruyne, for a strengthening of the armaments 
industries and the expansion of military budgets 
in Europe. 

Such a step is out of Line with the interests 
of the people of Europe. It is dictated purely 
by the financial and economic lobbies of little 
Europe which are attempting not only to over
come the peoples' wilL to achieve independence 
and social progress by developing supranational 
institutions, but also to hold up the process of 
detente by preparing for a policy of confronta
tion and opposition to both the socialist countries 
and the third world. 

The decision to hold direct elections to the 
European Parliament, which Mr. de Bruyne 
welcomes, is a serious development and a danger 
to the people of Europe. Even when elected, a 
European parliament would never be more than 
a pseudo-democratic screen intended, within the 
EEC, to concea1 the intensification of authori-
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tarianism and the growing centralisation of 
power in the European councils. Furthermore, 
it would serve as a cover and a pretext for any 
enterprise hostile to peace, to the independence 
of nations and to the advance of democracy in 
Europe. Already many governments of little 
Europe, led by the Federal Republic of Ger
many, are not afraid to say that they would 
oppose the participation of communists in their 
government. How much more room for manoeu
vre these governments would have if they could 
be sure that there would be an automatic major
ity in the European Parliament at their beck 
and call ! In the circumstances, what is at stake 
is the Liberty, no less, of the peoples of Europe, 
what is threatened is their right to a fully 
independent choice of their economic, political, 
social and military systems. 

These military objectives are clearly apparent 
in the text on which our AssembLy is to vote. 
It is concerned with developing the role of 
WED's Standing Armaments Committee, and 
co--ordinating its actions with those of the Euro
pean programme group, in other words, develop
ing and intensifying the production of arma
ments in Europe. 

For some years now, NATO has been search
ing for ways of obtaining a considerable increase 
in its miUtary potential. That is the context 
into which the proposed recommendation fits. 
With the consent and participation of France, 
moreover, NATO has recently set up a committee 
on the interoperability of equipment and a 
European programme group on the co-ordination 
of armaments, theoretically independent of the 
United States but in fact closely linked to Euro-
group, a European branch of the Atlantic milit
ary alliance. To these various organisations, Mr. 
de Bruyne wishes to add the WED Standing 
Armaments Cominittee so as to give the Euro-
pean arms industries the appearance of being 
independent of NATO. But how coukl a Europe 
founded on supranationality and on a refusal 
to co-operate with the socialist countries shake 
off its dependence on NATO? How could an 
institution such as the Standing Armaments 
Committee be anything else than an instrument 
of cold war under the strict control of the supra
national establishment of little Europe, that is, 
in the finrul analysis, of the Federal Republic of 
Germany and the United States ? 

Mr. de Bruyne carefully avoids answering 
these questions. He simply asserts, in para
graph 42, that little Europe needs to raise its 
armaments to the highest possible level and must 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Cermolacce (continued) 

boost its exports of military equipment to the 
utmost. 

By doing so, he falls in completely with the 
United States' way of thinking : was it not 
General Haig who, on 25th February, said in 
Brussels that the United States could no longer 
be expected to intervene the world over as used 
to be the case and that efforts to build a united 
Europe were therefore of the utmost importance 
for our collective security 1 

A litt1e Europe, over-armed and unified 
behind West German leadership, that is what the 
American top brass wants, so that wherever a 
too greatly discredited United States can no 
longer act, Western Europe can take up the reins 
and try to preserve a status quo that is favour
able to imperialism. 

Those are the ahns really served by Mr. de 
Bruyne's proposals for setting up a European 
armaments agency and for working out a 
defence policy on an EEC scale. 

That is not the policy we propose to the 
peoples of Europe. The countries of Europe must 
not allow themselves to be dragged into the arms 
race. They ean and must make an exempLary 
move towards detente, collective security and 
disarmament. Instead of justifying a senseless 
armaments drive on the grounds of an alleged 
threat from the East and relying on an outdated 
anti-communist sentiment, the European States 
must suggest to the Soviet Union the conclusion 
of a treaty of non-aggression and friendship and 
be mindful of the recommendations of the 
Helsinki conference. 

Those amongst them who hold nuclear weapons 
should subscribe to the treaty already signed by 
the Soviet Union and the United States on the 
prevention of nuclear war. A move in this 
direction could be made right now. It is the only 
way we can safeguard the independence and 
security of Europe, the only way we can prepare 
the ground for superseding and dismantling the 
blocs, and so satisfy the peoples of our continent 
in their desire for independence and peace. 

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

Mr. MENDE (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, I consider it 
my duty to defend our Belgian colleague, the 
Rapporteur Mr. de Bruyne, against the 
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indefensible attacks just made by the represent
ative of the French Communist Party, Mr. Cer
molacce. To listen to Mr. Cermolacce, one would 
imagine that there is no such thing as the Warsaw 
Pact, and no Council for Economic Co-operation 
of the eastern communist States - COMECON. 
They are allowed to co-ordinate. The Soviet 
Union is allowed to dominate the Warsaw Pact. 
But when the Europeans for their part also co
ordinate, standardise and achieve greater 
effectiveness of their common defence efforts, 
that, in Mr. Cermolacce's book, is a threat to 
peace and means that NATO is dominated by the 
Americans, egged on by the Germans, as he has 
just said. 

Nobody judging the matter objectively can deny 
that it is the military preponderance in Europe 
of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact States 
that compels WEU and NATO to seek to achieve 
not a military balance, it is true, but at least a 
potential deterrent in the face of the imperialist 
ambitions and militarist thinking of the Soviet 
Union. 

I therefore agree with the repor.t of Mr. de 
Bruyne, a colleague of his Prime Minister, 
Mr. Tindemans, who in turn represents today 
a driving force in Europe. 

Mr. President, may I be allowed a few further 
remarks following the very lengthy introductory 
speech which the representative of the Italian 
Communist Party was allowed to make. In view 
of the fact that eleven representatives of the 
Italian Communist Party are now present, may 
I remind one of them, namely the representative 
of the communist party who addressed us, of 
Benito Corghi, his communist fellow-countryman 
who was shot on the internal German border a 
few weeks ago. If, as their spokesman said, the 
Italian communists are really interested in pro
gress and European co-operation, then let them 
see to it that there is no more shooting along the 
frontiers of Europe - including those inside 
Germany. Then, at least, the Italian communist 
Benito Corghi will not have died in vain. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Translation).
It is quite an easy matter for a Rapporteur to 
review the speeches made, Mr. President, though 
I will make an exception here for the remarks 
made by Mr. Cermolacce. The remaining state
ments have been wholly in line with the draft 
recommendation. 
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I will follow the sequence of the speakers in 
replying to them. Mr. Critchley supported fully 
the views underLying .the report and draft recom
mendation, and mentioned the difficulties that 
are being encountered in the United Kingdom 
in preparing for European elections. In this, of 
course, I am entirely on his side. I was glad to 
see that the conclusions he drew from these 
difficulties do not lessen the faith he has in the 
future role to be given to a directly-elected Euro
pean parliament. Finall~, he gave his support 
to the major part of the draft recommendation 
on the study to be entrusted to the Standing 
.Armaments Committee. Mr. Miihler, too, sup
ported the views put forward in the report, 
where the recommendation was concerned, but 
had one 011' two slighrbly divergent comments rto 
offer when discus..~img the economic difficulJties. 
Mr . .Amrehn also spoke about these. The view
point of Mr. Miililier and Mr . .Amrehn comes 
down to this : that it is wrong to look on the 
present economic reooss:i:on as a pretext or a 
reason for putting a brake on European inrtegTa
tion - the opposite should rather be the case. 
Instead of taking the excuse to slow down 
European integration, the European mtegradon 
pohl.cy shouilid, in foot, be pressed more vigorously 
precisely in this economic sphere. Looked rut in 
the l~ght of what is ideal, I think this attitude 
is right ; but in reality we have seen that 
ooonomic diificuilities have indeed put ra lmtke 
on the bringing aboUJt of economic mtegration. 
Here I mean most of all the difficulties there 
have been in monetary policy, and I can point 
to the problems that have been encountered im 
developing the European snake iJn the direction 
for which it was in fact intended. 

Lord Duncan-Sandys, of course, gave substan
tia;}. support to the ideas set out in the report. 
He spoke about the incredible delays in bringing 
about an integration of armaments and a stand
ardisation of certain weapons components. He 
spoke of the slowness with which standardisation 
is progressing, if indeed one can talk about 
progress at all. 

It is extremely worrying and discouraging to 
have to realise that after so many years of 
political co-operation on matters of defence we 
have in many instances not reached the stage 
of making C(H)rdination of our air power possible. 
We find that because we have not managed to 
achieve enough uniformity in our communications 
systems, normal collaboration in this area is not 
a practicality. 
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When we look at the negative results from 
so much effort we can only conclude from this 
that we cannot let this drop - that we must 
strive with renewed energy to attain that 
minimum of standardisation in armaments 
without which European C(H)peration in military 
matters will cease to make any sense at al1. 

I am very glad that the section of the report 
and of the recommendation relating to the study 
mission to be given to the Standing .Armaments 
Committee w:ill be seen against the background 
sketched out by Lord Duncan-Sandys. This is a 
background that goes further than involving just 
some kind of study scheme. What is involved is 
one of the most urgent needs that has to be met 
if, in our various countries, we want to make 
sense, and a minimum of effective use, of our 
defence budgets. 

I have already answered some of Mr. Amrehn's 
comments. One of these I listened to with some 
pleasure, when he spoke of the need to pass over 
the powers of this Assembly to a directly-elected 
European parliament. Mr. Amrehn told us not 
to waste too much breath, in the present circum
stances, on a transfer of powers. As things stand 
today, these powers cannot be transferred. This 
makes it logical that within this Assembly we 
should continue to exercise the powers conferred 
on us by the modified Brussels Treaty. 

Mr. Grieve, too, went along with me to a very 
large extent. He had some very friendly things 
to say, and I am grateful to him. He endorsed 
what Lord Duncan-Sandys had to say about one 
crucial issue, that of the continued absence of 
the minimum degree of standardisation and 
technical co-operation needed to make the most 
basic operations by our armies possible. I can only 
thank Mr. Grieve for the forcefulness with which 
he spoke on these various points. 

(The speaker continued in French) 

Mr. Valleix, I was expecting yours to be a 
positive contribution, but it has been even more 
favourable than I had hoped. You have first of 
all laid your finger on the many difficulties that 
technological collaboration between the United 
States and Europe has to encounter. You have 
quoted examples to illustrate the many snags we 
encountered when we tried, for instance, to carry 
through certain technical projects in the miLitary 
area. You even gave an explanation for our lack 
of success and said, perhaps rightly, that there 
are too many differences of scale between the 
authorities responsible for United States military 
policy and the area within which military policy 
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at European leveL has to be circumscribed. If I 
understood you correctly, what you meant was 
that these differences in scale account for the 
difficulties, but these are precisely non-existent 
if we limit ourselves to the European arena. 

Arguing from this strict premise, you then 
expressed the wish that such collaboration should 
be achieved, for example, by the study group 
whose creation you welcomed and from which 
you expect a great deal. Mr. V alleix, on this point 
I agree, and am grateful to you for making it. 

(The speaker continued in Dutch) 

Then I must point out that part of the answer 
I wanted to give to Mr. Cermolacce has aLready 
been supplied by Mr. Mende, to whom I am 
grateful for this. He said, with a good deal of 
emphasis, a number of things that needed saying 
in this connection. 

Now to the answer I myself wanted to make 
to Mr. Cermolacce. 

(The speaker continued in French) 

There is no way in which I can offer you a 
recommendation to any other effect without 
finding ourselves in breach of the treaty on 
which this Assembly is founded. That is my first 
comment. 

As for the link between this Assembly's po1iey 
aims and those of the European union and NATO, 
on this matter, too, Mr. Cermolacce, I cannot 
but repeat that has been said time and time again 
in this House. Whenever these principles have 
been debated and papers submitted, the reports 
and draft recommendations have been passed by 
a large majority. 

If you want to make any changes in this 
respect, the right time for doing so is not when 
discussing a report such as mine and a draft 
recommendation of the kind now tabled before 
us. To attempt to achieve your programme, you 
must go to the very roots of European policy in 
general. You will have to find some other occasion 
to argue your case. What you seem to expect with 
regard to the true aims of European policy 
cannot, I think, be achieved in this debate and 
in this Assembly. 

It is not possible for me to give you any other 
kind of answer, and I am sure that Mr. Cermo
lacce and his political friends will appreciate 
that it would be illogical to place before you 
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any other draft recommendation than the one 
I have the honour to submit. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I caLl Sir 
John Rodgers, Vice-Chairman of the Committee. 

Sir John RODGERS (United Kingdom). -
In the absence of the Chairman of the General 
Affairs Committee, Mr. Sieglerschmidt, it falls 
to me as Vice-Chairman to take his place and 
to express the thanks of the Committee and, 
I am sure, of this whole Assembly in the hemi
cycle for the excellent report - whether all 
members agreed with it or not - that Mr. de 
Bruyne has presented to us today. 

The subject that we have been discussing -
European union and the future of WEU - is 
obviously one which commends itself to every
body in the hemicycle, because it is our future 
that we are discussing as well as the future of 
Europe. I am sure most of us in this hemicycle 
believe that it is very important that we should 
have a democratic forum for the discussion of 
the defence system of the West under the 
modified Brussels Treaty ; and, until something 
replaces that, obviously WEU has a future, par
ticularly its parliamentary Assembly. 

I do not wish to go into all the points that 
have been raised during the debate because Mr. de 
Bruyne has very adequately covered most of 
them. However, I wish to comment on two points. 
The first is that raised by Lord Duncan-Sandys 
concerning the lack of standardisation of arma
ments, rationalisation of production and inter
operability. This is something on which we have 
faiLed all along the line since we started the 
defence against the Soviet threats. 

I should like to say to Mr. Cermolacce that, 
if one can stand truth on its head, he did it 
beautifully. I should hate to see the West have 
the same powers of individual freedom and ability 
to express themselves freely as the Russians have 
under their system of communism. 

My second and final point concerns the direct 
eLections to the European Parliament. We are 
al1 hoping to see by 1978 an elected European 
Parliament based on universal suffrage, but I 
hope that my friend Mr. Critchley will not at 
present press for a specific form of election. ·we 
in Great Britain have enormous problems before 
us. For instance, the boundaries have not yet been 
fixed, we have yet to discuss the selection of 
candidates and we have yet to settle the method 
of financing candidates. It wiLl take time to solve 
all these problems, and time is running out as it 
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is already nearly 1977. Therefore, I should like 
to leave the form of election open. I am neither 
for nor against proportional representation, but I 
am against trying to push it through at this time. 
As my friend Mr. Percy Grieve pointed out, it 
does not m8Atter as long as we have elec.tions 
based on universal suffrage in all the member 
States. The onus will then be on the European 
Parliament which will be elected in 1978 to 
determine procedure governing its renewal. It is 
at that time that the debate should take place on 
whether or not there shouLd be proportional 
representation. 

I thank Mr. de Bruyne very much for a clear, 
concise, beautifully-expressed and short report 
on a most important subject. I commend the 
report to members of the Assembly and hope that 
they will give it their full support. (.Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I now 
propose to put the draft recommendation in 
Document 720 to the vote. 

Rules 34 and 35 of the Rules of Procedure 
require the vote on a draft recommendation 
taken as a whole to be by roll-cahl, the majority 
required being an absolute majority of the votes 
cast. However, if the Assembly is unanimous and 
there are no objections to the draft recommenda
tion and no abstentions, we can save the time 
needed for a vote by roll-call. 

Are there any objections to the draft recom
mendation Y... 

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Tmnslation). 
- I object to it. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I note that 
the Assembly is not unanimous. 

The vote must therefore be taken by roll-call. 

The roll-call will begin with the name of 
Mr. Cermolacce. 

The voting is open. 

(.A vote by roll-call was then taken) 

Does any other Representative wish to vote ?... 

The voting is closed. 

The result of the vote is as follows 1 : 

1. See page 18. 
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Number of votes cast . . . . 55 
Ayes .................. 46 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 

The draft recommendation is adopted 1 • 

Mr. Riviere asked me to call him in the debate, 
but when I called him he was not there. If he 
can keep his contribution very brief, I am willing 
to depart from procedure and give him the floor 
to explain his vote. 

I call Mr. Riviere. 

Mr. RIVIERE (France) (Translation). -
First of al1, I wish to apologise for my absence 
this afternoon. I was detained in my constituency 
and have just this minute got back. 

I wish to explain my abstention in the vote. 
I must first of all heartily congratulate the 
Rapporteur and the General Affairs Committee 
for the explanatory memorandum and recom
mendation that they have submitted to us today. 

This document seems to me to have the verv 
great merit of being based not on lofty specul~
tion but on the realities of today. It conveys -
and this is another of its merits - a particularly 
important and encouraging apprecirution of the 
role that could, and should, be played by WEU, 
and it addresses itself to the Council to ask for 
a number of things that should be feasible 
straight away. 

In this respect it differs from certain other 
reports which, instead of being addressed to 
the Council of WEU, attempt through it to get 
at other institutions, of which one wonders to 
what extent they are properly interlocutors of 
this AssembLy. I refer more especially to Recom
mendation 288 and the Council's reply to it. 
Actually, that recommendation was aimed, over 
the heads of the WEU Council, at the North 
AtLantic Council, and it was quite i.n order for 
our Council not to reply to it save by informing 
the Assembly that it had passed on to the North 
AtLantic Council t.hat part of the recommenda
tion that concerned the latter. 

It remains to be seen whether it did so by a 
date enabling the North AtlanJtic Council to give 
a valid repl'Y a.nd, if so, why none was :rooei.vOO. 
in time. Finally, if the reply could only arrive 
after the Council had replied to our AssembLy, 

1. See page 21. 
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the Council wouJd have to be asked how it will 
let us know what the NATO Council had to say 
on the matter. 

But my remark would apply to a great many 
other papers emanating from the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments. I, for my 
part, am determined from now on to abstain from 
voting on recommendations not addressed to the 
Council of WEU, and I believe that a number 
of my friends intend to do likewise. 

It is no use asking the WEU Council to apply 
the modified Brussels Treaty if the recommenda
tions that we make to it are in act~ fact 
intendoo for other institutions. And I welcome 
the fact that Mr. de Bruyne's report reacts 
positively against the propensity, all too fre
quently shown by this Assembly, towards not 
taking account of treaties, and in particular the 
modified Brussels Tre3Jty, or of the very generaL 
character of the powers it confers on the WEU 
Council as well as on our Assembly. 

I would add that Mr. de Bruyne's report seems 
to me to take a line very close to that defined 
by the French Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
Mr. de Guiringaud, in the reply that he gave on 
lOth November 1976 to a written question by 
Mr. Radius on the application of Recommendation 
285, adopted by this Assembly on 15th June WBt. 
In fact, the French Government reaffirmed "the 
prerogatives of the Council and its resolve to 
fulfil the obligations imposed on it by the WEU 
Treaty". 

Further on, the reply stated that the question 
of a European defence policy could not be 
realistically tackled as long as no substantial 
progress had been made towards political union. 
It would therefore be premature to examine what 
possibilities there might be for the Council to 
complement the action of the Nine on political 
co-operation. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Ri
viere, you have overrun your five minutes. 

Mr. RIVIERE (France) (Translation). 
Ple~JJse let me finish, Mr. President. It is, I think, 
very nearly the thought expounded here by 
Mr. de Bruyne in asking the WEU Council to 
continue the task entrusted to it under the 
modified Brussels Treaty as long as insufficient 
progress has been made along the road to poli
tical union in Europe. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation).- We have 
understood perfectly. 

Mr. RIVIERE (France) (Translation). - I 
am coming to an end. As regards the direct 
elections to the European ParLiament, which 
Mr. de Bruyne welcomes, I would be far less 
hesitant in approving them if I felt that there was 
in Europe a true political will, especially a will 
for independence from the United States. In our 
area of concern, defence, such a will could be 
only expressed by saying "no" from time to 
time and, for a start, to the strategy imposed 
on NATO by the United States in the name of 
the "Schlesinger doctrine", whose inescapable 
result is to weaken the deterrent effect of nuclear 
weapons and to make warfare, whether conven
tional or nuclear, in the European theatre, less 
improbable. 

Let no one tell us that a European Parliament 
will give spontaneous birth to a political will 
from the day on which it is elected by direct 
suffrage. There is nothing to prove this or 
indicate it, quite the reverse. France's allies in 
the Atlantic Alliance make little secret of the 
fact that it sti1l is their purpose to bring it round 
to the orthodoxy of integrating its arms, strategy 
and defence policy in that of NATO. If France 
left NATO, it was not in order to revert to a 
situation in which it would, directly or indirectly, 
find itself reduced, by European institutions or 
by Atlantic institutions, to the status that it has 
rejected. 

Therefore, granted that a parliamentary 
assembly, whose attributes and powers were very 
strictly limited to the appLication of the Treaties 
of Rome and of the ECSC might be elected by 
direct suffrage, it is only possible if the areas 
of competence essential to the sovereignty of 
States, notably foreign affairs and defence, 
remain excluded from the deliberations of such 
an assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -This is a 
speech you are making ; you are not explaining 
your vote any more. 

Mr. RIVIERE (France) (Translation). - It 
is, in fact, the fear of seeing Europe defined in 
areas over which the treaties have implied no 
abandonment by member States of their sover
eignty that 1ed me to abstain. 

In the areas not covered by the treaties, I 
hold it to be essential that the political will which 
the European States may evince when their vital 
interests are at stake should not be limited or 
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diminished. Now, the European Parliament 
might, once it was elected by direct suffrage, 
represent a European public opinion which has 
so far never been clearly demonstrated to exist. 

These are the reasons that made me abstain 
in this vote. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Riviere, for not abusing my forbearance 
and that of our colleagues. 

10. Changes in the membership of CommiHees 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The next 
Order of the Day is to appoint members of Com
mittees in Line with new delegations. Candi
datures for membership of Committees were 
published as an appendix to Notice No. 7. The 
proposals are submitted to the Assembly in 
accordance with Rules 39(6) and 42 bis of the 
Rules of Procedure. 

Are there any objections to the proposals L 

They are agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I propose 
that the Assembly hold its next public Sitting 
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tomorrow morning, Tuesday 30th November, at 
10 a.m. with the following Orders of the Day : 

1. Draft budget of the administrative expend
ilture of the Assembly for the fimancial year 
1977 (Document 717) ; Accounts of the 
administrative expenditure of the .Assembliy 
for the financial year 1975 - the Auditor's 
Repol'lt and Motion to approve the final 
accormts (Document 715 and Addendum) ; 
Amendment of Arti0Le 9 of the Financial 
ReguLations of the Assembly (Document 
716) (Presentation of amd Debate on the 
Reports of the Committee on Budgetary 
M:fiairs and Administration and Votes OIIl 

the draft texts, Documents 717, 715 amd 
Adrumdum and 716). 

2. Address by Mr. Taittinger, Secretary of 
State to the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of the French Republic. 

3. Western Europe's po1Jicy towards Mediiter
raneam problems (Preseilltation of and 
Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee, Document 719 ; Add!ress 
by Mr. Stavropouloo, Secretacy of State for 
Foreign Affailrs of Greece). 

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 5.45 p.m.) 
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Tuesday, 30th November 1976 

SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the Minutes. 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Pecoraro. 

2. Attendance Register. 

8. Draft budget of the administrative expenditure of the 
Assembly for the financial year 1977 (Doe. 717) ; 
Accounts of the administrative expenditure of the 
Assembly for the financial year 1975- The Auditor's 
Report and Motion to approve the final accounts 
(Doe. 715 and Addendum) ; Amendment of Article 9 
of the Financial Regulations of the Assembly (Doe. 
716) (Prestmtation of and Debate on the Reports of the 
Committee on Budgetary AUairs and Administration and 
Votes on the draft tea:ta, Does. 717, 715 and Addendum 
and 716). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Dequae (Chairman and 
Rapporteur), Mr. Page, Mr. Hawkins, Mr. Dequae. 

4. Address by Mr. Taittinger, Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French Republic. 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Taittinger (Secretary of 
State to the Minister for Foreign AUairs of the French 
Republic). 

Replies by Mr. Taittinger to questions put by: Mr. de 
Bruyne, Mr. Radius, Mr. Valleix, Mr. Burckel, Mr. 
Jessel, Mr. Cermolacce, Mr. de Bruyne, Mr. Kliesing, 
Mr. Lewis. 

5. Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean prob
lems (Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
General AUairs Committee, Doe. 719; Address by Mr. 
Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for Foreign AUairs of 
Greece). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Burckel (Rapporteur), 
Mr. Stavropoulos (Secretary of State for Foreign AUairs 
of Greece). 
Replies by Mr. Stavropoulos to questions put by: Mr. 
Schwencke, Mr. Urwin, Mr. Burckel, Mr. Channon. 
Speakers: Mr. Roberti, Mr. Dankert. 

6. Designation of Greek and Turkish parliamentary ob
servers to the WEU Assembly (Motion for a Resolution 
with a request for urgent procedure, Doe. 727). 

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

The Sitting was opened at 10 a.m. witk Mr. Ne11sler, PreBident of the Assembly, in tke Okair. 

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Trans}ation).- In accor
dance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments L. 

I call Mr. Pecoraro. 

Mr. PECORARO (Italy) (Translation). -
I notice that in the Minutes of yesterday's sitting 
it is stated that Mr. Pecchioli's speech was made 
in the name of the Italian Delegation. I should 
like to qualify that statement. Mr. Pecchioli was, 
on the contrary, speaking only in the name of 
his own political group. 

I should like this to be made plain to every 
member of the Assembly and the Chair. 

3 - IV 
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Excuse me, it was my duty to make this clear. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - It was 
unnecessary to dot the "i"s and cross the "t"s, 
because everybody understood this. Mr. Pecoraro 
alone had some feelings about this misunder
standing, which I regret. A correction will be 
made to the Minutes. 

Are there any other 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 I. 

1. See page 24. 
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3. Draft budget of the administrative 
expenditure of the Assembly for the financial 

year 1977 

(Doe. 717) 

Accounts of the administrative expenditure of 
the Assembly for the financial year 1975 - The 
Auditor's Report and Motion to approve the 

final accounts 

(Doe. 715 and Addendum) 

Amendment of Article 9 of the Financial 
Regulations of the Assembly 

(Doe. 716) 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Reports of the 
Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration 
and Votes on the draft texts, Does. 717, 715 and 

Addendum and 716) 

The PRESIDENT {Translation). - The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
debate on the reports of the Committee on 
Budgetary Affairs and Administration and 
votes on the draft budget of the administrative 
expenditure of the Assembly for the financial 
year 1977, Document 717, the accounts of the 
administrative expenditure of the Assembly for 
the financial year 1975 - the auditor's report 
and motion to approve the final accounts, Docu
ment 715 and Addendum, and the amendment 
of Article 9 of the Financial Regulations of the 
Assembly, Document 716. 

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

Mr. DEQUAE (Belgium) {Translation). -
First of all, Mr President, I would like to say 
one or two words about the budget for next 
year. As we know, the total amount has risen 
from 6,559,000 French francs to 7,256,000, an 
increase of 10.63 %. Bearing in mind price rises 
and the inflation we are seeing everywhere, this 
is a very modest increase. It does, in fact, come 
about from this factor alone, for there is no 
wholly new expenditure, at least not such that 
the budget as a whole or past facilities for work 
would be affected. It is interesting to note that 
60 % of the overall expenditure goes on staffing 
costs, while 20 % is spent on premises, equipment 
and the general overheads of normal activities ; 
15% goes on our Assembly, and the remaining 
5 % is earmarked for sundry expenses. As you 
can see, it is impossible to reduce the budget 
further. Every effort has been made to keep 
outgoings as low as possible. 
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Secondly, there are the accounts, in which the 
seriousness with which the budget committee 
tackles its work is even more apparent. The 
financial year 1975 closed with a surplus of 
556,000 francs, 54,000 of which resulted from 
increased revenue. I think, therefore, that our 
organisation must be one of the few that is not 
having to ask for supplementary funds, and in 
which instead there is a certain amount to be 
returned to the countries that have contributed. 

Then, thirdly, there is the matter of altering 
the budgeting procedure, though this will not 
mean any basic changes. In the past it has been 
possible even after 31st March, after the end of 
tne budget year, for there to be outgoings relat
ing to that year. This was found inconvenient 
from the budgetary viewpoint, in that it made 
it difficult to close the books. It is now being 
proposed that 31st March be taken as the cut-off 
point for all expenditure, including that relating 
to the budget year, while equivalent amounts 
will be taken up in the new budget so that 
payments can be made. In fact, therefore, noth
ing will be changed apart from the internal 
budgeting method. The Committee has conse
quently adopted this proposal. 

(The speaker continued in French) 

Having dealt with the budgetary situation, my 
work should be over, but since Lord Selsdon, 
the Rapporteur for administrative matters, is 
away, I have to put to you a problem concerning 
the Assembly staff. 

As you know, the Assembly has repeatedly 
during the last few years expressed concern at 
the dilatoriness with which the pensions seheme 
was being put into effect in the co-ordinated 
organisations. 

I am pleased to say that the reservations made 
by a few governments have been lifted, and that 
the scheme can be put into effect in the very near 
future. The Council of Western European Union 
adopted the rules for the pension scheme at its 
meeting of 23rd November 1976. What still 
remains is for central management of the scheme 
in the five organisations concerned, which your 
Assembly has advocated on several occasions, 
to be put in hand without delay, since it is vital 
that the complex machinery that this will involve 
be planned and set up for the purpose. 

It would be equally desirable for reversionary 
pensions to the widows of deceased staff to be 
extended as soon as possible to widowers whose 
wives have acquired pension rights. Such a step, 
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which has been discussed by an Assembly Com
mittee, would enable a large number of female 
staff to join the scheme without their member
ship creating for them a quandary that might 
dissuade them from joining. 

As regards salaries, I am sorry to say that 
the review procedure that has applied for fifteen 
years should have been terminated without any 
new rules having been adopted. The Co
ordinating Committee is continuing to discuss 
the matter. Pending their findings, the cost of 
living, which has gone on rising steeply in most 
of the countries where staff are employed, 
renders it necessary for ad hoc measures to be 
adopted, without delay and without any qualify
ing condition, to adjust staff salaries, which are 
still based on the position as at 1st January 1976. 

It would indeed be most unfair to make the 
staff of the co-ordinated organisations bear the 
consequences of a deficiency of regulations for 
which they are in no way responsible. A proposal 
had been made, pending the final rules, to grant 
them an advance, and I consider we should at 
least allow an advance against a final scheme 
to be set up by the end of the year. 

It is unthinkable that staff should be left in 
insecurity, with their salaries frozen. Inciden
tally, I should inform the Assembly that the 
staff association is meeting on Friday, 3rd 
December, to consider the situation and the 
measures to be taken. Accordingly, I make bold 
to insist all the more that a decision be taken 
quickly, even if it is only a provisional one, 
to clear the situation. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In the 
joint debate on the Committee's reports, I call 
Mr. Page. 

Mr. PAGE (United Kingdom).- It gives me 
very great pleasure to support the report of 
Mr. Dequae and also the financial resolution 
which he is putting forward. At this time of 
financial difficulty for all our countries, it is 
very important that our constituents and our 
governments should be certain that the money 
that comes to WEU is being well spent. The 
presence of Mr. Dequae, a man of great distinc
tion in both the parliamentary world and the 
financial one, acts as a kind of guarantee to our 
countries that the money is being properly spent. 
We must all be grateful to him for the time 
which he devotes to the Assembly's budget. 
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Before turning in detail to the accounts I have 
to make a confession, one so shocking and so 
disgraceful that I hardly like to mention it in 
an Assembly such as this. I have to admit that 
I do not read every word of the documents, 
reports, summaries and other papers which are 
sent to me. This leads me to Head IV, Sub-Head 8, 
which shows that we spend Frs. 680,000 on the 
printing and publishing of Assembly documents, 
and to Sub-Head 17 of Head V, expenditure on 
information, Frs. 33,000. We spend more than 
twenty times as much on printing and publish
ing documents as we do on information. I wonder 
whether it would be right for the Presidential 
Committee to check that all documents sent to 
members are absolutely necessary. We might 
make a saving if it could be shown that econo
mies were possible. If such a saving could be 
made, it might be worth while to spend some of 
it on information to the outside world on the 
activities of WEU. The efforts made by the 
secretariat for publicity purposes are creditable. 
Nevertheless, some of the money spent on the 
papers that find their way into our files and 
bookshelves might be better used to trumpet our 
activities abroad. 

Mr. Dequae mentioned the decision taken only 
ten days ago on a pension scheme for our staff. 
This has been a long road for Mr. Dequae. He 
kindly mentioned our colleague, Lord Selsdon, 
who for many years has devoted his efforts to 
attempts to improve the pension arrangements 
which were, I think we have to say, quite inade
quate for an organisation such as this. I am very 
glad that at last the co-ordinated organisations 
have decided to put forward a proper pension 
scheme. However, I should also like to under
line what Mr. Dequae said. Of course, new pro
cedures for salary reviews are being worked out, 
but an international organisation such as this is 
only as strong as its secretariat ; this one has 
no home civil service base on which to rely for 
support. It is important that the words of Mr. 
Dequae be noted and that some kind of advance 
- which we all know is coming - should be 
made to our staff very soon. It would be a 
mistake if the Council were to hold back on this 
unnecessarily in the certain knowledge that an 
advance is to be made. 

It gives me great pleasure to support Mr. 
Dequae in the draft budget presented to us this 
morning. (Applause) 

Mr. HA WKINS (United Kingdom). -I should 
like to be allowed to speak, Mr President. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Hawkins. 

Mr. HAWKINS (Un.ited Kingdom).- I shall 
try to be brief. I wish to raise two matters which 
concern merely the administrative side of these 
conferences. I have attended only two, but I find 
it very strange to have television cameramen 
wandering round the benches and among the 
members at the beginning of the session. I 
wonder whether that is a good thing. We are 
here to represent our voters and our countries 
and to get over the business of the Assembly as 
quickly as possible. I do not think it is conducive 
to business to have television cameras moving up 
and down our benches during sittings. That view 
may seem strange to some people who seem to 
have television cameras even at funerals and 
weddings these days, but I wish to mention it. 

A second matter is that I should like some help 
for the secretary when votes are 'being counted. 
'Ve may have more votes to count in the future, 
and yesterday things appeared to be a little 
chaotic. The secretary did not seem to have any 
help in identifying members and substitutes 
sitting in their various seats. 

On expenditure, of course I support the report 
and I am very glad to hear of the long-awaited 
pension scheme for the staff. When we become 
more prosperous, I should like to see an allocation 
of expenditure to make it pOEJSible to join to
gether the hemicycle and our rooms upstairs, so 
that we do not have to come down and then go 
up again. That seems to me a waste of time. I 
should like to support my friend Mr. Page in his 
view that the documents that are sent out seem 
to be far too numerous. I certainly do not read 
them all, and I am not ashamed to say so. I can
not do so because I have to read many documents 
of my own parliament, as have other members. 
We have far too many documents. 

I believe that WEU is to be congratulated on 
usually getting its minutes out to members be
fore the next meeting takes place. That is quite 
unlike the Council of Europe, which often sends 
us suCih documents a fortnight after meetings 
have taken place. This is the first time I have 
spoken in the hemicycle. I am sorry that I did 
not put my name down to speak, as I should 
have done. In making these disjointed remarks 
I should like to congratulate the Rapporteur and 
I support the report. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Rapporteur. 
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Mr. DEQUAE (Belgium) (Translation). - I 
should fil"St like to reply to Mr. Page that the 
printing costs of assemblies are what might be 
termed the nightmare of their budgets. I would 
recall that, in my own country, we have broken 
the barrier of 100 million for printing costs. 
What is still more serious is the fact that, as you 
say - and you are one of the best members of 
this Assembly - a large proportion of these 
publications is never read and ends up in the 
wastepaper basket. 

That is why we have for the past two years 
endeavoured not only to reduce costs by pro
ducing documents in one language only, but also 
to reduce the number of publicastions and even 
to eliminate some of them. This has evoked a 
number of remarks and caused some difficulties 
but we have gone ahead. ' 

I personally should be glad if these efforts 
could lead to releasing larger sums for infor
mation purposes. In any case, it was essential to 
have this squeeze on expenditure in order to keep 
the budget within the appropriations which the 
ministers of members countries are prepared to 
earmark for our Assembly. Perhaps this can be 
managed in the future. At all evenrts I hope so. 

Turning to Mr. Hawkins's remark it rather . , 
surpnses me. If, indeed, there is one type of 
information which "gets over" and which still 
has an impact today, it is certainly television. I 
am aware that one country is still allergic to the 
introduction of television in its parliamentary 
proceedings, but there are others where television 
is already accepted in pracrti~e, if not continually 
at least fairly regularly. It will be possible for 
this to be the subject of discussions which m 
must certainly hold one day in Committee in 
order to find out whether the Assembly of 
Western European Union really wants televi
sion's contribution to informing opinion or whe
ther p·erlhaps a majority .does not accept it. The 
same remarks apply, moreover, to some practical 
questions which we shall consider and which we 
may possibly refer to the Committee. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does 
anyone else wish to speak L 

The debate is closed. 

The Assembly will now vote first on the draft 
budget of the administrative expenditure of the 
Assembly for the financial year 1977, Document 
717, then on the motion to approve the final 
accounts of the Assembly for the financial year 
1975 in the addendum to Document 715, and 
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finally on the draft resolution to amend Article 
9 of the Financial Regulations of the Assembly, 
Document 716. 

No amendment has been taMed to the draft 
budget of the Assembly for 1977. 

If the Assembly is not unanimous, the vote on 
the draft budget as a whole will be taken by 
roll-call. 

Are there any objections to the draft budgetL 

Are there any abstentions L 

I note that the Assembly is unanimous. 

The draft budget of the administrative 
expenditure of the Assembly for 1977 is 
adopted unanimously. 

No amendment has been tabled to the motion 
to approve the final accounts of the Assembly 
for 1975 in the 'addendum to Document 715. 

Are there any objections to this motion L 

Are there any abstentions L 

I note that the Assembly is unanimous. 

The motion is adopted unanimously. 

No amendment has been tabled to the dmft 
resolution to amend Article 9 of the Financial 
Regulations of the Assembly, Document 716. 

I put the draft resolution to the vote. 

The draft resolution is adopted unanimously 1 • 

4. Address by Mr. Taittinger, Secretary of 
State to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 

French Republic 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -We shall 
now have the pleasure and the honour of hearing 
an address to be given from this rostrum by 
Mr. Pierre-Christian Taittinger, who represents 
in this House both the President of the Council 
of Ministers and France. 

We shall be particularly interested in what 
he has to say, first, Mr. Minister, because our 
country's position here is often original ·and 
some clarification is needed both for our fellow 
countrymen 'and for all 'Our partners in Western 
European Union. 

1. See page 25. 
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In addition, we know that you have had a 
brilliant parliam-entary career before attaining 
government office ; this career means that you 
are in many ways one of us. I have much per
sonal pleasure and the very great honour of 
calling yuu to address us. 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic) (Translation). - Mr. President, 
Ladies and Gentlemen, may I first say how much 
I appreciate the words of welcome your Presi
dent has just addressed to me. I see them as 
both a token of friendship and as a sign of your 
indulgence. I am appreciative of both. 

I hav-e not had the honour of taking part in 
your work in the past, but I have always fol
lowed its progress with very great interest, as I 
realised its quality and have very frequently had 
occasion to value the soundness and pertinence 
of your thinking both in the field of defence 
and in that of security. Con.sequently, I do not, 
now that I am among you, find myself on un
familiar ground. I would add that my years of 
parliamentary life have made me share your 
anxiety to see better contacts established between 
the Assembly and the Council, for while it is for 
the latter to assume its obligations under the 
treaty, its decisions must be taken with the 
benefit of your judgment and your knowledge of 
the facts. 

In this connection, joint meetings between the 
Council and your Committees are one way of 
establishing a confident collaboration between 
you and us. As the Council has informed you, 
I shall also have the pleasure on 26th April next 
of discussing matters with your General Affairs 
Committee and of replying to all the questions 
that its members may wish to put to the Council. 
In accordance with your wishes, this meeting 
will be held on a completely informal basis so 
as to make a fruitful exchange of ideas possible. 

Need I repeat in this House that France 
attaches great importance both to the spirit and 
t{) the letter of the modified Brussels Treaty ? 
Anxious that the treaty should not sink into 
obsolescence, France wishes to reaffirm strongly 
before you its permanence, its fundamental cha
racter. 

It is in this spirit that we have, for instance, 
actively supported the proposal to reactivate the 
Standing Armaments Committee and, in doing 
so, have encouraged European co-operation on 
armaments. As you know, the Council of Min-
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isters of Western European Union last month 
called on WEU's Standing Armaments Com
mittee to prepare a detailed outline programme 
for a study on the situation of the armaments 
industries in member countries. The fact tlhat 
the independent European programme group set 
up at the beginning of the year includes all the 
signatories of the WEU Treaty in its membership 
and has embarked on a programme of which 
certain aspects are analogous to the tasks en
trusted to the Standing Armamoots Committee 
in no way reduces the usefulness of the latter. 
What is essential, if duplication is to be avoided, 
is tlhat the responsilbilities of each should be 
defined. 

So it is now up to the Standing Armaments 
Committee to give the Council of WEU the 
benefit of its preliminary thinking and to say 
just what it proposes to do on the basis of the 
mandate adopted last May by the Ministers. 

We are awaiting the SAC's proposals with all 
the more interest since our governments must 
have at their disposal the fullest possible infor
mation before deciding on a real policy of co
operation. Such co-operation, as your Assembly 
knows, means something quite precise to the 
French Government : its purpose is that the 
States of Europe should jointly produce equip
ment that will meet their common needs; and it 
must evoke a real will to act as Europeans in a 
field where each of us has a major interest in 
safeguarding his own technological and indus
trial capacity. 

It is in our view by endeavouring to comply 
with these desiderata that the colloquy on a 
European armaments policy which your Assem
bly is organising in Paris next March could 
make a useful contribution to the success of our 
efforts. 

The mission entrusted to Western European 
Union is to consider the problems of security on 
our continent. France's position in this field is 
well known. Our Minister for Foreign Affairs 
has just restated them, on 9th November 1976, 
before our National Assembly and reaffirmed 
that "our defence effort is inseparable from our 
policy on detente, since they are the two elements 
that underpin our detennination to remain 
independent". Mr. de Guiringaud also recalled 
that our defence policy is still based on the 
inalienable independence of our nuclear weapons, 
on the maintenance of our freedom of decision 
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witJh regard to the possible engagement of our 
forceB, and on loyalty to our alliances. 

You are aware of the efforts made by the 
French Government, despite the present econo
mic difficulties, to maintain our defence budget 
at the requisite level, to ensure that we have our 
own deterrent capability, and so to contribute 
to the security of Europe. Such efforts must be 
continued, and will be continued, without giving 
way to certain pessimistic predictions, which we 
do not share, as to the extent and duration of 
American commitments on our continent. We 
must continually bear in mind, too, that the 
increased power and precision of nuclear 
weapons are leading to a growing vulnerability 
of the two superpowers and, as a corollary, a 
tendency on the part of eooh of them to keep its 
own territory from becoming a battlefield. 

Our policy on detente goes hand in hand with 
our defence policy. Its purpose is to reduce pro
gressively the risk of confrontation between blocs 
by encouraging contacts and exchanges between 
each of the States of our continent. We think 
of it as a continuous process allowing us to 
"overcome distrust and increase confidence", to 
substitute toleration for confrontation. We cate
gorically reject any idea of blocs or spheres of 
influence, and any concept of a dominating 
power. We encourage dialogue between States, to 
be conducted with a strict respect for the 
sovereignty of each. 

That is the spirit in which we took part in the 
conference on security and co-operation in 
Europe and signed the final act at Helsinki. Its 
provisions, as we see it, form a balanced whole ; 
none of them, we feel, should be given preference 
or neglected. The act must be applied in its 
entirety and we shall have an opportunity of 
checking the record of its implementation at the 
coming meeting in Belgrade. We shall approach 
this meeting with no polemical motives in the 
back of our minds, but simply with a desire to 
encourage the implementation of all the provi
sions subscribed to by the thirty-five States 
which signed the act. 

At the same time, we shall pursue our efforts to 
promote co-operation between each of the States 
on our continent. On this point you know the 
value that the French Government attaches to 
maintaining its bilateral relations with the 
countries of Eastern Europe. 

We must also support the cause of disarma
ment, which at present is marking time discon-
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certingly. Without underestimating the impor
tance of the provisions concerning strategic arms 
control adopted by the two major superpowers, 
we cannot but recognise that we have made 
practically no progress towal'ds a reduction in 
existing armaments either, or in the main 
stockpiles. 

I would now turn to the unification of Europe, 
to which you have quite rightly given some 
consideration, and in particular to the question 
of European defence, to which you have devoted 
a good deal of useful and profitable thought. The 
practical implementation of this idea at the 
present stage of European development is, as 
you know, hardly to be contemplated. Besides, 
the formula is still rather ambiguous. It throws 
up complex problems with regard to the nuclear 
situation, the undertakings entered into within 
the framework of the Alliance, and the differing 
ways in which we interpret the implications of 
these undertakings. However, we would not 
exclude this as a future aim, and that is one of 
the reasons why we uphold the permanence of 
the WEU institutions and support the conti
nuation of its work, which thus makes an essen
tial contribution towards thinking on the unifi
cation of Europe. 

Our approach to European union must, in 
fact, be methodical. The Community, to which 
all our States belong, must first devote itself to 
maintaining and developing what has been 
achieved by the Community. Nothing would in 
fact be served by stepping up the number of 
joint declarations in this or that field or by 
stating that we intend to speak with one voice 
as often as possible, if we then allow the joint 
policies embarked upon since 1960 to stagnate 
and fall apart. We must at the same time widen 
the scope of the treaties, particularly in the field 
of economic and monetary union ; we must 
encourage a greater dovetailing of the policies 
pursued by member States and have more con
certed action in the field of intergovernmental 
co-operation. I would remind you that at this 
very moment the President of the Republic and 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs are emphasising 
and reaffirming in the European Council at The 
Hague tihe aJbiding importance that we attach to 
a progressive and orderly approach to European 
union. 

Your Assembly is all the more able to under
stand our preoccupations since it has shown its 
concern, in your reports, at the slow progress 
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being made in the effective introduction of com
mon European policies. However, your responsi
bilities - whether they be national or European 
- make you particularly mindful of existing 
disparities, the difficulties of joint action and 
the need to proceed by stages in a pragmatic 
manner, without seeking to take on too much. 

This must make abundantly clear the import
ance we attach to the particular framework 
provided by WEU, which constitutes a perfect 
forum for raising questions on security and 
defence in Europe ·and which must ensure appli
cation of the revised Brussels Treaty and pursue, 
in its own particular field, the important task 
of concerting our efforts, reflecting on our prob
lems and formulating proposals. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Trarudation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Minister, for your particularly con
structive contribution to our proceedings. You 
have agreed to answer any questions that may 
be asked by the members of the Assembly. 

I call Mr. de Bruyne of the Volksunie, Bel
gium. 

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Tnwslation). -
Mr. Minister, I should first like to ask you a 
question which follows on logically from the 
draft recommendation which the Assembly 
adopted yesterday at its afternoon sitting. It 
seems, Mr. Minister, that it was decided at the 
last meeting of the Rome group - in other 
words, the European programme group - a 
week ago, to co-ordinate the activities of the 
WEU Standing Armaments Committee and those 
of the Rome group. Could you give us any 
detailed infol'II11ation on this subject Y 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Mr. Min
ister, do you wish to answer question by question, 
or would you prefer to reply to the questions 
put to you all together? 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Repnblic) (Translation).- I am at the Assem
bly's disposal. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We are 
at yours. But if you are willing to answer now, 
we can take the questions one by one. 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Se.cretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic) (Translation). - I thank Mr. de 
Bruyne for his question and in reply tell him 
that the independent European programme 
group which was set up a year ago and combines 
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all the European members of the Atlantic 
Alliance haa embarked upon a programme certain 
aspects of which present analogies with the task 
devolving upon the SAC. Faced with this situa
tion, it is accordingly natural that we should 
specify the responsibilities of each in order to 
avoid a multiplication of bodies leading to 
duplication. 

The basic aim of the independent European 
programme group is to study specific co
operation programmes. It waa with this in mind 
that the independent European programme 
group set out to collect and analyse information 
re'lating to national armaments plans, which haa 
enabled a number of areas for technological co
operation to be identified. In each of the fields 
deemed to be promising a group of experts has 
been set up to determine the :real chances of 
working out joint projects involving several 
partners. And I must tell Mr. de Bruyne that 
several groups of the kind have already been 
constituted. 

The possible implementation of joint program
mes may involve a number of related problems 
bearing on the economies of the armaments 
industries. The group has turned its attention to 
the matter and instructed a number of sub
groups to deal with it. Even if the fields to be 
explored in the framework of the independent 
European programme group present some ana
logies with those which the SAC will be called 
upon to study, duplication will be avoided by 
c<H>rdinating the work. 

It has been agreed that the group would, in 
its own studies, take into account those being 
carried out by the WEU Standing Armaments 
Committee. As ,a matter of fact, I believe it may 
be affirmed that overlapping should be all the 
easier to avoid because, aa you noted in your 
report on European union and WEU, the work 
of these two bodies is not conducted on the sa:me 
plane. The study which the SAC has been asked 
~o carry out is more of an economic and legal 
nature than a military one, and differs from that 
of the European programme group, which is 
directed towards the implementation of concrete 
projects for equipping the armed forces. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Radius, UDR, France. 

Mr. RADIUS (France) (Translation). -
Mr. Minister, the French Government haa several 
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times had occasion to define a Mediterranean 
policy to the effect that the region's problems 
should in the first instance be settled by the 
countries bordering on the Mediterranean, 
without any outside interference. 

To what extent can such a policy, whose aim 
it is virtually to turn the Mediterranean into a 
lake of peace, be integrated into a common 
approach by the countries of Western Europe? 

Does the Minister consider that the Mediter
ranean policy upon which the European Eco
nomic Community has embarked takes due 
account of French preoccupations Y 

Lastly, does he deem it possible to extend the 
Community's Mediterranean policy which seems 
to have been guided hitherto only by purely 
economic and commercial considerations, to cover 
co-operation in the political sphere and perha.ps 
also in that of security ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
~ecretary of State. 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic) (Translation). - Mr. President, I 
should like to reply to Mr. Radius, who haa 
raised a very important point whose significance 
will not have escaped any of my WEU audience. 

I would like to say that this Mediterranean 
policy should be considered from two stand
points : defence and detente. France is very 
attentive to anything that might weaken defence 
arrangements in the Meditel"l"anean area, and I 
would remind Mr. Radius that the French 
Government has demonstrated this by bringing 
our Atlantic fleet into the Mediterranean. 

We also believe that problems of detente affect 
the Mediterranean ; in other words, we hope that 
the process of improving relations between East 
and West which has, as we must be glad to 
recognise, created an atmosphere of reduced 
tension in Europe, may have comparable results 
in the Mediterranean. In this area, however, it 
has to be admitted that the aibsence of any settle
ment in the Middle East, the riV'a:lries between 
the two biggest powers and their intensive poli
tical and military activities, have kept tension 
at a high level. It is the FrenC'h Government's 
hope that this situation will gradually simmer 
down and, in particular, that the Mediterranean 
littoral States may be enabled to decide their own 
fate and political allegiance in full freedom, and 
without waiting upon the decisions of the super
powers. 
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We, for our part, hope to maintain friendly 
relations with all the Mediterranean States, 
whatever their domestic arrangements or foreign 
policies may be. We also favour, and on this 
point I am entirely with you, the development of 
relations between all these countries, and the 
European Economic Community - this will be 
my answer to your question - in the context of 
a comprehensive approach which was originally, 
let me remind you, a French proposal. 

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

Mr. V ALLEIX (Fmnce) (Translation). - I 
have no bright afterthoughts to offer ; I found 
your reply to Mr. Radius extremely interesting, 
and perhaps you will allow me to explain our 
preoccupations in this Mediterranean area. 

Could you give us some reasons for this recent 
movement of French warships_ with 'a consider
able combined fire-power, from the Atlantic to 
the Mediterranean area ? Can this decision be 
explained by the need to improve the defence 
system of Europe as such in the Mediterranean 
at a time Wihen the NATO structures seem to be 
losing some of their effectiveness, either because 
of the attitudes 'and difficulties of the Greek and 
Turkish Governments, or possibly also because 
of the United States power vacuum before Pre
sident Carter takes over the reins of government, 
just when the growing Soviet threat in the 
Mediterranean is being confirmed ? 

So now a supplementary question. Do you, 
Mr. Minister, as a representative of the French 
Government, which was a signatory to the 1936 
Montreux Convention, consider that the recent 
passage of Soviet aircraft-carriers through the 
Dardanelles Straits constitutes a violation of the 
convention ? And would you perhaps think it 
necessary for the European signatories of the 
Montreux Convention to hold consultations with 
a view to ensuring its effective application 1 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Secretary of State. 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic) (Translation). - I should like to 
answer both the questions ~asked by Mr. Yalleix. 
With regard to France's position and the reason 
for the presence of the French fleet in the 
Mediterranean, the reason is that we considered 
that there was a problem of international tension 
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there, and that it was not right to see the two 
superpowers making a major demonstration of 
naval strength whereas they were not directly 
concerned in the region. It was entirely proper 
for France, with its responsibilities in the 
Mediterranean, to assert its military, and 
especially naval, presence in the threatened 
sector. 

Moreover, the interpretation of the treaty 
referred to does leave room for argument, and 
observations were addressed at the appropriate 
time to some of the countries concerned. In this 
respect, I share your expressions of concern, for 
such action did not conform with the spirit of 
the treaty signed. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Burckel, UDR, France. 

Mr. BURCKEL (France) (Translation).- It 
emerged in the General Affairs Committee that 
the economic and trading advantages conferred 
by the European Economic Community on a 
number of Mediterranean countries were greater 
than those accorded to Turkey, and this has 
helped to produce a deficit in Turkey's trade with 
the EEC to an extent which we consider exag
gerated, thus impeding the functioning of 
Turkey's aBSOCiation with the European Econo
mic Community. 

Does the Minister deem it desirable that the 
Community should give priority to a policy of 
association with a country which intends to 
accede to it at a .later date, or does he think it 
desirable to give priority to the requirements of 
an overall Meditermnean policy Y 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Secretary of State. 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the 
111iwister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic) (Translation). - I think that this 
question would be more appropriately addressed 
to the European Economic Community than to 
WEU. My answer to Mr. Burckel is this: I 
believe that it would not be the right approach 
to try and draw invidious comparisons between 
one country and another, or give credence to the 
belief that one party was more favoured than 
the other. I believe that the Community's policy 
should be viewed realistically and as a whole and 
encouraged to strike a proper balance among all 
the powers and all the countries concerned in 
these agreements. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Jessel, Conservative, United Kingdom. 
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translation, I understood the Secretary of State 
to say that a united European defence policy was 
ha:rdly possible. Is that what he meant ? Is he 
willing to enLarge upon that Y 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic) (Translation). - Not the slightest 
doubt or the least ambiguity should be allowed to 
exist on this point. The problem is not one of 
being impossible. The question is not an 
immediate issue, for the reasons which Mr. Jessel 
reeogni~ and which have been brought up on 
various oocasi.ons. I would refer Mr. Jessel to the 
statement made on this very ·point a short while 
ago by the President of the French Republic, 
who put the problem in its true perspective. 

The problem is not, I repeat, one of impos
sibility, but a problem of circu.mstances, linked 
with a certain number of difficulties or obstacles 
to be overcome, which are well known. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Cermola.cce. 

Mr. CERMOLAOCE (France) (Translation). 
- The member States of the Warsaw Pact met 
recently in Bucharest, ll:nd some proposals have 
been published. 

I should like to ask the Secretary of State for 
his opinion on certain of these proposals, parti
cularly on the need for 1Jhe thirty-five States 
signatories to the final act at Helsinki to under
take that they will not be the first to use the 
nuclear weapon, and secondly, on the desirability 
that the two major alliances which at present 
divide up Europe should abstain from any 
increase in the number of their members. Do they 
not intend to work towards the simultaneous 
dissoluti<m of the Atlantic Pact and the Warsaw 
Pact, as has been proposed ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Secretary of State. 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic) (T·:ranslation). - On the first point, 
my reply to Mr. Cermola;cce is that we have not 
yet studied the resolutions that were signed at 
Bucharest. The matter needs thinking over, and 
we shall make our position known when we have 
seen what these proposals are. 

On the second point, it is really quite astonish
ing that the various security systems should be 
called in question, and that there should be a 
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proposal for the dissolution of all military blocs 
and equipment. This goes far beyond what was 
accepted at Helsinki by the thirty-five powers 
which took part in the conference on security 
·and co-operation in Europe. 

With regard to the Warsaw PMt and security 
matters, I would remind you of the French 
position on MBFR. Although we did not take 
part in these negotiations, our reason for not 
doing so was a very simple one which links up 
with the concern that you have expressed. Far 
from correcting the imbalance between forces in 
Europe, these negotiations might perpetuate or, 
worse still, aggravate it. If anyone doubts this, 
he need only look at a map. 

Besides, negotiations of this sort could lead to 
a special-status zone being created in the centre 
of Europe, which might compromise even further 
the balance of forces and affect the process of 
detente, inasmuch as this balance is a sine qua 
non of detente. That is just a matter of common 
sense. Before telling you what we think of the 
Bucharest declarations, I wanted to remind you 
of this position, which reflects our convictions. 

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

Mr. de BRUYNE (Bel.gium) (Translation). -
The WEU Council has on several occasions 
refused to hold a joint meeting with the General 
Affairs Committee in accordance with the 
procedure proposed by the Council itself and 
accepted by the Assembly. Instead, it has sug
gested an informal meeting over a lunch. 

Can you, as Chairman-in-Office of the Council, 
tell me whether it is because of the procedure 
governing joint meetings or whether it is the 
questions put by the General Affairs Committee 
that have led the 'Council to refuse the requests 
repeatedly made to it Y 

Then can you, as a French Minister, tell me 
what questions France, for its part, would be 
prepared to tackle at a joint meeting with the 
General Affairs Committee ? 

The PRESIDENT (Tmnslation). - I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic) (Translation). - I would say to 
Mr. de Bruyne that we like the idea of joint 
meetings on an informal basis and our experience 
with them has demonstrated the advantages of 
this approach. That is why the Council, far from 
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rejecting the idea of a joint meeting with your 
General Affairs Committee, approved it in 
principle and suggested that it should take the 
form of a working lunch at which replies could 
be given far more freely to any questions that 
your Committee might want to put and at which 
a fruitful dialogue could be conducted. That 
shows that we agree to the meeting. We suggested 
this procedure only because we find it more 
informal, more relaxed, and feel that it allows 
of the most effective discussion. 

In choosing the 26th April, a date coinciding 
with a meeting of the WEU Council of Ministers, 
the Council wished to show how great was the 
importance it attached to the meeting with your 
Committee. In his letter of 23rd November, the 
acting Secretary-General of WEU confirmed the 
Uouncil's plan to hold this meeting on 26th April 
next. 

The procedure is, in my opinion, a simple one 
which can be both effective and realistic and 
which, should it produce results of the kind we 
can really hope for, would be worth developing. 
In any event, it complies with your wishes. 

Informal meetings allow all topics to be 
tackled quite frankly without any need for 
drawing up a precise agenda and make it possible 
to comment on various matters in a relaxed 
fashion. This discussion round the table should 
meet both your needs and those of the Council. 

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

Mr. KLIESING (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - The Minister has said 
that governments were reflecting on the recent 
offer by the Warsaw Pact. My question is as 
follows : would su0h reflootion not have a better 
chance of leading to a positive result if the War
saw Pact had not only renounced a first strike 
with nuclear weapons but had agreed not to 
strike first with conventional weapons ? On the 
basis of the present proposals of the Warsaw 
Pact one c·annot but gain the impression that the 
Soviet Union, relying on its superior conven
tional weapons, is reserving the right to strike 
first with these conventional weapons. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Minister. 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the 
Minister for F1oreign Affairs of the French 
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Republic) (Translation). - Mr. Kliesing is 
quite right. He has very neatly both put the 
question and answered it. 

The time is not yet ripe for us to go into 
these proposals. The ideal, of course, would be 
to renounce the use not only of nuclear weapons 
but also of conventional weapons. The desire 
for peace cannot be translated into reality by 
selecting this or that type of weapon, but only 
by a determination to achieve peace. I believe 
that the detente which would spring from a 
genuine disarmament would be far more useful 
to the cause of ·peace. 

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

Mr. LEWIS (United Kingdom). - I inter
vene because of the Minister's last reply. Is it 
not the case that in every country in the world, 
both East and West, the industry which is the 
best organised and most profitable is that of 
armaments ? Would not the Minister agree 
that these industrialists and military people in 
general have a vested interest in keeping 
militarism going ? 

Professor Parkinson formulated a law 
describing how bureaucracy builds up and keeps 
its jobs going. Is it not the case that, once we 
try to reduce armaments, these people will not 
wish to see their well-paid jobs come to an end, 
in either East or West 1 Once we can break 
down the bureaucracy of the military machine, 
we might see a reduction in armaments and 
defence spending. But, believe me, both East 
and West have a vested interest in keeping this 
most profitable and worldwide industry going, 
because it is good for business. Does the Minister 
agree? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Minister. 

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic) (Translation) . - My honourable 
friend is of course entitled to his own opinions 
on the general attitude of those who have res
ponsibilities in the field of armaments policy. 
What we must all try for is a policy of complete 
·and total disarmament, and till we have this we 
must not be satisfied with deceptive appearan.ces. 

A policy of total disarmament extending to 
both nuclear and conventional arms must be 
the ambition not only of an Assembly such as 
yours but of our countries and our generation. 
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Here too, however, there are problems that go 
beyond the interests of those who, in the East 
and in the West, produce armaments. 

The PRE'SIDENT (Tra,nslation). - Mr. 
Minister, I believe I speak for the whole of this 
.Assembly in repeating our thanks. Your parti
cipation in our work both through your address 
and in your replies, which were particularly to 
the point and ·at times very clever, has made 
a great contribution to this session. We shall 
remember it. Once again, Mr. Minister, my 
congratulations and thank you. (Applause) 

5. Western Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
General Affairs Committee, Doe. 719; Address by 
Mr. Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for Foreign 

Affairs of Greece) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
debate on the report of the General Affairs 
Committee on Western Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems, Document 719. 

I call Mr. Burckel, the Rapporteur of the 
General Affairs Committee. 

Mr. BURCKEL (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the 
GeneMl Affairs Committee decided to under
take a wide-ranging study on the policy of 
Western European Union towards Mediter
ranean problems, but I personally was only 
instructed to deal with problems of the Eastern 
MediterMnean, a report on problems affecting 
the Western Mediterranean being W!Signed to 
another Rapporteur, Mr. Mendelson. However, 
the latter was, for reasons quite beyond his 
control, unaJble to present his report during the 
present session, but it will remain on the Assem
bly's register for the 1977 session. For this 
reason I shall today be presenting to you only 
what was to have been the first part of the 
General Affairs Committee's report, that dealing 
with the Eastern Mediterranean. We should no 
doubt be glad of this, inasmuch as recent events 
in Spain should enable the next Rapporteur to 
present a particularly interesting document. 

If now we turn our eyes towards the Mediter
ranean, we have to admit that, although the 
distances which separate it from the countries 
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of Western European Union are relatively great, 
it still plays a role essential to their interests : 
for one thing, because it is strategically the key 
to the defence of Europe's southern flank and, 
for another, because a large proportion of 
Europe's oil supplies come from its shores. The 
recent reopening of the Suez Oanal and the 
project for deepening the channel should 
enhance its importance during years to come. 
Now, the Eastern Mediterranean represents a 
weak link in the western defence system. Indeed 
- and we were reminded of this a few moments 
ago - a Soviet squadron whose size has been 
considerably augmented during the past few 
years, will now be sailing in Mediterranean 
waters. For a few months in 1976, it was 
reinforced by a Soviet aircraft-carrier, and the 
information in our possession on naval construc
tion in the USSR leads us to believe that in the 
next few years several more will be added, to 
lend it even more powerful air support. 

No doubt, it is not so much a direct ·attack 
by the Soviet Union on one or other of the 
countries bordering on the Meditermnean which 
is to be feared, as the possibility it now has of 
exploiting all the elements of politic&~ instability 
tha,t arise in the Mediterranean coastal States, 
and thus of provoking a political and military 
escalation whose full extent nobody can foresee. 

Obviously such instability primarily concerns 
the region occupied by Isra,el and its neighbour
ing countries. During the current year, Lebanon 
has been the focus of our misgivings for inter
national peooe. But so long ras peace has not 
been restored between Isra,el and the Arab coun
tries, there will be a standing menace, and 
unrelieved tensions to tempt the greaJt powers to 
intervene, possibly with the most praiseworthy 
and peaceful intentions, but with unpredietaJble 
effects. 

Before turning to the next point in my report, 
with reference more specifically to relations 
between Greece and Turkey, I should like here 
to spare a pious thought for the victims of the 
latest earthquake in Turkey and to express my 
very deep sympathy to the Turkish Government, 
compelled once again to face up to a catastrophe 
we could all afforo to have done without. May 
I also be allowed to pla,ce on reco:rrl the humani
tarian gesture made by Greece in springing 
spontaneously to the aid of the survivors of the 
disaster ; such a gesture, natural in other 
circumstances, deserves special mention in the 
present state of Greco-Turkish relations ; 
certainly, in my eyes, it was in keeping with 
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the concern to find a solution to the problems 
confronting the two countries .and for me is a 
symbol of hope ; I personally look to the future 
with confidence. 

If I have devoted a lot of space to Greco
Turkish relations, it is partly because the 
General Affairs Committee has had the oppor
tunity of travelling to Greece and Turkey and 
been ruble to bring back particularly important 
and interesting information in this context, and 
partly because Greece is in process of acceding 
to the European Community, while Turkey, 
which is an associated member, likewise intends 
to seek full membership. Consequently, relations 
between Greece and Turkey are one of the 
problems that vitally concern Western Europe. 

In this connection, I should like to express 
my warmest thanks to the Greek and Turkish 
authorities for their exceeding kindness in 
providing your Rapporteur with assistance th'a!t 
proved quite invaluable. Indeed, both countries 
received the Committee in October and in the 
course of its visit supplied it with a great deal 
of varied and specific information on the way in 
which they view the problem of their mutual 
relations and each one's relations with Western 
Europe on the one hand and with the Atlantic 
Alliance on the other. 

I might add thlllt the meetings which the WEU 
parliamentarians were able to hold with their 
Greek and Turkish colleagues on this occasion 
were extremely valuable, because they gave us 
a clear picture of the way in which public 
opinion in the two countries was reacting to the 
questions dea;lt with in this report. 

Needless to say, the working paper which 
formed the basis of the Committee's enquiries 
in Greece and Turkey had to be fundamentally 
recast as a result of the visit. It was also 
amended as a result of the help given by the 
Greek and Turkish Governments to the Rap
porteur in sending him extremely precise 
memoranda containing comments on his working 
paper. 

I have paid the greatest possible heed to the 
remarks conveyed to me by the Greek authorities. 

So far as the memorandum transmitted to me 
by the Turkish Government is concerned, it 
unfortunately arrived after your General Affairs 
Committee had adopted this report. As a result, 
I was unable to write it into the record, but 
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a number of the comments which it contained 
were already familiar to me and, as regards the 
remainder, I reserve the right to convey to you 
in this introductory statement those I have con
sidered most relevant to our purpose. 

I have endeavoured to be as objective as pos
sible about the conflict between Greece and 
Turkey. 

I know that it is impossible in such an 
intricate matter to achieve perfect and total 
objectivity. I have accordingly striven, wherever 
controversial questions were at issue, to present 
side by side the views I had listened to in Athens 
and in Ankara, as I understand them. 

I did not do this solely out of concern to 
remain neutral. I did it, a;bove all, because it 
seemed to me equally useful to both parties and 
especially in cooling down emotions, that the 
views and fears of both should be clearly set 
forth. It seemed to me, in fact, that they were less 
divergent and above all less incompatible than 
might have appeared to someone who had not 
had the adV'antage of taking part in the long 
talks we were ruble to hold with both our Greek 
and our Turkish partners. I trust that this 
method of approach will have paid dividends. 

I have, moreover, endeavoured to leave out o:f 
this report any recriminations about the past, 
because probably no compromise is possible in 
interpreting it, and also because it is an area 
in which there is no use in being in the right. I 
have, though, attempted to describe the two main 
elements in the dispute between Greece and 
Turkey: the conflict in Cyprus and its flare-ups 
since summer 197 4, and the disagreements about 
the Aegean. 

Those who have read the report - and I think 
there are enough who have - will see that, so 
far as Cyprus is concerned, no basic divergences 
exist between the Greek and Turkish standpoints. 
Greece has given up the idea of Enosis, and 
Turkey does not envisage annexing the part o:f 
the island at present occupied by its :forces. The 
memorandum addressed to me by the Turkish 
Government states that "it does not :favour 
p·artition... the Turkish position to promote a 
federation o:f the two regions has been con
sistently maintained and remains unshaken." In 
February 1975, the Turkish Cypriots proclaimed 
a "federated State". It was, however, stipulated 
that this was without prejudice to the ultimate 
political solution : the Turkish Federal State in 
(Jyprus would constitute the Turkish Cypriot 
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wing of the future Republic of Cyprus. Thus the 
two countries agree in considering that Cyprus 
should constitute an independent State, which 
should be given a constitution that would 
guarantee a sufficiently large degree of auto
nomy for each of the two ethnic groups. The 
main points at issue are the demarcation line, 
the island's constitutional status and allowing 
refugees to return to their former homes. These 
are of importance, but do not affect the basic 
principles which all the quarrel is about ; and 
there are every grounds for hoping that nego
tiations between the two communities will 
succeed in resolving them. 

With regard to the Aegean we shall leave 
aside the question of militarisation of the islands 
or the stationing of a Turkish army on the coast 
of Anatolia, for it seems to me that these are a 
consequence and not a cause of the crisis. Simi
larly, the question of 'a possible extension of 
Greek territorial wa,ters around the islands has 
not been raised by the Greek Government and, 
although the Turkish Government has let it be 
known that it would find this unacceptable 
there is no need to waste more words on what 
is not a live issue. 

The two points at issue are the apportionment 
of the continental shelf between Greece and 
Turkey and, correlatively, the resumption of 
overflights in the Aegean air-space. Since the 
report was drafted, extremely encouraging news 
has reached us on the progress of negotiations 
between Greece and Turkey on both points. 

Negotiations about the air routes are proceed
ing in Paris. For the continental shelf, the nego
tiations being conducted in Brussels have already 
yielded measurable results, a committee having 
been set up to consider the principles on which 
a division can be made, ·and the two countries 
having mutually undertaken to take no steps 
that might prejudice the results of the negotia
tions as a whole. 

I should like to stress that these results exactly 
correspond to the direction in which the General 
Affairs Committee wished relations between 
Greece and Turkey to move, taking the view 
that the main need was for the two countries 
to reach agreement without the intervention of 
third powers on the problems on which they are 
at odds. We may already say that such an agree
ment seems to be on the way. 
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With regard to the applications of Greece 
and Turkey for accession to the European Com
munity the position appears to be satismctory, 
in the case of Greece, in that active negotiations 
have begun thanks, it needs to be said, to the 
determination of the nine governments of the 
member countries which have, with the agree
ment of the Greek Government, decided to speed 
up the accession procedure. 

In the case of Turkey, the position is far 
less satisfactory. Indeed, its association agree
ment with the EEC is having to contend with 
a number of difficulties which have caused the 
Turkish Government to wonder, not without 
some justification, whether the Nine were doing 
all they could to overcome them. 

Among these, let me mention three vital mat
ters: firstly, the inadequacy of investments by 
EEC countries in Turkey. In this connection, 
the Turkish authorities have informed me that, 
in their view, the 50 % share of investments 
in their country attributed to the EEC in para
graph 7 4 of the report was greatly exaggerated. 
I take due note of the criticism. 

Secondly, the economic recession in Western 
Europe during the past few years has led our 
countries to restrict the numbers of Turkish 
immigrant workers their industry was prepared 
to accept, which has meant for Turkey a con
siderable loss of potential earnings of foreign 
exchange. The fact remains, too, that the condi
tions for the reception of these workers in the 
European countries are not always of a standard 
which Turkey would be entitled to look for. On 
this point, it seems to me that the Nine should 
take specific steps. 

Lastly, the multiplication of agreements be
tween the EEC and other Mediterranean coun
tries, which are Turkey's competitol"S in markets 
f-or agricultural produce, has injured Turkey's 
exports to Europe and is helping to produce an 
unduly heavy deficit on the Turkish balance of 
payments. 

It is no use holding out a prospect of future 
accession to the European Communities for Tur
key, albeit our countries are committed to doing 
so, unless they are first determined to surmount 
the difficulties besetting Turkey's association. 

If we now enquire into the consequences on 
WEU policy of tension between Greece and 
Turkey and of both countries' relations with 
the European Community, we must first hope 
for a full and speedy reconciliation between the 
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two. This is essential to the development of 
normal relations between the EEC member 
States and the associated countries, and to Euro
pean security. 

Secondly, we have to admit that the wish 
expressed by the Turkish Government to enjoy 
equal treatment to that accorded the Greek 
Government in its relations with the European 
Community in the political and military spheres 
is broadly justified. Turkish determination to 
participate fully in the activities of the western 
world has been consistently upheld ever since 
Ataturk's revolution and it would be contrary 
to Western Europe's vaunted ethical standards 
and to our countries' economic, political and 
military interests to discourage a resolve which 
has been so unswervingly demonstrated. 

So far as WEU is more specifically concerned, 
the overtures to Greece and Turkey may assume 
extremely varied forms. Just as the WEU Coun
cil served for a number of years as a link 
between the United Kingdom and Europe of 
the Six, it could, if necessary, play a similar 
role in relations between Greece, Turkey and 
their partners, should both countries evince the 
desire that it do so. 

What is more, inasmuch as Greece and Turkey 
are likely in the near future to be integrated 
in the European Economic Community, it would 
be incomprehensible for their defence not to be 
integrated with that of their partners. Western 
European Union is the natural military exten
sion of institutional Europe. SO'Ille will object 
that, so long as tension between Greece and 
Turkey subsists, the addition of one or other 
to the Brussels Treaty would be difficult in the 
light of Article V of the treaty, which provides 
for reciprocal aid in the event of attack. 

This leads me to repeat on the subject of 
defence what I said about the economy. The 
dispute between Greece and Turkey, genuine 
though it is, should be viewed in its proper 
proportion, compared with the future awaiting 
them upon integration in Europe. Everything 
militates in f'avour of the voice of reason making 
itself heard and of conciliation finally triumph
ing. That should be the wish of all Europeans. 

In the immediate prospect, and without their 
accession to the modified Brussels Treaty being 
necessary, two steps would be possible : one 
would be to invite Greece and Turkey to parti-
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cipate in the work of the Standing Armaments 
Committee, in particular in the study which it 
has been instructed to carry out of the EurO
pean armaments industries. That might consti
tute the first stage in co-operation between 
Greece, Turkey and Western Europe in the 
defence field, and would present no legal diffi
culty, since Greece and Turkey alike are members 
of the Atlantic Alliance and the remit of the 
Standing Armaments Committee is not restricted 
to signatories of the modified Brussels Treaty. 

Another possibility would be having a stand
ing arrangement for Greek and Turkish parlia
mentarians to attend the proceedings of our 
As:!le.ID'bly. Observers from Greece and Turkey 
have on several oocasions been invited to take 
part in our sessions. We have with us today 
two Greek and two Turkish Representatives, and 
we have all greatly appreciated their contri
bution to our proceedings at the last few sessions. 

The General Affairs Committee has discussed 
the matter and has decided to leave it to the 
initiative of its members to present a draft 
resolution for giving a permanent status to the 
Greek and Turkish observers. Accordingly, I and 
a number of my colleagues have tabled the 
motion for a resolution to be distributed in a few 
moments. The question is whether the internal 
problems of our organisation and the technical 
difficulties which may be entailed in establishing 
a stJand!ing group of observers should outweigh 
the political will, which, I am convinced, most of 
us share, to as;;ociate Greece and Turkey as 
closely as possible with our activities. 

Such is the problem which constitutes the main 
gist of the report. The other questions affecting 
the Eastern Mediterranean are only more briefly 
touched on here, because there is a broad con
sensus among the seven member countries of 
WEU for the restoration of peace between Israel 
and its neighbours and towards the Lebanon 
problem. 

Although the unanimous will of the member 
countries of WEU to re-establish peace in the 
Eastern Mediterranean and, through the medium 
of the European Economic Community, to help 
in its regional development has been a definite 
success in the economic sphere, it has perhaps 
been too much inclined towards non-involvement 
in the political sphere. 

Admittedly, in the case of Lebanon, non
involvement has enabled the contending parties 
finally to arrive at an outline solution under the 
auspices of the Ara;b League. 
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What has proved possible in the instance I 
have just mentioned should also be possible 
elsewhere, with the European countries helping 
to put an end to the other existing conflicts in 
the Eastern Mediterranean. 

So, it is principally, in my view, upon the 
question of our relations with Greece and Tur
key that the WEU parliamentarians are now 
invited to take a stand. The formulations pro
posed in the report which I have the honour to 
present today on behalf of the General Affairs 
Committee are, I think, both balanced and 
reasonable, and at the same time calculated to 
advance the cause of Europe in the field for 
which we are responsible. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -We are 
now to hear an address by Mr. Constantin 
Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs of Greece. 

Mr. Secretary of State, we know you well, 
since you are a colleague of ours at the Council 
of Europe. We have already had occasion to 
discuss a number of your country's special prob
lems with you. We are aware of the interest 
with which you follow our work and we welcome 
your presence amongst us. Your contribution 
will be most useful in our subsequent debates. 

I would ask you, Mr. Stavropoulos, kindly 
to come to the rostrum. 

You have told us that, like Mr. Taittinger, 
you are willing to answer questions put to you 
by members of the Assembly. 

Mr. STA VROPOULOS (Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs of Greece). - I thank you 
for your kind words, Mr. President. I must say 
that this is not exactly like Strasbourg. I like 
the atmosphere very much. 

I should like to thank Mr. Burokel, for three 
reasons : first, for his kind words about our 
reaction to the Turkish catastrophe. We have 
been friendly with the Turks. We can be friendly 
with the Turks, if the spirit of Kemal prevails, 
as we hope that it will one day. We are very 
glad that Mr. Burckel made his remarks. 

I also thank Mr. Burckel for his excellent 
effort in his report. We may not agree on every 
single word, but on the whole it is a magnificent 
effort and I congratulate him on it. He seems 
to see everything clearly and in a practical 
manner. The same applies to his pertinent re-
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marks today. Indeed, it was a pleasure to hear 
him. 

I am grateful to you, Mr. President, for the 
opportunity you have offered me to address such 
a distinguished audience. In my country, 
Western European Union is considered a major 
factor in the process of creating a united Europe, 
with which we have the ambition to be 
incorporated in the not very distant future, as 
you are certainly aware. 

I am glad to see among the items to be 
discussed at the present session of your organisa
tion the subject of the situation in the Eastern 
Mediterranean. You no doubt realise our parti
cular interest in any development in this part 
of the world, which is precisely the area to which 
my country belongs. 

I do not intend to proceed to a detailed expose 
of the situation in that area. Especially after the 
recent developments in Lebanon, the situation 
appears so entangled that one could hardly risk 
any realistic appraisals, let alone any forecasts 
for the future. Let us simply hope. 

I should like to tell you that, in my opinion, 
the Mediterranean and the countries adjacent 
to its southern and eastern shores could not 
possibly be considered as alien to the fortunes 
of Europe. A crisis in the Mediterranean, and 
especially in its eastern basin, would inevitably 
influence the situation of our continent. A con
flagration in this area could jump to the Euro
pean mainland, the more so in view of the 
actual massive presence of the superpowers in 
that area. Detente should by now be considered 
as indivisible in both those major areas of the 
eastern hemisphere. 

In view of such aasessments you have, I believe, 
a very good reason not only to follow closely 
developments in the Eastern Mediterranean but 
to use your friendly influence and contribute 
as best you can to a settlement of disputes and 
a lessening of the tensions which poison the 
atmosphere in that area. I do not disregard the 
decisive role of the superpowers in this connec
tiOn but I believe that Europe also possesses 
now both the authority and the possibility to 
contribute to a considerable degree in the task 
of creating a situation of peace and security 
which it has every interest to bring about. To 
my mind, the best means to attain this goal is to 
establish between those countries and Europe 
the closest possible contacts in all fields and 
all aspects of activity. They should be made 
to feel that Europe is close to them and that 
if they do not constitute an integral part of 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Stavropoulos (continued) 

Europe they are at least its closest neighbours. 
Such a feeling will help them to expand their 
horizons and overcome the complex differences 
that divide them today. 

I am glad of the opportunity to comment 
briefly on certain points in Mr. Burckel's report 
on the situation in the Eastern Mediterranean. 
Secondly, let me commend the Rapporteur and 
all the members of the General Affairs Com
mittee on their active interest in the problems 
besetting our region. It is a region which I dare 
say is of vital importance not only to Western 
European Union as such but to all the countries 
interested in the maintenance of peace and 
security. We were very happy to receive those 
countries in Athens last fall, and we tried to the 
best of our ability to answer the pointed and 
searching questions which they asked of the 
Greek Government and of the elected represent
atives of the Greek people. 

Let me state that no country is more interested 
than Greece in the restoration of stable condi
tions in the Eastern Mediterranean. No country 
is more dedicated than my own to the ideals 
of European co-operation in peace and honour, 
as witness our active participation in the con
ference on European security and co-operation 
and our rupplication for full membership of the 
Buropean Communities. However, believing in 
peace means believing in its indivisibility. 
Believing in detente and in the principles to 
which all of us subscribed in the :final act 
of Helsinki also means rejecting their selective 
implementation. 

Of these beliefs Greece has given tangible 
proof in the last two years since democracy 
was at long last restored to its birthplace after 
seven years of unlamented totalitarian rule. 
Thus, not later than last summer, Greece showed 
commendable restraint in the face of extreme 
provocation, while only two years ago, mainly 
through the statesmanship and moderation of 
Prime Minister Karamanlis, a major and pos
sibly disastrous confrontation was avoided over 
Cyprus. 

In his report, Mr. Burckel mentions the 
Cyprus crisis o:f 197 4 as one of three main con
tributory raetors in the present instability in the 
Eastern Mediterranean, the other two being the 
dispute over the Aegean continental shelf and 
the recent and tragic events in Lebanon. 
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We are deeply concerned over the situation 
in Cyprus, a situation which is the result of the 
Turkish invasion in 1974. As Mr. Burckel rightly 
points out, almost 40 % o:f the territory of the 
republic is occupied by Turkish :forces, while 
70 % of the economic resources are at the 
disposal of the 18 % Turkish~Cypriot community. 
To that we must add that one-third of the 
island's population is reduced to the status of 
refugees in their own country. 

However, in spite of the obligation undertaken 
under the agreements reached a;t the third round 
of the intercommunal talks in Vienna in August 
1975, the Turkish-Cypriot leadership continues, 
through various means, every day to press Greek
Cypriots who are enclaved in the occupied areas 
into leaving their homes and taking refuge in 
the south. This is, of course, an intolerable situa
tion for the 'Cypriot Government. In his report 
of 30th October 1976, the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations underlines that the conditions 
of the Greek Cypriots in the north continue to be 
a cause :for serious concern. He also mentions 
that, o:f a Greek~Cypriot population of about 
9,000 at the time of that ~agreement, 4,817 remain
ed in the occupied north as of mid-October 1976. 
Today the number is :fewer than that. If the 
virtual expulsion of enclaved Greek~Cypriots 
from tne occupied areas continues at the present 
rate of thirty per day, no Greek-Cypriot will 
be left in that area by May 1977. 

As :for the colonisation of the occupied areas 
by mainland Turks, it may be of interest to 
mention that the relevant information published 
in Le Monde on 3rd and 4th September 1976 is 
confirmed by several other reliable sources. 
Among these, the Turkish ones are of particular 
importance. Thus, in the weekly Turkish maga
zine Y anki of 27th September to 3rd October 
1976, it is said that "the answer of Ankara to 
accusations concerning efforts aimed at changing 
the demographic structure on the island is that 
the Turkish-Cypriot areas need workers. This 
need can be satisfied either on a seasonal basis 
or in the long run. It is not certain that people 
going :from Turkey to Cyprus will remain per
manently in the island. But this can also hap
pen". 

The Turkish invasion o:f Cyprus was carried 
out under the sign of the Turkish minority on 
the island. But surely the situation that I have 
just outlined, a situation brought about by force 
of arms, is neither necessary for the protection 
of the legitimate interests of the Turkish-Cypriot 
population nor conducive to a lasting settlement, 
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since it is based on violence and inequity. Neither 
can it be justified under the terms of the 1960 
treaty of guarantee, which aimed at the preser
vation of the basic features of the 1960 constitu
tion, every provision of which was violated by 
the Turkish intervention. The Turkish argument 
is that the invasion has created a new situation, 
but even so, a permanent settlement can still 
be found only through negotiations and can be 
based only on the free will of the two communi
ties living in Cyprus. This has not been the case 
to date. 

Mr. President, no progress has been made 
towards achieving a peaceful, just and viable 
solution of the Cyprus question. The Turkish 
side has completely disregarded all relevant 
resolutions of both the General Assembly and 
the Security Council of the United Nations. For 
our part, we support intercommunal talks under 
the auspices of the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations as a means of reaching a solution. 

Up to now the Turkish side has persistently 
refused to submit concrete proposals on the ter
ritorial aspect, which in our view constitutes the 
key to the problem, for it is difficult to see how 
80 % of the population can be confined to 60 % 
of the territory and to 30 % of the resources 
of the island and still manage to survive. In 
fact, the Greek-Cypriots, complying with the 
obligations undertJaken at Vienna last February, 
have submitted clear and comprehensive pro
posals covering both the territorial and the 
constitutional aspects of the issue. On the other 
hand the Turkish-Cypriot side has limited itself 
only ' to certain doubtful criteria, aimed at 
demonstrating that what has been seized by force 
of arms fits the needs of the 18 % Turkish
Cypriot community. Therefore, I believe you 
will agree that what is happening in Cyprus 
contravenes all principles and rules of interna
tional behaviour. 

On 12th November 1976, the United Nations 
General Assembly adopted a new resolution 
which can really constitute the basis of a just 
solution to the Cyprus problem. It calls for the 
implementation of the previous resolutions. 
Indeed what is needed is the full implementa
tion of the recommendations of the world com
munity. Turkey, which cast the only negative 
vote as in the previous year, should realise that 
the ~nly way to solve this grave problem in the 
area is to give up her intransigent and unaccept
able position and come forward in a spirit of 
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co-operation and good faith. Such a spirit is also 
needed in order to solve the problems that 
Turkey raises over the Aegean, which for the 
last few years have been poisoning Greek
Turkish relations and endangering peace in the 
Eastern Mediterranean. 

The Rapporteur deals at length with the 
question of the continental shelf. His report 
unavoidably leads to certain over-simplificatio~s, 
since it is impossible to deal accurately With 
such very complex matters in the space of a 
report which must be relatively brief. On these 
I shall not dwell. I would rather deal with the 
positive aspects of the report in order to stress 
that the Rapporteur is right in saying that 
suspicion and lack of trust have done much ~o 
aggravate differences and to exacerbate public 
feeling on both sides of the Aegean. 

Complex though they may be, these issues are 
certainly not incapable of solution if approached 
in good faith and with a clear understanding of 
the legitimate interests of the parties involved. 

In Bern a few days ago, a procedural agree
ment was reached providing the framework for 
the discussions in depth of the continental shelf 
question, both sides fully reserving their 1~1 
positions. I do not expect the talks that Will 
follow to be either easy or short. But a start, 
however modest, has been made and the outcome 
of the negotiations will ultimately depend on 
the good faith and the understanding displayed 
by both sides. At this point, it would not be 
wise to say more other than to assure yo~ that 
my country is genuinely desirous of making a 
p~sitive contribution to the solution of this 
problem. 

On the question of air space, three weeks ~f 
talks in Paris failed to produce a settlement. ThiS 
is rather disappointing as the views of the two 
countries which had been aired at several 
previous' meetings, were thought to be close 
enough for an agreement to emerge. However, 
the matter will be discussed again with, we hope, 
better results. 

Other points of difference between Greece and 
Turkey are mentioned in the report, but I do 
not want to a<buse your patience by elaborating 
on each and every one of them. Besides, the 
report covers them more or less satisfactorily 
in the sense that the Greek point of view is 
adequately reflected in it. 

There is one point, however, on which it seems 
appropriate to say a few words. The Rapporteur 
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seems to believe that one of the factors which 
prompted Greece to seek full membership of the 
European Communities was her disappointment 
at the attitude of NATO over the 1974 Cyprus 
crisis and her need to obtain a guarantee of her 
security against Turkish military might. This is 
simply not so, for the reasons succinctly but 
eloquently explained in paragraph 61 (2) of the 
report. Moreover, Greece does not consider the 
EEC as a substitute for other defence arrange
ments or for reliance on her own determination 
to defend her vital interests to the limits of her 
capabilities, should the need ever arise. Her 
application for full membership of the EEC is 
due to her European vocation and to her pro
found conviction that, geographically, politically 
and culturally, she belongs to the community of 
western democratic nations. Having contributed 
substantially over the past millennia to the 
common cultural heritage of the western world, 
she feels that she has both the will and the 
potential to make further constructive contribu
tions to the building of a united Europe. 

Her application for membership is aimed 
against no one and could be profitable to all. I 
should like to avail myself of this opportunity 
to reiterate to this Assembly the statement often 
made by Prime Minister Karamanlis that Greece 
does not oppose the EEC membership of any 
other country, including Turkey, if and when 
objective conditions make this membership 
desirable to the interested country and accept
able to the other members of the Community. 
Not being herself a member of the EEC, she 
obviously cannot exert any influence on this 
matter in either sense for the time being. Con
versely, she does not believe and cannot accept 
that her own application should be predicated on 
conditions other than her willingn~ and her 
ability to assume the rights and obligations of 
full membership. 

That having been said, Greece remains deeply 
interested in matters of European defence and 
joint armaments production. She certainly 
welcomes the suggestion made in the report that 
she be associated to the fullest extent possible 
with the work of the Standing Armaments Com
mittee. Should this suggestion be accepted by the 
Assembly and the Council of Western European 
Union, she would be prepared to respond 
favourably in such forms and at such times as 
may be appropriate. 
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Since we are dealing with defence matters, it 
may not be out of place for me to say a few words 
on Greek-NATO relations, the more so as the 
matter is discussed at some length in the report. 
l.Jittle need be added to what you already know. 
Our withdrawal from the integrated NATO 
defence organisation was dictated neither by a 
spirit of vindictiveness nor by frustration but 
by the stark realisation forced upon us by the 
1974 Cyprus crisis that Greece could rely only 
on her own forces for defence against armed 
attack directed at her from within the Alliance. 
The report accurately states that in July and 
again in August 1974 Greek forces stationed in 
Cyprus under treaty commitments were attacked 
by Turkish forces. The situation remained tense 
and verging on war throughout that fateful 
summer and autumn and required drastic 
measures on our side, among which full national 
control of the armed forces was considered vital. 

Following the withdrawal of her forces from 
NATO on 14th August 1974, and in view of her 
statement that she did not dissociate herself from 
the North Atlantic Alliance, it became apparent 
that certain adjustments were nec~ry to bring 
the relationship of Greece with the Alliance in 
line with the new realities. 

What we are now seeking is a formula which, 
without disregarding Greece's present defence 
imperatives, would not prove prejudicial to the 
defence of the West and would, at the same 
time, meet the objectives and requirements of 
both sides. In peacetime, the Greek armed forces 
will be under national command. However, the 
co-operation and planning that will enable the 
allied and Greek forces to cope jointly with a 
state of general emergency will continue. If our 
allies respond - as we hope they will - to the 
willingness of the Greek side to elaborate a 
mutually acceptable formula and establish fruit
ful co-operation, we do not doubt that there will 
be no difficulty in arriving at the best possible 
solution, to the satisfaction of both parties. 

Coming now to the negotiations proper, 
approximately one year ago Greece submitted 
to the Alliance the general guidelines that would 
constitute the framework of her future co
operation with it. Our statement was commented 
upon by the Alliance in a memorandum mainly 
dealing with the significance attributed by the 
allies to the points in question. This memoran
dum, which was received in Athens last March, 
has been considered carefully and we hope to 
he able to communiC'ate our views very shortly 
to the Alliance so that negotiations might soon 
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be initiated on a technical level, touching upon 
specific questions which must be settled in order 
to establish our future co-operation on a sound 
basis. 

In short, the negotiation is proceeding with 
deliberate haste, as dictated by the complexity 
of the issues involved. We hope, however, that 
prudence and perseverance will ultimately be 
rewarded by a practical agreement which takes 
into acount the interests of all concerned. It is 
on this hopeful note that I should like to con
clude my remarks. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation): - Thank 
you, Mr. Minister, for such a full, I might almost 
say exhaustive, survey, for you have touched on 
all the problems that beset your country, ~ur 
neighbours and also your Atlantic and European 
friends. 

May I ask you now to answer any questions 
that members of this Assembly may care to put 
to you : as you know, that is the custom here, 
as at the Council of Europe. 

I call Mr. Schwencke. 

Mr. SCHWENCKE (Federal Republic of 
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, I 
would like to ask the Minister a question, and 
to lead up to it with a few preliminary remarks. 
I really wanted to make these remarks in my 
prepared speech, but perhaps I can have my 
point cleared up more precisely by putting it in 
the form of a question. 

I am in agreement with most of what the 
Minister said. We already know one another 
from our discussions in Greece and Strasbourg. 
I hope that we both accept that what we are 
saying and contributing to the debate is meant 
seriously and serves the cause of peace, in parti
cular in connection with the situation in Cyprus. 
Consequently, as regards everything he had to 
say, I do not question the seriousness of the 
efforts for peace which his government is mak
ing. However, he put things in a way which I 
believe is wrong. 

He said that the trouble in Cyprus all began 
with the Turkish invasion in 1974. That is, 
historically speaking, incorrect. The pre-history 
of the matter surely began when the Greek 
colonels gave a man named Nicos Sampson the 
task of carrying out Enosis in Cyprus. This 
Enosis was then fortunately thwarted, in part by 
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the Greek Cypriots themselves; but it triggered 
off the invasion. In this House we wanted, 
because of the fairness of our debates and the 
readiness with which we must be prepared to 
help each other, to get these developments in the 
right perspective. The fact that not one of us -
and I am convinced this is so - feels that the 
1974 invasion was a right and appropriate reac
tion is quite another matter. 

May I put to the Minister the specific question 
whether in his opinion the antecedents of the 
Turkish invasion are to be found not only in 
Sampson but also in the long years of repression 
of the Turkish Cypriots as, indeed, is well docu
mented by the United Nations. Must we not see 
these related matters as a whole in order to 
understand the real situation ? (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Would 
you like to answer that question, Mr. Minister Y 

Mr. ST A VROPOULOS (Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs of Greece). - I am rather 
surprised that it should be said that I have 
made a false statement. The history of Cyprus 
started 4,000 years before Christ and is full 
of peculiarities. I was not going to deal in 
my report with the history of Cyprus, which 
some members will know. I am speaking only of 
the present moment and of what is happening 
now. It is rather interesting, therefore, to hear 
it said that there has been a false statement. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Urwin of the United Kingdom Labour Party. 

Mr. URWIN (United Kingdom). - In view 
of the Minister's warm welcome and affirmation 
of support for NATO, albeit on a somewhat 
qualified basis, having regard to the strategic 
importance of the south-eastern flank of NATO 
may I ask him under what circumstances, and 
v;hen, Greece will resume full participation in 
the NATO military command structure? 

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

Mr. STAVROPOULOS (Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of Greece). - I thought I made 
clear in my speech that we are at present nego
tiating. We hope that we shall shortly adjust 
our relations with NATO, in view of the present 
realities. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Burckel. 
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Mr. BURCKEL (France) (Translation). -
Thank you, Mr. Minister, for the information 
that you have given us in the course of your 
address. My question concerns the United States 
embargo on armaments supplies to Turkey. Can 
the enforcement of this embargo contribute 
anything towards maintaining joint security in 
the Eastern Mediterranean ? 

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

Mr. STAVROPOULOS (Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of Greece). - This is not a 
question for me. It belongs to the Americans. 
The Americans did not impose the embargo to 
favour Greece. I believe they were upset because 
Turkey had invaded Cyprus using armaments 
which Turkey has received for NATO purposes. 
That was not a NATO purpose. Then there was 
the entanglement which is still in the air. It is not 
for me to say what American policy should be. 

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

Mr. CHANNON (United Kingdom). - Can 
the Minister confirm one thing which I believe 
I heard him say in his speech, that were Greece 
to accede to the European Economic Community 
there would then be no question of her taking 
steps to block subsequent accession by Turkey 
to the EEC, should the remaining members of 
the Community wish Turkey to become a 
member? 

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

Mr. STAVROPOULOS (Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of Greece).- That is perfectly 
right. It would not occur to us that we could 
do such a thing as block Turkey's accession. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mp. Minister. 

Are there any more questions L. 

Mr. STAVROPOULOS (Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of Greece). -May I make an 
additional remark, Mr. President? My false 
statement was due to the fact that the same false 
statement occurs in the report of the Rappor
teur. He speaks to us only about today, not about 
the past. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Min
ister, you have answered all the questions that 
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have been put to you. I thank you on behalf of 
our Assembly. We shall have many further 
opportunities of working together in the other 
amembly which is a sister to this one. 

We shall resume our debate on Mr. Burckel's 
report. 

I call Mr. Roberti of the Italian MSI. 

Mr. ROBERTI (Italy) (Translation). 
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, on rising 
to make my maiden speech in this august gather
ing, let me begin by expressing to you, Sir, and 
all our other colleagues, my gratitude for the 
cordial welcome I have been given. 

I am fully mindful of the importance and 
exalted status of this international amembly. I 
put my name down to speak on Mr. Burckel's 
report because in my view it deserves my own 
and the Assembly's favourable appreciation for 
its accurate analysis of the problems at issue and 
of the synthetic solutions propounded in the 
recommendations. In the latter I welcome a sense 
of realism, in that they are precisely adjusted to 
the Assembly's powers and have no pretension of 
transgressing them, any more than those of the 
other interested parties. It is, I find, appropriate 
that this political debate on western defence 
should in fact begin its proceedings by examin
ing the problem of the Mediterranean. Indeed, 
as has been repeatedly said, the Mediterranean 
constitutes one of the basic problems for the 
defence of the West. The eastern basin of the 
Mediterranean is the most sensitive spot in the 
entire defence of the western world. History 
teaches us, moreover, that the Mediterranean has 
always determined the fate of Europe, and that 
the one who held dominion over the Mediter
ranean has in the end been the master of Europe 
too. Hence all the nations of Europe, especially 
Western Europe, are directly involved in western 
defence and in that of the Mediterranean. As the 
Rapporteur says, the Eastern Mediterranean 
presents three critical points : the Arab-Israeli 
conflict, the Lebanese affair and Greco-Turkish 
relations. 

Now the situation in the Mediterranean has 
been greatly aggravated by the fact that some of 
the powers 8lbutting on it are seen today to be 
in a particularly critical political and economic 
state owing to the considerable influence exerted 
on one or two of them, and on Italy first and 
foremost, by particular political forces appar
ently tightly linked - ideologically and in some 
respects also politically and even organisation
ally, if, as they do, they attend international 
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conferences of the communist parties and the 
eastern bloc countries - to the States and 
therefore in a way also to the policy and the 
political and ideological ends of the Warsaw 
Pact alliance. This adds to the difficulties 
created by the crises in the Eastern Mediterra
nean. 

To be sure, we have had the pleasure of listen
ing in this Assembly to the statements made by 
representatives of some of these parties and we 
would like to hope that their intentions match 
the facts. But politics does not go by intentions. 
I am not arguing '8Jbout anybody's intentions, 
but politics goes by results, and we must wait 
and see what these are, beeause, I think, detente 
is an aspiration common to all mankind and to 
every nation. But for there to be detente, it must 
be a two-way process, and we are pleased to see 
in our Assembly representatives of those same 
ideological and political forces, though I do not 
think that the favour is reciprocated to any of 
the western powers in the deliberations of the 
Warsaw Pact countries. 

This said, and addressing myself now more 
particularly to briefly drawing your attention to 
the points shrewdly raised by our Rapporteur, 
let me offer a few remarks, mainly confined to 
relations between Greece and Turkey, inter alia 
because, as the Rapporteur has said, as regards 
the conflicts for which the Arab States are more 
directly answerabPe, any undue interference by 
European powers might awaken charges of neo
colonialism, and worsen rather than improve the 
situation. 

As for the current crisis situation between 
Greece and Turkey, it need, I think, occasion no 
wonder. Basically, there are, between the two, 
geographical, geopolitical and historical reasons 
for jealousy and rivalry dating back thousands 
of years : without going back to the Trojan or 
even the Persian wars, certainly what happened 
in tlie immediate postwar years goes to prove 
that this is an area in which, for the sake of 
Aegean and economic hegemony, there have 
often been causes of friction between the two 
powers, inherent in their geographical and 
historical circumstances. But the way to eliminate 
such friction has been sagaciously indicated by 
our Rapporteur. It lies in the urgent need for 
joint defence, the promptings of necessity and 
the complementarity of defence requirements. 
Let us not forget that, quite apart from the 
general needs of the West, Greece and Turkey 
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have the greatest length of land frontiers with 
the countries of the Warsaw Pact : hence their 
essential complementarity of defence require
ments. 

Our Rapporteur has dealt with this in para
graph 61. I am glad that the Greek Minister in 
his statement underlined the point. The Rappor
teur observes that Turkish territory is an essen
tial part of the western defence system, in which 
Turkey plays an important role. Greece's security 
is very largely ensured by Turkey's participation 
in the system. Conversely, for its own security 
Turkey also needs Greece to take part in the 
western defence system. 

I am glad to emphasise that the Greek Min
ister in his speech - which in some respects we 
did not find altogether promising for an 
amicable solution to be found to this dispute -
quoted specifically paragraph 21. I think that 
it is precisely proper, within the purview of this 
Assembly, to note that, if we raise our eyes 
beyond the strict confines of our own country 
to the broader horizons of groups of countries, 
groups of powers, not to say, indeed, the entire 
continent, it will he easier to settle individual 
disputes. In this connection - and I conclude, 
Mr. President, by thanking you for the oppor
tunity of speaking from the floor at the start of 
this debate - I •affirm that the proposals in 
the Rapporteur's draft recommendation con
stitute, in my view, the most appropriate means 
of seeking to make a contribution - the contri
bution this Assembly is able to make -
towards solving this serious problem : seeking, 
that is, to draw both countries ever closer towards 
an awareness of the problems involved in matters 
of western defence in general, by facilitating 
their admission to the EEC - on this, too, I am 
glad to have heard reassurances from the Greek 
Minister - and, through the proposals, jointly 
involving, by a form of participation consistent 
with the treaty and our regulations, the repre
sentatives of both Greece and Turkey in the 
studies and contributions which this Assembly 
is, with so much zeal and scruple, bringing to 
western defence, and so, as a fact, in our opinion, 
to detente and world peace. 

Thank you, Mr. President. (Applause) 

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

Mr. DANKERT (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Like the Rapporteur, Mr. President, I want to 
begin by expressing my sympathy for those in 
eastern Turkey so sorely afflicted by earthquake 
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and snowstorms, and I think that Senator Inan, 
who himself comes from that area, is very much 
the right person to receive this message of 
sympathy. 

One cannot escape the fact that the eastern 
end of the Mediterranean is an area where there 
are serious political problems, and from this 
viewpoint the report we ·are discussing has been 
written at the right time. 

But the report culminates in a recommenda
tion to the WEU Council of Ministers that it 
should, as the WEU Council of Ministers, con
cern itself with these problems. I have doubts 
about the wisdom of this. WEU is, itself, already 
a problem area. The Council of Ministers has, 
in practical terms, ceased to operate politically. 
It seems to me there is a total absence of the 
political will to get operating again. The Stand
ing Armaments Committee, which is also men
tioned in the recommendation, may well be a 
permanent body, but this club of gradually 
aging gentlemen now has very little to do with 
armaments. The best that is to be hoped for is 
that the governments will try to build up this 
Committee into a sort of advisory body able to 
undertake useful studies of the problems affect
ing the defence of Western Europe. 

We 'are left with an assembly and a treaty -
both of them were perhaps useful, but they are 
not in my opinion in a position to solve the 
problems set out in Mr. Burckel's report. I am 
assuming, therefore, that the discussion today 
will not bind us in any way, and that the real 
deliberations over problems in the Eastern 
Mediterranean will have to go on in NATO and 
in the Political Committee of the EEC Foreign 
Ministers. Nonetheless, the Burckel report is here 
before us, and there are still one or two comments 
I would like to make on it. 

I think it is nonsense to presume, as the 
recommendation does, that Greece and Turkey 
can be helped by WEU taking a hand ; there is 
proof enough in the fact that WEU has absolutely 
no part in what the recommendation so 
resplendently calls the building of Europe. WEU 
is at a standstill, and there is no building going 
on. 

It might be to the point if, in this Assembly, 
we were to look at what sensible role there still 
is for the ABsembly and the Council of Ministers 
in the present circumstances. This would at least 
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make more sense than pushing WEU deeper 
into the morass by the present attempts to 
burden it with tasks it is not up to coping with. 
This might perhaps even help the Greeks and 
Turks. · · ff i 

Yesterday we adopted the recommendation in 
the de Bruyne report on relations between WEU 
and European union. This contained a plea for 
implementation of the Tindemans report. I have 
my doubts about the means Mr. Tindemans 
wants to employ to get European union off the 
ground. Luckily I get the impression - the 
European Council has not said any more about 
this yet - that these doubts of mine are shared 
by the European Council, 'and that there will be 
no outcome in The Hague today either. 

On one thing - and this is I think of interest 
where Greece and Turkey are concerned -
Mr. Tindemans is certainly not wrong: he was 
right in pointing out that it is impossible to take 
countries like Greece and Turkey into the EEC 
without profoundly unsettling those countries. 
That was why he came up with the idea of a 
Europe proceeding at two different speeds -
dividing Europe into first- and second-class 
members. I believe this is an extremely dangerous 
idea, certainly so in view of the EEC's capacity 
for consecrating the temporary as the eternal. 
This is why I think the negotiations with Greece 
have been begun too soon. Too soon for Greece 
- though that is the Greeks' responsibility -
and too soon for the EEC. The EEC is running 
the risk, in rushing towards a widening of the 
Community, of losing out on deepening it. When 
the Six were expanded to become the Nine, some 
excuse could still be found for the deepening 
process grinding to a halt. But after the 
experience we have had with the Nine, I do not 
feel there are 1any excuses left. One has only, in 
the present economic state of affairs, to look at 
the monetary uncertainty there is in the Com
munity. For me, there is no hurry about Greek 
accession; rather the opposite, in fact .. Nor, 
therefore, am I worried about speeding up 
Turkish, Portuguese and possibly Sp·anish 
membership of the EEC. I think the Com
munity will have to find other arrangements 
acceptable to these Mediterranean countries. 

You will have gathered, Mr. President, that I 
am not in favour of this recommendation. Quite 
simply, I feel we would be awakening expect~ 
tions we could not fulfil. I find difficulty with 
the recommendation, too, over what it has to say 
about the Lebanese problem ; I get the feeling 
that it is taking a side-swipe at the United 
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Nations, one that is not merited. I would like to 
know what the Foreign Ministers of the WEU 
countries have done to settle the crisis in the 
Lebanon Y How have they been any more 
effective, or could they have been any more 
effective, in dealing with this problem ? 

I would recall here the experience there wa.s 
with a French initiative ; that too came to 
nothing. 

There is no more horrible war than a civil 
war. We know that. Mediation and conflict 
management is well-nigh impossible in that kind 
of war. I would not ask the United Nations to 
do the impossible. I think it is regrettable that 
the Rapporteur has, a.s it were, taken advantage 
of the situation to show an organisation - which 
I do not indeed always find appealing- in an 
unfavourable light. 

We need the United Nations: sometimes 
despite the United Nations. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
debate is adjourned. 

6. Designation of Greek and Turkish 
parliamentary observers to the WEU 

Assembly 

(Motion for a Resolution with a request 
for urgent procedure, Doe. 727) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I have 
received from Mr. Burckel •and others a motion 
for a resolution on the designation of Greek and 
Turkish parliamentary observers to the WEU 
Assembly with a request for urgent procedure. 
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The request for urgent procedure will be 
posted up and the text distributed as Document 
727. The Assembly will be a.sked to decide on 
the request for urgent procedure this afternoon 
at 4 p.m. 

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

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

1. Western Europe's policy towards Medi
terranean problems (Resumed Debate on 
the Report of the General Affairs Com
mittee, Document 719). 

2. Designation of Greek and Turkish parlia
mentary observers to the WEU Assembly 
(Motion for a Resolution with a request 
for urgent procedure, Document 727). 

3. European oceanographic 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 722). 

Are there any objections ?... 

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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SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the Minutes. 

2. Attendance Register. 

8. Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean prob
lems (Resumed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee, Doe. 719). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Cordle, Mr. Inan (Observer 
from Turkey), Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Schwencke, Sir 
Frederic Bennett. 

4. Designation of Greek End Turkish parliamentary observ
ers to the WEU Assembly (Motion for a Resolution 
with a request for urgent procedure, Doe. 727). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Urwin (point of order), 
Mr. Burckel, Mr. Channon, Mr. Grieve; Sir John 
Rodgers, Mr. Radius (points of order), Mr. Valleix 
(explanation of vote). 

5. Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean prob
lems (Resumed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee, Doe. 719). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Radius, Mr. Urwin, 
Mr. Amrehn, Mr. Calamandrei, Mr. Stephanopoulos 
(Observer from Greece). 

6. European oceanographic activities (Presentation of and 
Debate on the Report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions and Vote on the 
draft Recommendation, Doe. 722). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Craigen (Rapporteur), 
Mr. van Kleef, Mr. Lewis, Mr. Hawkins, Mr. Hardy, 
Mr. McNamara, Mr. Oraigen (Rapporteur), Mr. Warren 
(Chairman of the Committee). 

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

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

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). In 
accordance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Pro
cedure, the Minutes of Proceedings of the 
previous Sitting 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. Western Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee, Doe. 719) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The first 
Order of the Day is the resumed debate on the 

1. See page 28. 

89 

report of the General Affairs Committee on 
,V,estern Europe's policy towards NI:editerranean 
problems, Document 719. 

In the resumed debate, I caH Mr. Cordle. 

Mr. CORDLE (United Kingdom).- The two 
previous speakers in the discussion before the 
luncheon adjournment expressed their sympathy 
with the people of Turkey at the calamity that 
has recently befallen them. I should like to 
associate myself with those sentiments and to 
assure the people of Turkey that they are much 
in our minds at this time of suffering and sor
row. 

In Mr. Burckel's wide and highly informative 
explanatory memorandum we see a large degree 
of diplomacy and sounfl common sense, but it 
also reveals the urgency for the action which has 
to be taken seriously if the problems in the 
Mediterranean are to be faced up to and resolved. 
This brilliant report has fairly laid all the fac~'l 
before us without crashing head-on into any of 
the many and varied rocks that are both 
dangerous and frustrating. 

The main problem concerns the importance 
of both a strong defence programme for our 
Turkish and Greek friends, a programme which 
is autonomous in theory but united in practice, 
and one that will provide sound Eastern Mediter-
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ranean security for Western Europe. But I must 
ask how the United Kingdom squares up to its 
share in this. The answer is that it does so very 
badly. It seems more than ever clear now that 
the conditions demanded by the International 
Monetary Fund for bailing Britain out of its 
current dangerous financial situation would 
include cuts in public spending. 

The left-wing extremists will no doubt call 
for further defence cuts in whatever package 
is put together, but cuts in defence expenditure 
additional to the massive £8,000 million already 
axed would be catastrophic. When he was Defence 
Secretary, Mr. Roy Mason, who was a responsible 
member of the Cabinet, warned us of the serious 
and dangerous situation confronting us if we 
reduced our defence any further. Last Wed
nesday, when Her Majesty the Queen opened 
parliament, her speech contained the commit
ment that the government would continue their 
support of the Atlantic Alliance. But there may 
well be danger signals in that our own Prime 
Minister, in an attempt to influence our allies to 
bail us out of our financial problems on his terms, 
threatened to consider withdrawing British troops 
from Germany. That is an odd and inept piece 
of diplomacy which was not only unlikely to 
impress anyone but was likely to damage us more 
than anything else. 

It is also clear that the Americans are 
extremely apprehensive aboUJt possible cuts iiD. 
Britain's Rhine Army. They are also deeply 
worried about the future of the British sovereign 
base on Cyprus. They are openly saying that the 
United Kingdom is pulling out of the Mediter
ranean. They view that with increasing al-arm in 
view of the delicate situation there. 

If Turkey and Greece can accept the obvious 
solution of a fair partition of Cyprus and a 
federal government loosely shared between them, 
this vital strategic area could be sustained by a 
strong defence programme as heretofore. But I 
believe that a greater and stronger bond can be 
provided by the EEC eventually inviting both 
Greece and Turkey into fuH membership. 

In paragraph 7 of the report, the Rapporteur 
sets out very clearly the present state of affairs. 
He says that "Greece is on the way towards 
integration, but the aBSociation agreement with 
Turkey no longer corresponds to reality today 
and a reappraisal is urgent. Only ambitious con
crete proposals can re-establish a balance between 
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the two States and avoid Turkey drifting away 
from Europe and the West. In general, Com
munity action is over-cautious, due perhaps to the 
lack of a common approach towards foreign 
policy in the Mediterranean area." If we believe 
that, we here m WEU should do everything 
in our power to see that the long-drawn-out 
matters of conflict and strife which have 
bedevilled these two great countries are set aside 
by an invitation to full membership of the EEC, 
at a time when Turkey and Gr.eece are so ready, 
which would not only divert attention from their 
interrelated problems but give them a greater 
say at the conference tables of Europe on trade 
matters and, more important to us all, in matters 
of security. 

To maintain the presence of the free world in 
the Eastern Mediterranean is of paramount 
importance, for great is the activity of Russian 
forces in the area and this could have devastating 
effects on our friends in the event of a conflict. 
Our only help, if our endeavours with Greece 
and Turkey fail, must surely rest with our allies, 
the Americans. I hope that they will not hesitate 
to maintain the sovereign base of Cyprus rather 
than allow it to fall into the hands of Mr. Maka
rios, who has already admitted that he has turned 
to the Russians for help. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I caH 
Mr. Inan, Observer from Turkey. 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Transla
tion). - I thank you, Mr. President, and the 
Assembly for having invited us to this sitting 
and for thus giving us a chance to speak to you 
here after our ally and neighbour, Greece, and 
to put before you the situation that at present 
prevails in the two countries. 

I also thank the Rapporteur, MT. Burckel, and 
Mr. Dankert and Mr. Cordle who have expressed 
their sympathy with us in the disaster that has 
hilt Turkey ; we greatly appreciate this token 
of sympathy. 

I further thank Mr. Burckel, the Rapporteur, 
for having mentioned, as I intended to do myself, 
the very humanitarian gesture by the GTeek 
Government in coming to the aid of Turkey. We 
have seen a Greek military aircraft flying across 
Turkish territory to come to the aid of the 
Turkish people. This is a gesture by which we 
were much touched and which we greatly 
appreciate. 

However, after that gesture, it was dishearten
ing to hear Mr. Stavropoulos putting Turkey, as 
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it were, in the dock, just after the agreement 
reached in Bern and the progress made in P.aris. 
I do not think that that will contribute towards 
building up the good atmosphere that we are 
trying to create between the two countries. 

In fact, after the Bern negotiations on an 
interim agreement between the two countries, 
which ended with wh81t is caHed an agreement of 
good neighbourliness, to apply for two years, the 
two countries were to stop throwing accusations 
at each other and to cease mutual recrimination. 

Yet today, 30th November, I find that a section 
of thls agreement has been abandoned and that 
Turkey has once again been, as it were, put in 
the dock here, as in other international bodies, 
and this does not make things easier. I was 
pained to hear Mr. Stavropoulos refer to the 
"coup" by Mr. Sampson, supported by the 
colonels in Athens. In his very evasive reply to 
Mr. Schwencke he showed no sign whatever of 
accepting the responsibility of the colonels and 
of Mr. Sampson for what happened or what is 
now happening in Cyprus. I think that does 
democracy no credit. Mr. Stavropoulos said "We 
should be friendly with the Turks". I had 
expected more than that. 

For more than nine centuries our two nations 
have formed a kind of outpost of western civil
isation and of western democratic systems in this 
part of the world. Mr. Stavropoulos also mention
ed the restoration of democracy in Athens, and 
we are very pleased about it, although he made 
no reference to the folly of the colonels, together 
with Mr. Sampson's "coup", a crazy move which 
Turkey was forced to thwart - with the result 
that my country can pride itself on having made 
some contribution towards the return of demo
cracy in Greece, about which we are very glad, 
even if this democracy gives Greek parlia
mentarians and members of the Greek Govern
ment a chance to try and indict us before this 
international forum. 

Mr. Stavropoulos also said that one third of 
the present population of Cyprus consisted of 
refugees. That is a far cry from the true facts. 
According to United Nations statistics, they 
number only 24,000 ; if we go by the figures 
we have at present, there are no more than 17,000 
refugees in the southern sector. We must bear 
in mind that those who have been described as 
refugees in the southern sector today occupy the 
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houses and land of some 70,000 Turks who have 
left the area. 

Mr. Stavropoulos similarly mentioned colonisa
tion of Cyprus by Turkey. 

We should not forget that, at the present time, 
there are nearly 100,000 Cypriots in Turkey and 
50,000 in England, as our British colleagues well 
know. If these people now decide to return to 
their property, I do not think it can be held 
against them. To say that the 1960 agreement 
was violated bv the Turkish invasion is to close 
one's eyes to ~hat has happened over a period 
of twelve years, from 23rd December 1963 when 
Archbishop Malmrios unilaterally breached the 
treaty then in force, to the events of 15th July 
1974, events that were not of Turkey's making. 

I now come to the report itself, and I con
gratulate the Rapporteur. His was not an easy 
task, since a balance had to be found that could 
satisfy everybody. 

Both sides tend at times to react wi-th feeling 
and emotion rather than sang-froid, which does 
not ease the task of the Rapporteur, who has 
carried it through with fairness and objectivity. 
I should like to thank him for it and to con
grrutulate him and the members of the General 
Affairs Committee who have visited both Turkey 
and Greece to see for themselves how things are. 

Coming back to the document itself, I shall 
start with the title, "Western Europe's policy". 
In fact, there is at present no Western Euro
pean policy on the Mediterranean, and I doubt 
whether there will be one tomorrow. The 
Mediterranean policy of the western countries is 
based on the political and economic interests 
of each government, interests which are not 
always convergent; at times they even conflict 
with each other, and with the interests of the 
West or of other allied countries. 

·we should like such a policy to emerge one 
day, but, alas, Europe, whether as an enlarged 
community or otherwise, is nearly always a giant 
in economic terms, while in the political sphere, 
I am sorry to say, it has as yet not faced up 
to its responsibilities. Consequently, to talk of 
Western Europe's policy is to talk of an ideal, 
a pious hope to which I willingly subscribe, but 
I would also like to face facts. 

This morning, to a question put to the Secre
tary of State to the Minister for Foreign Af:fairs 
of the French Republic on the way that Turkey 
and the other Mediterranean countries have been 
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treated, the reply was that there was no western 
policy, and his reply was evasive. 

There are at the present time four Community 
policies on the Mediterranean, each quite dif
ferent from the others. In each member country 
of the Community the government uses the Com
munity as an instrument of its own foreign 
policy. Certain member States have interests in 
the Maghreb in North Mrica and so we have 
the Community oriented in that direction. 

When they had to deal with Greece and 
Turkey, who are associated with the Community 
not only as a preliminary to membership but also 
as members of the Atlantic Alliance, and who 
are accorded less favourable treatment than the 
other countries - in their case, we hear, there 
is a Mediterranean policy and Turkey is thrown 
in with all the rest. This is something which, 
alas, has confirmed my doubts. 

In paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation, 
the ~mbly recommends that the Council 
"continue its work". Well, so far there has been 
no work, but perhaps there will be from then on. 

Paragraph 7 of the explanatory memorandum 
states that "Community action is over-cautious, 
due perhaps to the lack of a common approach 
towards foreign policy in the Mediternmean 
area". Here, again, it is more than over-cautious. 

In paragraph 8, France's withdrawal is com
pared with that of Greece. In France's case this 
was deliberate policy. In Greece's case, an 
emotional reaction. The analogy is not therefore 
all that plain. 

Towards the end of this paragraph, the United 
States embargo is refeiTed to. On this point, too, 
I found Mr. Stavropoulos' reply astonishing. He 
did not say that he did not approve of the 
American embargo, whereas we could have 
expected him to say that the embargo affooted 
the whole defence system. 

I have visited the United States four times. 
I saw whaJt went on in the Capitol in connectiOill 
with the American embargo. There are three mil
lion Greek Americans, who are controlled by the 
Greek Cypriot community in Athens, which is 
carrying on an anti-Turkish campaign in the 
United States. It was following this campaign 
that the American Congress imposed its 
embargo. 
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Paragraph 10 refers to a 35,000-ton ship, the 
Kiev. As it happens, there is some disagreement 
on the tonnage of this vessel. In the NATO docu
ment, reference is made to a ship of 45,000 tons, 
while the report mentions a 35,000-ton ship. The 
difference is vast and alJows a number of inter
pretations. 

As regards the permission granted by Turkey 
for the Kiev's passage, Turkey, in accordance 
with the Montreux Convention, informed the 
contracting parties that this permission had been 
grooted. The notification produced no reaction. 

We must not forget that the treaty is forty 
years old and that it must be interpreted in a 
way that fits in with the facts of economic 
development. The Montreux Convention makes 
no mention of missiles. Today, tramps carry 
rockets and certain ships of allied countries pas
sing through the Bosporus carry mi~les. 

At the end of paragraph 11, we read that 
Turkey "could perhaps do so if the solution of 
its problems with Greece allowed its allies to give 
it the guarantees which it requires". 

I believe that the Rapporteur will agree with 
me, since Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty 
gives Turkey every guarantee. This is a kind of 
denial of the North Atlantic Treaty and of 
Al'ticle 5. It is not, therefore, desirable for this 
Assembly, which is concerned with defence ... 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I have to 
inform you that you have exceeded the time 
allowed you. I must ask you to finish off quickly. 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Transla
tion). - The final report must be in line with 
the facts. 

Paragraph 20 refers to the Greek Cypriot 
Government. Up to 1963, 30 % of this govern
ment consisted of Turks, the rest were Greeks. 
After the events of 1963, when there was no 
government in Greece, the administration was 
Greek. 

In paragraph 21, Turkey's intervention is 
explained as having been undertaken in order 
to protect the Turkish minority. First of all, I 
would mention that there is no minority, even 
the United Nations has adopted the word "com
munity". There are two communities - the 
Turkish community and the Greek community. 
Subsequently, there was the intervention under
taken on the basis of the 1960 treaty of 
guarantee, under which Turkey was under an 
obligation to intervene in situations such as that 
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brought about by Sampson, in order to maintain 
the independence of Cyprus ; it was not just to 
defend the Turkish community. 

In paragraph 28(2) and the footnote, where 
there is reference to the Lausanne Treaty and 
the Paris Treaty, the report, following the state
ment put out in Athens, says that Turkey did 
not sign the Paris Treaty and that what was 
being done was not therefore a threat to Turkey. 
Turkey's security is not affected, and if there 
is to be no demi:litarisation of the Dodecanese, 
what power could be concerned ? The islands are 
one mile, two miles, three or four miles from the 
Turkish coast. It is just with this situation that 
the Lausanne and Paris Treaties had to deal. 
The British Government of the time suggested, 
in order to satisfy the Turks and offer the neces
sary security, and also to maintain the balance 
of the Lausam.ne Treaty, that an article should 
be added providing for the denillirtarisation of 
these islands. The British Government had also 
warned the Turks. As history has shown, the 
Germans before leaving the islands proposed to 
the Turkish Government, which did not accept, 
that the Turks should move in when they Left. 
The suggestion was made im. order to safeguard 
Tmkey's security. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -We shall 
not finish tonight if you go on. I cannot l·et you 
speak any ·longer, you have already taken up 
twice the time accorded you, which was ten 
minutes. I am sorry that the procedure I have 
to apply is so harsh, but the Orders of the Day 
are very strict ; you are here as an observer, 
you can make a certain number of observations, 
but if you are goi.ng to review the whole of the 
Burckel report we shall not have finished this 
evening. 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Transla
tion). - I am not doing so solely for Mr. 
Burckel and I have not come from Ankara just 
for the report. I leave the last word to you, but 
there are facts that I want to underline. In 
paragraph 28(7) reference is made to four 
powers on the Security Council. I am sorry to 
say that in the United Nations Assembly one of 
the powers represented in this room voted 
against Turkey. 

A general comment on relations between the 
two countries and the European Economic Com
munity : Greece's application for membership on 
12th June 1975 was purely and simply a matter 
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of policy. The Athens Government said as much 
and aJl the world knows it. 

Policy directed against whom and to achieve 
what, when the question was one of a difference 
between two associates ? Moreover, the treatment 
meted out to Turkey is far from being in line 
with the 1963 Ankara T.rwty and the additiO!llal 
protocol signed between Turkey and the Com
munity. At a time when Turkey is experiencing 
difficulti<es with its ally the United States 
because of the embargo, we expect a good deal 
more understanding from the Community. Whrut 
we get is almost indiffurence ; we are even meert
ing with extreme difficulties on the part of 
certain member countries, which I regret. 

I sha1l gladly answer any requesrt for further 
explanation, but reserve my right to repLy, and 
I apoLogise for havim.g overstepped the tdme 
alliowed me. (Applmtse) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Your con
tribution was very interesting but we are pressed 
for time. I have let you speak for a far longer 
time than that aLlowed to our colleagues and 
even to Ministers. 

I call Mr. Cavaliere. 

Mr. CAVALIERE (Italy) (Translation). -
Mr. President, may I on behalf of the Christian 
Democrat Group of the Italian Delegation offer 
you our sincerest and warmest thanks for the 
genel'ous and cordial greetings you extended to 
us at the start of yesterday's sitting. 

About the matter on the Orders of the Day, 
I agree with the speaker who said that there is 
at the moment no Western European policy for 
the Mediterranean and all the important and 
weighty problems involved. However, I think the 
issue is one of promoting a WEU policy in the 
Mediterranean area. If this be not the case, I 
fail to see what purpose our Assembly serves. 
We have no decision-making powers, but we do 
have the ability and duty of urging the member 
countries and therefore the organisation to frame 
a policy of their own to abolish the situations 
which have been decried and in respect of which, 
whereas Western Europe is greatly concerned 
with defence problems, and these are insepareble 
from the situation of the Mediterranean coun
tries, we nowadays see, on the contrary, the 
presence of armed forces of countries not 
directly concerned with Mediterranean problems. 
I allude to the presence of the United States 
and Russian navies, which this morning served as 
a pretext for the French Foreign Minister to 
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justify dispatching a French fleet because of the 
perils that loom in this area. 

I observe that the greater the tension between 
the countries whose policy we are discussing 
from the standpoint of European defence, the 
steadier and more wholehearted should be our 
endeavour to eLiminate the causes of friction, 
dissension or even conflict, and to create a new 
situation in the Mediterranean - I mean, the 
whole of it, and not merely the eastern basin. 
For this reason I feel I must reject the down
right statement by the second of this morning's 
speakers Mr. Dankert, to the effect that we as 
the ~bly of WEU would be liable to make 
oUil'Selves ridiculous by passing a resolution 
like the one which terminates Mr. Burckel's 
excellent report. I think we really lose all touch 
with reality by indulging in such remarks which 
are after all disparaging to our .Assembly, and 
allow me to say that it is really a serious matter 
that such a disparaging remark should have been 
made by a person of authority in the Assembly 
itself. 

I have neither the authority, nor above all the 
time, to argue the point in specific terins, but 
I would like to point out that it says on the 
third page of the admirable report that the Com
mon Market countries decided in 1972 to imple
ment an overall Mediterranean policy, which 
means they have an interest, they have a stake 
in the area. Even if the results have not been 
satisfactory so far - or rather, I would say, 
because of this - we should try and exert the 
greatest effort to eradicate the negative factors 
that militated against the framing of an overall 
Mediterranean policy. 

I think the Rapporteur's conclusions represent 
a first serious effort towards ensuring that our 
Assembly may bring a valid contribution to over
coming the obstacles that have so far stood in 
the way of a European presence in the Mediter
raJllean and making some progress in probleins 
of Mediterranean defence. 

Our task should be even greater, in the light 
of what speakers have said: the Greek Foreign 
Minister this morning and now the Turkish 
observer. There are, to say the least, reasons for 
friction. There are reasons for very serious con
troversy, reasons for strife. Our duty is not to 
disarm before these reasons for strife, nor to cry 
halt at the sight of these obstacles, but rather 
to point out the best ways of overcoming them, 
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inasmuch as - as the Rapporteur rightly 
acknowledges - it really is a pipe-dream to 
think of achieving a European defence, a 
Western European presence in the Mediter
ranean if only one of the two contending parties, 
Greece and Turkey, were to be left out. 

I take the view that, beyond the facts, the will 
to do this exists ; the Greek Foreign Minister 
said as much this morning, and the Tmkish 
representative this afternoon, albeit after some 
lively polemics. We should avail ourselves of the 
positive aspect of all this and, to any who have 
the power to frame policy and take decisions, 
indicate where an equitable solution will be 
found to lie. It seems to me thrut to accept, or 
ra.ther implement the accession and admittance 
to the Common Market of Greece and Turkey 
can, and will, be a decisive step towards settling 
our differences and achieving our design - not 
our dream, for in politics there can be no such 
thing : we are not pursuing dreams but con
crete designs - of securing European defence 
in the Mediterranean. 

In concl'llSion, mark we1l the ex:treme impor
tance of this, for the fact that there should exist 
today, at various points in the East, hotbeds of 
unrest a.nd war is not the only reason for our 
concem, but there is aJso that of what tomorrow 
may bring, to exercise our minds. I am speaking 
especially as an Italian - for the A93embly 
should realise Italy's pa.rticul-ar position makes 
it perhaps more concerned than. any other 
cormtry in achieving a defence system. In short, 
we wonder what may happen tomorrow in 
Albania or Yugoslavia. From this question mark 
we receive admonitions that we should press 
resolutely on with om intent to reach the goal 
of a true European unity with all the countries 
whose presence is essential to our defence system. 
(Applause) 

(Mr. Tanghe, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair in place of Mr. Nessler) 

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

Mr. SCHWENCKE (Federal Republic of 
Germany) (Transla.tion). - Mr. President, 
Ladies and Gentlemen. The Burckel report has 
made it abundantly clear to me once more how 
limited, indeed lacking, are the powers of WEU 
and, in particular, of this .Assembly, and at the 
same time how impossible it is at present to 
relinquish the role that is ours. We can work 
out recommendations, adopt the recommenda
tions proposed - and I shall vote for the present 
one- and yet all the time we must know that, 
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first, we are not more but mther less in a posi
tion to contribute towards solving the Turkish
Greek problems than in the United Nl!ltions or 
the Counci<l of Europe, both organisations having 
of course better possibilities ; secondly, the pres
sure which would have to be exerted on both 
sides by the United States and by the nine Com
munity countries - by the United States in 
particular on Greece and by the Nine on both 
Turkey and Greece - in order to force them 
into bilateral negotiations on the subsmnce of 
their problems, can scarcely be exerted through 
WEU; and, thirdly, that we, in this Assembly, 
cannot bring the two Presidents Demirel and 
Karamanlis .to the negotiating table again with a 
view, for instance, to getting them to adopt the 
measures announced in their letters. I do not 
think we can expect this in the foreseeable 
future, particularly in view of the fact that the 
election campaign has begun in Turkey and will 
not be finished until October next year. And, in 
my opinion, not only the Turkish President in 
office but his rival, Mr. Ecevit, too, will have a 
good deal to say in the solution of these prob
lems. 

In spite of all this, the report is useful in that 
it forces us to take up a position, to draw the 
attention of the public to this European storm 
centre, to provide public opinion with more 
balanced and, I believe, fuller information than 
has usually been available, because of the greater 
facilities open to Greece - not only, of course, 
through the United States but also through 
Fr!llnce. And let me add something which also 
helps the Greek part of Cyprus : at the confer
ence of the third world countries in Colombo, 
at UNESCO, now meeting in Nairobi, and at 
the United Nations in New York, only this side 
is able to reach the world with 1ts international 
appeals. That i<J why I believe it will be helpful 
- even though it may not help much in the 
short term - to adopt the motion for a resolu
tion from Mr. Burckel, for giving both the Turks 
and the Greeks observer status here. 

Turkey - and it is important I think, for us 
all that the point be made - is a European 
State, it wishes to participate politically in 
Europe's problems and it must be given the 
means to do so. May I, therefore - perhaps 
more bluntly than I ought - return to the 
problems involved from the Turkish point of 
view, in particular that of the Turkish Cypriots. 
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Of course we have here, as can be seen from 
the report, a whole range of problems : the 
Aegean, the continental shelf, the refusal of the 
Turkish side to consider the Aegean as a Greek 
inland sea ; the question of air safety, which is 
of much more importance than many of us 
assume, and finally Greece's application to 
accede to the EEC and the closer 8880Ciation 
·with the Community wanted by the Turks. 

Allow me to pick out one problem which is 
in some ways typical : the problem of Cyprus. 
I believe that we members of the Cominittee, 
when we were in Athens ·and Ankara, felt two 
things : first that for the Greeks the solution of 
the Cyprus problem has priority, for its influ
ence on public opinion among other reasons ; 
secondly - and this is what we were told in 
Ankara by the acting Foreign Minister and, if 
I rightly remember, by the Chairman of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee, who is here with us 
- that for Turkey the Cyprus problem has its 
importance but that other problems have polit
ical priority. I am picking out the Cyp•rus prob
lem because I pride myself that I may know a 
little more about this country than some of my 
colleagues. The visit to Cyprus by WEU's Gen
eral Affairs Committee was not my first visit 
to the country. I have known it for many years 
and think highly of it and its people, both 
Turkish and Greek. I hope you will believe me 
when I say that my love of Cyprus and my 
political interest in it embrace the cou.rutry as 
a whole. 

What does the situation in Cyprus reaLly look 
like ? When I was there six weeks ago I observed 
the following. First, both sides have troops 
armed to the teeth ; it is true that the green 
line of the United Nations separates them, but 
I think the chances of the United NB~tions inter
vening effectively in a crisis are slender. 
Secondly, there are refugees and refugee camps 
on both sides, which I have either seen myself 
or on which I have had reports. 

Thirdly, I do not see any hope of the repre
seii!tatives of these two ethnic groups or - and 
I gladly adopt this phraseology - these two 
communities, on the one hand Archbishop 
Makarios and on the other Mr. Denktash, being 
in a position to solve the outstanding problems 
on an intercommunity basis. Quite the contrary : 
the situation is such that there is in pra0tice 
no longer any bond holding the two together ; 
the bond has been shattered, and it is a vain 
endeavour to say which side did most to destroy 
it. 
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Fourthly, the isol111tion of the Turkiah Cypriot 
part of the population from international 
developments and international relations is so 
strict that it has led to distressing economic, 
political and human consequences. The economic 
consequences have gone so far that the supplies 
of power and w111ter for the northem part of the 
island have been cut off, and the Turkiah side 
hM had to consider whether water supplies will 
have to be brought from the Turkish mainland. 
This and many other things constitute a harsh 
and unwarranted treatment of the Turkish 
inhabitants of the island for which the Greek 
side, under Makarios, must bear the sole respon
sibility. I believe we must see these matters 
clearly if we are to discuss things together 
frankly and openly in this Assembly; United 
N111tions documents on the subject are avaHable. 

I am not trying - and I made this clear 
earlier on - to justify the 197 4 invasion in any 
way. It must however be seen in relation to the 
broader political continuum which cannot be 
shrugged off with a reference to Cyprus's mil
lenial history - and about that history, too, 
there are one or two things I could tell you. 
There was a certain cUITent in Cypriot affairs 
which begmt positively in 1957 with President 
Makarios and Vice-President Denkti!JSh, but in 
1963 - and there were many re~~~Sons for this 
a.'l far as the Turks were concerned - it hoo 
to be abandoned. This left a situation in which 
Cyprus hillS been repr.esented in international 
relations solely by the Greek side, and the 
Turkish side has not even been consulted. That 
]inks up with many other factors that work 
against the Turkish Cypriots. I would only like 
to point out, as one example, that even today 
Turkish-Cypriot diplomats have to travel with 
Turkish passports because they caJlllot get their 
own from the Cypriot capital of Nicosia. 

This is, I think, indicative of a situation which 
I consider to be dangerous for Europeans M a 
whole. I am not here - even though my remarks 
are perhaps a little blunt - to say who is right 
or who is wrong. And we are not here in a body 
charged with divining the truth. What I would 
say is that this Assembly, in accordance with the 
ancient Greek saying ho logos pethai (the word 
convinces), must also listen to the words of those 
who speak for the Turkish community which has 
long boon neglected by the Greek Cypriots, and 
which is now asking to be heard. 
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1\IIr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I have 
no magic formula for solving these problems, but 
I think it might be useful if I were to close with 
four observ8Jtions. 

First, on my estimate of both sides, there is 
no chance of reaching a quick solution internally 
in Cyprus. The diametrically opposed forces at 
work since 1963, and even more since 197 4, have 
moved so far apart that the bond of unity no 
longer exists. 

Secondly, I see no hope that any progress will 
be made in these intercommunity problems even 
by bringing in the United Nations Secretary
General MT. W aldheim, IllS both sides - Turkish 
and Greek - send their negotiators .to the 
negotiations without any real powers. 

Thirdly, I hope we are agreed that we must do 
all in our power to preserve the sovereign State 
of Cyprus. This sovereign State, which is 
earnestly desired by the citizens on both sides, 
will be a State with two communities - one of 
which must not be systematically disqualified 
as a minority, but must share in foreign and 
State affairs - under one stormproof roof. 

Fourthly, we must try to make sure that this 
State with its sovereignty fits itself into the 
western world in such a way that it is assured 
of the security which is its due. 

The problems of m:ilitary policy raised by the 
situation in Cyprus affect our security too. They 
must be brought nearer to a solution. The debate 
in this House must once again make it dear 
that it is incumbent on us to prevent an escala
tion which could come about and which I for 
one certainly do not consider to be out of the 
question for the foreseeable future. We must 
compel the two powers most directly concerned, 
Turkey and Greece, to enter into meaningful 
negotiations so that in future all Cypriots can 
shape their fate in sovereign manner. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call SiT 
Frederic Bennett. 

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). 
- I was fortunate enough to be one of those who 
went on the visit to Greece and Turkey. I should 
like to pay a tribute to the Rapporteur, a tribute 
I have paid to him on previous occasions, for 
having performed the most difficult t~~~Sk of all 
- that is, to try to pursue a line between the 
differing points of view of two countries in a 
dispute which hinges not only on interpretation 
but on contested facts. There have been times 
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when I have wondered whether it was wise :for 
this distinguished group to look into this matter. 
Sometimes it is better to allow two bodies or 
oo1Jions in confllict to work things out :for them
selves, :free :from outside intervention. I am still 
not sure whether we adopted the wise course. 

There is in Britain, however, the saying that 
the only way to prevent two members o:f a :family 
:from continuing to qual'!rel is :for an outsider to 
intervene when they both come together. I hope 
that that does not sound unduly optimistic, since 
in al!l my time in assemblies such as this I have 
never known a more di:f:ficult task than that 
which the Rapporteur has been asked to perform. 
I do not agree with all his conclusions, but it is 
a brave man who would claim that he could do 
better than the Rapporteur did in trying to pick 
a path between so many conflicting points o:f 
view. 

I have said in public, as opposed to saying it 
in diplomatic circles, that I have doubts about 
the wisdom o:f outside intervention by those not 
immediately concerned with the argument. Since 
I hold thrut view, I would be less than :fair i:f I 
were now to try to reconstruct all the events 
which have led to this unhappy situation. I pro
pose to content mysel:f merely with talking about 
the Cyprus situation, because there seem to be 
:fair prospects o:f the Aegean dispute being settled 
by resolution and good sense. The best we can 
do today is to wish continuing success to those 
talks. 

Let me say one thing which I hope will not be 
regarded as controversial. When there is an 
argument between two cormtries or two indi
viduals, it is di:f:ficult to determiJne the precise 
point at which it is :fair to say that the argument 
began. I am a:fraid that in the matter o:f Cyprus 
one cannot simply pick the moment at which the 
Turkish :forces ·landed in Cyprus. As a British 
member o:f parliament, I must go back to what 
took place a:fter the Zurich agreements and 
during the period be:fore the Turks invaded. In 
what I am about to say, I mean no o:f:fence to 
my Greek :friends who have no responsibillity :for 
what happened there. However, we all know in 
our hearts and minds that during that interven
ing period the proposal in the Zurich agreements 
:for Turkish participation in the government o:f 
the island was never implemented. 

Therefore, i:f we are to try to reach an 
impartial and objective view o:f what took place, 
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and i:f we have any hope o:f securing the under
standing o:f the Turkish community in Cyprus 
and o:f Turkey itsel:f, we cannot choose :for the 
beginning o:f the dispute the arbitrary moment 
at which the Turkish invasion took place. We 
have to look :further back than that, and :further 
back than the colonels. We have to look back 
to the time when President Makarios did not 
interpret the Zurich agreements in the same way 
as did the various powers concerned which 
solemnly adhered to those agreements. 

This is not to excuse any unlawful acts which 
:followed. However, one cannot make a balanced 
judgment unless one examines the circumstances 
leading up to a situation rather than looking 
merely at the situation itsel:f. One o:f the greatest 
di:f:ficulties in the way o:f resolving the current 
problem is that unfortunately, because o:f those 
events and because o:f what took place a:fter the 
conclusion o:f the Zurich agreement and up to 
the moment when the invasion by the Turks took 
place, the Turks on both the island and the 
mainland no longer had any confidence in 
President Makarios' ability to restore unity o:f 
any sort, :federaJl or otherwise, to the island. 

It is no good saying that President Makarios 
has learned his lesson and that he will be a 
di:f:ferent man :from now on. I:f one goes to 
Cyprus, Greece or Turkey, as I and many others 
have done, one discovers a :fundamental disllrust 
o:f President Makarios on the part o:f the Turkish 
community. In these circumstances, it is to be 
regretted that Mr. Olerides no longer plays a 
leading rOle on the island, because there were 
moments when one hoped that a new start might 
be made in reaching some agreement. 

What is to be done today ? I believe that the 
only hope is :for a very loose :federal solution. 
I stress the words "very loose". It may become 
a more e:f:fective and unified :federation in the 
:future, but there are too many wounds :for this 
to happen all at once. All that we can hope, i:f 
we are not to have a permanently divided island 
or any other o:f the J.es:l happy consequences, is 
that the two communities will learn to live toge
ther again within a :federation and somehow 
regain the trust in one another which they 
currently lack. 

We should therefore try to produce a :federal 
system, which at the beginning would have to be 
very loose indeed but which, as the two com
munities grew together and recovered their 
mutual trust, could develop into a more e:f:fective 
system. 
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The difficulty is a familiar one to politicians : 
which comes first, the chicken or the egg ? The 
Turks say that they want a loose federation ; the 
Greeks say that before they can take part in any 
discussion about federation there must be a 
redistribution of the territory of Cyprus which 
is more equitable to their population percentages 
than the present situation. There are very real 
difficulti-es here. We heard the Greek Foreign 
Minister use percentage figures, but we must 
remember that prior to the Turkish invasion the 
Turkish community always had a much more 
substantial proportion of the territorial area of 
Cyprus - according, at least, to official British 
figur-es - than 18 %. The explanation of this 
!res largely in the fact that the Turks were the 
rural community. I agree, however, with the 
Minister when it comes to the division of the 
econ01nic resources of the island, and I suggest 
that that is a better rurgument on which to base 
a more equimble division of the land than mere 
mention of acreages, which is perhaps not a very 
wise tactic to pursue. 

Who will give way first ? Do the Turks agree 
to give up some of the land which they now 
occupy in order to persuade the Greeks to talk 
about a federal system Y Or do the Greeks under
take to rely on the federal system and hope 
that, later, those concerned in the north will 
give up some of the land ? 

In the face of such an intractable situation, all 
that one can do is to warn both sides that the 
longer a solution is delayed, the more difficult 
it will be to achieve one. If people live in an 
area for three or four growing seasons and 
harvests, it becomes incredibly difficult, in both 
human and politicrul terms, to persuade those who 
have occupied that land to move all over again. 

I ask our friends on both sides, friends whom 
we value highly in this Assembly, in Britain and 
in NATO, to start now, whichever one is to give 
way first, to try to achieve some sort of resolution 
of this problem. Within months from now it will 
become more intractable. Within years it will 
become totally impossible to resolve, other than 
on the basis of a permanently partitioned island. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Sir 
Frederic. 
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4. Designation of Greek and Turkish 
parliamentary observers to the WEU Assembly 

(Motion for a Resolution with a request 
for urgent procedure, Doe. 121) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We are 
now going to adjourn the debate for a few 
minutes in order to decide about the request for 
a debate under the urgent procedure on a motiOill 
for a resolution on the designation of Greek and 
Turkish parliamentary observers to the WEU 
Assembly, Document 727. 

I call Mr. Urwin on a point of order. 

Mr. URWIN (United Kingdom).- On a point 
of order, Mr. President, are you now proposing 
to close the preceding debate in order to go on 
to this other question, or will the debate be 
resumed afterwards ? 

The PRESIDENT.- I am proposing not to 
close the debate but merely to interrupt it for 
a few minutes. 

(The President continued in French) 

(Translation). - I would remind you that the 
next Order of the Day is the decision on the 
request for urgent procedure on a motion for 
a resolution on the designation of Greek and 
Turkish parliamentary observers to the WEU 
Assembly, Document 727. 

The debate on a request for urgent procedure 
shall not enter into the substance of the question. 

According to the Rules of Procedure, in con
nection with a request for urgent procedure, the 
following only shall be heard : one speaker for 
the request, one speaker against, the Chairman 
of the Committee concerned and a representative 
of the Bureau of the Assembly speaking in its 
name. 

I call Mr. Burckel to move the urgent pro
cedure. 

Mr. BURCKEL (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, in my 
report this morning I intimated what our courses 
of action in this matter might possibly be. I 
said that ·the Assembly would perhaps be well
advised to invite the representatives of Greece 
and Turkey to attend our discussions as 
permanent observers. 

This motion for a resolution was presented in 
Committee, but it became very quickly apparent 
that, for procedural and constitutional reasons, it 
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was perhaps premature to discuss it in the 
General Affairs Committee, especially as this 
motion for a resolution would have to be 
considered by the Committee on Rules of Pro
cedure and Privileges. 

It was finally agreed in Committee that the 
motion for a resolution would be tabled at a 
public sitting of the Assembly by ten of its mem
bers, and that the urgent procedure would be 
requested. 

There were discussions on this, but no definite 
stand was taken. I do not intend to enlarge upon 
the arguments which might militate in favoUT 
of considering the substantive motion, since that 
is not the purpose of my speech, but I merely 
want to say that we think it would be helpful 
if the matter could be thoroughly examined by 
the competent Committee and that, so far as 
the urgent procedure proper is concerned, we 
shall leave it to the wisdom of the Assembly, 
without undue insistence. 

The PRESIDENT.- Mr. Channon, you may 
take the floor. 

Mr. CHANNON (United Kingdom). - I 
should like to oppose the motion that we should 
adopt the urgent procedure in this case. I do so 
not because I believe it is necessarily wrong that 
we should have permanent Greek and Turkish 
observers but because I believe that this is a 
matter which ought to be decided by the appro
priate Committees, and that it is for the Assembly 
to take a decision at leisure ·and not in a rush. 
After all, there are a number of very important 
considerations. If we are to have permanent 
Greek and Turkish observers, why should we 
not have permanent Portuguese, Spanish, 
American, Canadian, Danish or Norwegian 
observers ? All these countries have problems that 
are extremely relevant to the problems of WEU. 
All these matters ought to be considered by the 
appropriate Committees. 

If the resolution is carried tomorrow and we 
have a debate under the urgent procedure, we 
shaH, in effect, be deciding permanently that 
there shall be ten permanent Greek observers and 
twenty permanent Turkish observers. We shall 
have taken no decision about observers from 
other countries with other equally important and 
interesting claims to be present here. I ask the 
Assembly to vote against the urgent procedure 
and to ask for this matter to be referred to 
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the approp•riate Committees for a report on the 
whole question of observers, both in this and in 
other cases, so that the Assembly may decide 
at leisure the appropriate forum for observers, 
what their numbers should be and who should be 
represented. 

I believe that it would be quite unfai·r for )J.S 

in isolation to decide that, aJ.one among alJ other 
countries interested in our problems, we should 
permanently admit the Greeks and the Turks 
without any discussion and with only a few hours' 
consideration. Therefore, I urge my colleagues in 
the Assembly to vote against the urgent pro
cedure, to refer this matter to the appropriate 
Committees and in due course to have a report 
from those Committees ; and then for the 
Assembly to make a decision at the appropriate 
time when rull of us have given this matter the 
mature consideration that it deserves. Surely 
there can be no urgency. It is an important 
matter that deserves mature consideration, not a 
rushed decision today or tomol'll'Ow. Therefore, I 
ask the Assembly to vote against Mr. Burckel's 
motion and to ask the appropriate Committees 
to consider this matter and to refer back to us. 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Chan
non. 

(The President continued in French) 

(Translation). - In the absence of the Chair
man of the Committee on Rules of Procedure 
and Privileges, I invite one of its members to 
give his opinion on applying the urgent pro
cedure. 

I call Mr. Grieve. 

Mr. GRIEVE (United Kingdom).- As Vice
Chairman of the Committee on Rules of Pro
cedure and Privileges, I should like to support 
what Mr. Channon has jUJSt said. It seeins to 
me that if we were to adopt this resolution this 
afternoon we should be rushing a very important 
fence. The points made by Mr. Channon are 
cogent and to the point. We all desire that Greece 
and Turkey should fulfil their respective full 
parts in the community of nations in Europe in 
every way, in every degree and to the full. But 
it seems to me that if we were to pass the resolu
tion this afternoon as a matter of urgent pro
cedure we should be rushing a question of great 
gravity which requires most careful consideration 
by this Assembly. I do not wish to press the 
matter further. It is one of gravity and of weight. 
It deserves our serioUJS consideration, the kind 
of consideration which we shall have given after 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Grieve (con.tin.ued) 

mature thought and deliberation. For these 
reasons, I support Mr. Channon and oppose the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you. 

(The Presiden-t contin-ued in. Fren.ch) 

(Translation). - In accordance with the Rules 
of Procedure, I shall take a vote on the request 
for a debate under urgent procedure by sitting 
and standing. 

Sir John RODGERS (United Kin.gdom). -
With due respect, Mr. President, according to 
the Rules of Procedure the Chairman of the 
appropriate Committee should be allowed to 
speak on a request for the urgent procedure but 
should not enter into the substance of it other 
than to justify the request or seek rejection of 
the urgent procedure, and in respect of a request 
for urgent procedure only the following shall be 
heard : one speaker for the request, one speaker 
against, the Chairman of the Committee con
cerned and a represenmtive of the Bureau. I 
suggest that, as acting Chairman of the Com
mittee, I have a right to speak before a vote is 
taken. 

Mr. RADIUS (Fran.ce) (Translation). - I 
request the floor on a point of order. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I caH 
Mr. Radius on a point of order. 

Mr. RADIUS (France) (TranslaJtion).- I am 
astonished that anyone should be allowed to 
speak, in contravention of the Rules of Pro
cedure, once voting has started - regardless of 
the opinion expressed. 

Mr. BURCKEI.J (France) (Translation). -
Mr. Radius is right. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The voting 
will continue. 

(A vote was then. taken by sittin-g an.d 
stan.ding) 

(The request for urgent procedure was 
negatived) 

The request is accordingly referred to the 
Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges. 

Sir John RODGERS (Un.ited Kin.gdom).- On 
a point of order, Mr. President. This is very 
important. The Chairman of the appropriate 
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Committee should be allowed to speak and to 
speak for the Committee, because this subject 
came up on 8th November. The British members 
were not present. No decision was taken at that 
meeting in favour or against, but Mr. Burckel 
was alilowed to put forwaTd a motion signed by 
ten members of the Committee. Actually, it is 
signed by ten members of the Assembly, not all 
of them members of the Committee. Therefore, it 
is very important that the General Affairs Com
mittee should have expressed a view, MT. Pre
sident, before you called a vote. 

The PRESIDENT (Transkttion). - I must 
telll the speaker that the Committee on Rules 
of Procedure and Privileges is the competent 
body for considering the request for urgent pro
cedure and the substance of the motion, and not 
any other Committee. 

I call Mr. Radius. 

Mr. RADIUS (Fran.ce) (Translation). - If 
you will allow me, I should like to say that at no 
time did I wish to cut Sir John short. I agree 
thlllt he has a perfect right to speak, provided 
that he comes forward at the right time. My 
objection was that he, or anybody else, should 
take the floor while voting is in progress. That is 
all. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Va1leix. 

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). - In 
explanation of my vote - and I think I can 
aJso speak for all our co-signatories - I believe 
we 8lre heading towards a virtually unanimous 
interpretation of the Assembly's will in the 
matter, including the originators of the motion. 

Now that our Chairman, Mr. Radius, has 
clarified the procedure to be fol!lowed, I would 
say - and it is my own view, which I think 
is shared by others - that the vote just taken is 
no criticism of the underlying aim of the motion, 
on the contrary, and that if the motion for 
urgent procedure has at least allowed the 
Assembly to demonstrate its interest, we are 
aU quite happy about it. 

My co-signatories ood I gladly faJJL m with 
the solution adopted : it is an entirely proper 
matter to be referred to this Committee, which 
should consider it and report back at the next 
session. Thank you. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - That 
discussion is now closed and the vote has been 
taken. 
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S. Western Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee, Doe. 119) 

The PRESIDENT (Transl:rution). -We shall 
resume the debate on Western Europe's policy 
towards Mediterranean problems. 

In the debate, I caJ,l Mr. Radius. 

Mr. RADIUS (France) (TransLation). 
Mr. President, I really am very sorry that this 
debate sholrl.d be limited to the problems of the 
Eastern Mediterranean, the ~neral Affairs 
Committee having only been able to do the 
preparatory work for a report on the Western 
MediterJ:'I3Jlean ; Mr. Burckel's exceLlent report 
is therefore the only paper tabled concerning 
Mediterranean problems. 

It appears to me that Mr. Burckel's thoughts 
could have gained in topicality and interest had 
they been accompanied by some i11umin:ating 
comments on Spain, in particular. 

Honour where honour is due. Mr. Burckel does 
ra.ise the point in paragraph 3 of his report. 
He says the progressive re-establishment of demo
cracy in Spain affords a major opportunity for 
strengthening and asserting a European presence 
in the Mediterranean. This emphasises that the 
forging of further links between Europe and 
Spain constitutes an essential aspect of the 
MediteNanean policy now taking shape on a 
European scale not only in the economic and 
commercial spheres but also in that of political 
co-operation. 

Mr. Burckel's proposals, to which I fully 
subscribe, tend to encourage more active interven
tion by Europe in the Mediterranean to counter 
the uncertainty that hangs over the furture of 
NATO and the growth of the Soviet threat. 

This generrul orientation, which I hope will 
commend itself to this Assembly, should induce 
Europe to turn towards Spain with the proposal 
that it should participate in its unification and 
in determining its future guidelines. Spain is 
steadily drawing closer to our own political and 
social pattern. In recent months, progress towards 
democracy has been speeded up. In a few week's 
time, the Spanish people wiH pronounce by 
referendum on a radical constitutional reform. 
They will decide whether Spain shall be given 
a parliament comprising two chambers, the Con
gress of Deputies, and the Senate, elected by 
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direct universal suffrage, apart from a handful 
of senators who will be appointed by the Crown. 
This parliament will be invested with the fullest 
legislative power, and win share constitutional 
powers with the government. 

This decisive democratisation of Spain's 
political institutions marks the completion of a 
peaceful and orderly process, in which all the 
basic liberties have been gradlllwlly recognised 
and confirmed. Trade union freedom, in practice 
authorised within the limits imposed by the 
requirements of public order, is on the point of 
being legaHy recognised. Freedom of the press 
is already established, at any rate for all objective 
and impartial observers who have had occasion 
to visit Spain. 

These are events of capital importance that 
cannot be ignored by this Assembly and will in 
the near future have extremely beneficial con
sequences on Europe's security. The Spain of 
today, which is fully eligible to participate in 
the construc.tion of Europe, is in fact capable 
of considerably strengthening the unity of 
Western Europe and adding to the weight it 
carries in the world. 

Thanks to its traditionrul relations with certain 
African countries, especially Morocco, Spain will 
enhance Europe's capability for dialogue and eo
operation with the less industrialised Mediter
ranean coun.tries. In its foreign policy options, 
marked by a concern for independence, it will 
encourage Europe to asserrt its own personality 
in respect of outside influenc.es. By favouring 
exchanges of all kinds between Europe and the 
countries bordering on the Mediterranean, Spain 
will compel us not to limit ourselves to the ooo
nomic integration of the countries of Northern 
Europe in the framework of a vast Atlantic free
trade area. It will also spur us on to seek means 
for associating Southern Europe more closely 
in a process of European unification, which has 
been for too long dominated by the more powerful 
regions in the northern sector of our continent. 

True, difficulties will continue to exist, 
especially in economics. As in the case of Greece 
and Turkey, Spain's accession to the European 
Community presupposes mutual concessions on 
both sides. States applying for accession will in 
fact have to take account of what has been 
achieved by the common agricultural policy, 
while member States will have to make a specirul 
effort to facilitate a more balanced economic 
and industrial development of the future enlarged 
Community. 
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However, there is one decisive political argu
ment that should persuade us to opt for Spain's 
admission to the European organisations, whether 
the European Community, WEU and, con
sequently, the Council of Europe. 

No time must be lost in encouraging and 
consolidating Spain's advance towards demo
cracy. Let us not forget that the economic outlook 
in Spain at the present time is hardly rosy, 
despite the recent adoption of a courageous and 
forthright plan of stabHisation. In fact, added 
to the difficulties encountered by all countries 
obliged to import their raw m'<llterials are, in 
the case of Spain, the specific difficulties of an 
economy in transition from economic take-off to 
rapid industrialisation. The rate of inflation is 
likely to reach 25 % this year. Some 850,000 
persons are out of work. These problems are 
liable to jeopardise the procE'l!S of democratisa
tion on which the Spanish Government has 
embarked. 

Spain must therefore be able to rely on Europe 
for assistance. It is, in particular, the duty of 
WEU to help it to overcome its difficulties, 
wiJthout counting the cost of support but placing 
implicit reliance on the wi1l for reform of the 
government of Mr. Suarez and King Juan Carlos. 

Why should the Ministers of WEU not make 
a start now on exploring the possibilities for the 
future accession of Spain to the modified Brussels 
Treaty? 

My sole purpose in what I have been saying 
has been to bring to this debate some comple
mentary information on the situation in Spain 
which is, as I see it, at this particular time crucial 
to the future of Europe. It was just not possible 
to talk about Mediterranean problems without 
taking this aspect into acoount. 

When I began my contribution, which has been 
over-long, I deplored the fact that not enough 
attention was paid to the problems of the Western 
Mediterranean. I sha1J. therefore end, if you will 
allow me, by reminding you, at the risk of stating 
the obvious, that the Mediterranean runs from 
east to west, from Suez to Gibraltar. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT.- I now call Mr. Urwin. 

Mr. URWIN (United Kingdom). - First, I 
wish to correct a misapprehension that obviously 
existed in the mind of Mr. Cavaliere, who quoted 
a statement that he said was made by Lord 
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Darling, who is not attending the Assembly this 
week. Mr. Cavaliere's reference could only have 
been to the speech of Mr. Dankert of the Nether
lands, who spoke in Flemish. Even my redoubt
abLe friend Lord Darling does not include a 
command of the Flemish language among his 
achievements. 

I wish to address myself to the speech made 
this afternoon by my British parl.iamentary 
colleague, Mr. Cordle. I regret that he is not now 
in his place. It was my firm conclusion that the 
first part of his speech would have been better 
delivered in a defence debate in the House of 
Commons at Westminster than in this important 
Assembly. I refer to the part of his speech which 
was devoted to a severe critique of the defence 
policy of the British Government. 

I thank the Secretary of State for Foreign 
Mfairs of Greece for what he said this morning, 
and especia.Hy for his assurance, which he 
repeated later during 'answers to questions, of the 
support of the Greek Government for NATO, 
and for the relief of doubt in some of our minds 
as to what the future might hold for the defence 
of the stl"ategic element of the south-east fl·ank of 
NATO. 

In today's debate we heard controversial 
statements by deLegates. I was pleased to hear 
the Greek Minister say in his statement that 
he was not dwelling on the past but was speaking 
of the present. In his presentation of the report 
today, the Rapporteur directed our attention to 
the present situation. 

The two major concerns for WEU must 
essentially be to build on the strength of friend
ship that already exists between Western Europe 
and the Turkish and Greek nations and to con
solidate those existing links, and to encourage 
both parties to ensure that there is a just and 
lasting settlement of the Cyprus and Aegean 
problems. However, in his report, draft recom
mendations and draft resol111tion the Rapporteur 
says that the WEU Assembly and the member 
nations of WEU should be more actively involved 
in trying to achieve that solution. I find that 
premise difficult to accept. Indeed, I think that 
the final resolution of these difficult but not 
intransigent problems should remain firmly the 
responsibility of the two countries concerned. 

Here I turn to the draft recommendations and 
more especially to the draft I"esolwtion. The second 
item of the draft recommendation states : "Invite 
the Greek and Turkish Governments to be 
associated with the work of the Standing Arma-
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ments Committee, including the study on Euro
pean armaments industries." I assume that that 
statement may be regarded only as a palliative 
to Greece and Turkey. 

The first question that I must ask is what use 
or purpose would be served by embarking on 
such an exercise ~ Participation by Turkey and 
Greece in the work of the Standing Armaments 
Committee would not facilitate the work of the 
Committee, nor would it have any real impact 
on Turkish-Greek relations, especially as the SAC 
has only been asked to draft and outline a work 
programme. It is not involved in any study of the 
armaments industries. It is difficult to judge 
to what extent other countries outside WEU 
should be invited to participate in work of this 
kind. 

I revert to my original theme. The ultimate 
solution of the difficult problems confronting 
Turkey and Greece should be the responsibility 
of those two countries, not of WEU. The sug
gestion that WEU should become more closely 
involved sounds attractive at first sight, but such 
action could produce imponderable difficu!lties 
forWEU. 

The fact that the problems of those two coun
tdes would be fought out more or less in open 
forum might not add strength to the cause of 
either Turkey or Greece. In fact, it might sub
tract to some extent from their resolved inten
tions to try to reach satisfactory conclusions. It 
might well strengthen entrenched positions on 
either side. 

Since the Rapporteur referred in paragra,ph 
6 of the draft recommendation to the United 
Nations, I should have preferred him to include 
a more specific and direct reference to the United 
Nations Security Council and to the United 
Nations Secretary-General, who has aLready been 
asked to use his personal good offices to bring 
about a settlement through the forum of inter
communal talks which are held under his 
auspices. 

It is well known that there have been one or 
two difficulties in getting the two sides together, 
but I understand that these difficulties arise 
Largely on purely procedural issues. However, I 
agree with Mr. Dankert, who earlier today 
referred to the difficulty that would arise if 
WEU became involved in the dispute. He said 
that we should not consider taking on tasks 
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which we could not shoulder. I also agree with 
Mr. Schwencke, who spoke along the same Lines 
and suggested that WEU shou~d keep out of the 
dispute. 

I conclude by sincerely hoping that the 
delegates to the Assembly wiLl examine very 
carefully the six-point draft recommendation 
before casting their votes in favour of any or 
aH of those recommendations. (Applause) 

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

I call Mr. Amrehn. 

Mr. AMREHN (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, the Rapporteur 
has been extraordinarily successful ; he has suc
ceeded in getting the representatives of both 
Greece and Turkey to congratulate him not only 
on ·a weLl-balanced report and objective treat
ment of the problem, but also on the observations 
and proposals he has made. I would like to 
associate myself expressly with their praise and 
to extend it to indude the fact that he deliber
ately confined his remarks to the problem of the 
Eastern Mediterranean. We did not, for reasons 
which are set out in the report, wish to discuss 
today the problem of the Western Mediter
ranean, and Mr. Mendelson, for reasons beyond 
his control, has been unable to submit his report. 

Since, however, Mr. Radius has given us his 
ideas on the question of Spain, I would like to 
reply at least briefly. I share his view that 
stabilisation of the situation in Spain depends 
to a large extent on the economic aid which 
Western Europe, the EEC, gives that country. 
However, it must not be overlooked that stabil~ 
isation is something which depends on confid
ence that can spring only from the results of 
the referendum and of the elections. I wouhl not 
reverse the order of events, but would press with 
even greater urgency that democratic elections 
in Spain should take place as pl~ed in the 
first hal,f of 1977, so that a duly-elected parlia
ment can crea.te the conditions for interna.l 
stability. The coofidence needed to encourage 
investment in Spain would then return of its 
own accord. I would stick to this way of doing 
things and to this order of events. 

And now, the report itself. It is entitled 
Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean 
problems. The subject is wider than a discussion 
of the Cyprus problem. Unfortunately, every 
time we want to dea1 with thls p·roblem we run 
the risk - as has happened in large measure 
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today - of reducing the whole discussion on 
Mediterranean problems to Turkey's relations 
with Greece or, more specifically, the quarrel 
about Cyprus. I believe it would be wrong if 
we were to persist, as we have done in the last 
two years, both in Committee and here, in this 
habit of making om Assembly a public forum 
for quarrels between these two countries over 
Cyprus. Public discussion of this question does 
not get us any further. 

For some time we hoped that the help, sug
gestions and proposals which came from this 
Committee, and were treated confidentially, 
might result in some progress being made in 
the talks between the two countries aimed at 
settling the Cyprus question. But by doing as 
we do here, with the representatives of these two 
countries publicly taking up opposing positions, 
we are only contributing ourselves to a harden
ing of the situation ; neither side can openly 
make concessions without being severely criti
cised as a result of political pressures at home. 

Which leads me to think that we ought not 
to start, as we have done again today, delving 
back into history to find whether the chicken or 
the egg came first. Arguing who really started 
off the quarrel does not bring us one step further 
forward. 

I would Hke to draw a further conclusion 
which might help us to escape from this dead
lock. I take it that in this Assembly and its 
Committees we are all prepared to make our 
contribution, make suggestions and issue invita
tions so as to bring both Greece and Turkey 
closer to Europe, and very close to the European 
Community ; and both to an equal extent. The 
Assembly has nothing to gain from giving one 
preference and letting the other progress more 
sliowly. We are, quite simply, in duty bound to 
treat both sides alike and to encourage effective 
rapprochement between these countries and the 
Community in a like manner. 

It is simply a question of reciprocal interests. 
The security of Central and Northern Europe 
depends of course on the security of Southern 
Europe. And the security of Greece and of 
Turkey depends on the assurance of stable 
security in Western Europe. This reciprocal 
interest should lead us an to make sensible pro-
posals. 

That is very ea&ly said and in itself does not 
get us much further. But what I wanted to do 
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before any further discussion of political prob
lems was to establish a principle, and from this 
principle draw the conclusion that a conflict can 
be solved only by concrete proposals, without 
which the solution will have no chance of lasting. 
So I reiterate, we shall not get any nearer to 
our objective by constant public discussions and 
quarrels. And by now all the arguments have 
been done to death ; we know them al1 by heart. 

In this dispute each side must make conces
sions. Today the Minister, Mr. StJavropoulos, sruid 
that Greece is willing to contribute towards posi
tive achievements and solutions. I take it that 
is also the desire of Turkey. All I wonder is 
whether by itself this goodwill on both sides can 
be transLated into acts when the two sides are 
face to face. Here I take a point of view which 
differs from that taken a moment ago by my 
friend Sir Frederic Bennett. I believe the two 
parties, if they are to have any chance of suc
ceeding, must call upon the services of a third 
party, whom they must choose themselves, on 
whom they must agree and whose proposals they 
must examine seriously. When there are reaJly 
unbridgeable differences, the thN-d party must 
submit objective proposals likely to restore peace, 
proposals which will be recognised by both sides 
as being serious and helpful. Whether this third 
party could be the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, I simply do not know. Perhaps 
the two countries win. agree on somebody else, 
another government or some other body ; per
haps the Council of West ern European Union. 
I do not know. But what is important, I believe, 
is that both parties should agree to use the good 
offices of a third. Otherwise I see no chance 
of progress be4lg made. 

There are some further conclusions that I 
would like to draw. It would be pointless if 
either of the two parties were to try to become 
more closely associated with the EEC than the 
other. My understanding of what the represen
tatives of both countries said is that neither 
would raise any obstacle to the other becoming 
a member of the Common MBJrket. There must 
not be any fresh rivalry arising on this score. 

There is a further conclusion to be drawn 
from today's debate. As the report suggests, it 
makes no sense if one side or the other makes 
its political agreement conditional upon conces
sions which are not relevant to the matter under 
discussion. It would be senseress, for example, 
if such concessions were extorted by threats such 
as loosening ties with the Community or with 
the Alliance, or leaving the Community or the 
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.Mliance - though today we have heard from 
the Greeks that they are again seeking closer 
ties - or even entirely rooasting previous policy. 
Whenever such threats are used in the debate, 
it seems to me that it is a :form of behaviour 
which gratuitously hampers a solution of the 
problems. 

Finally, may I make the :foLlowing points in 
the interests of these two countries, Turkey and 
Greece. I do not think it is quite right when 
Mr. Burckel's report says that the economic 
assistance given to the Eastern MediteNanean 
must be based on a common defence policy. 
Unfortunately, neither the Nine, nor evoo the 
seven amongst the Nine, have so :far succeeded 
in arriving at a common defence policy, or eV€111 
a standardisation of weapons. Such a demand 
goes too :far. I would however agree with the 
report saying that the Alliance must be main
tained unchanged i:f there is to be enough stabil
ity :for the economic aid given to the Eastern 
Mediterranean area to make sense at all. 

There is moreover one thing I would like to 
warn against : in the report, the demand that 
both Greece and Turkey should become :full 
members o:f the Community within the reLatively 
near :futlN'e plays a very important role. I want 
to sound a very clear warning against this. The 
Community o:f the Nine has its hands :full 
maintainim.g its own irnternal cohesion and secur
ing its continued existence :for the :future. Things 
would be made even more difficult :for the 
Community and it would probabLy harm the 
associated States, i:f the attempt were made to 
achieve :full membership :for both these countries 
immediately or at an early date. Such :full 
membership would :further burden, politicrully 
and economically, the relations o:f the Nine with 
each other and would make it more difficult to 
give the aid which is :looked :for by Greece and 
Turkey. We should agree to consider these 
po1itic111l problems too in relation to our own 
proper task, to proceed very cautiously and on 
a long-term basis, and :for the time being to be 
satisfied with an association relationship until 
the Nine are themselves stable enough to admit 
:further members. (Applause) 

(Mr. de Niet, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair in place of Mr. Tanghe) 

The PRESIDENT. - I now call Mr. Cala
mandrei. 

4' - IV 
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Mr. CALAMANDREI (Italy) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, on the subject o:f sixteen 
Italian Communist representatives' stance o:f 
abstention on this report and its draft rooom
mendation, as on other items on the Orders of 
the Day, I wish nonetheless to make a :few brief 
remarks. 

The :first is that, beyond all possible doubt, 
not only are the consolidation and deveLopment 
of security and co-operetion in Europe insepar
able :from the establishment of relations of secu
rity and co-operation in the Mediterranean, and 
especially bringing under control the tension and 
cl<aJShes that are still disturbing the Eastern 
Mediterranean, bu.t also, I think, that such a 
solution would be one of the essential :factors 
overcoming the severe economic problems :from 
which Western Europe is now suffering : :for to 
do that we have to restore order to each o:f our 
countries' own economies, and at the same time 
to international economic relationships in which 
a cardinal point is the establishment o:f :fresh 
equilibria in relations between Western Europe 
and the oil- and raw materials-producing coun
tries : clearly such equilibria intersect with the 
Mecliterranean and in particuJ.ar its eastern 
sector, and with a detente and stability which 
are still :far to seek in the Mediterranean area. 

Mr. Burckel's report recalJs the amplification 
which the interest taken by the two superpowers 
in the Mediterranean chessboard has often 
threatened to bring to local crises in that area. 
Even i:f, as I think, we should not realistically 
overlook the :fact thrut, at the most serious 
junctures, such interest has at times resulted in 
a convergence o:f views that has been decisive in 
preventing the e;rises :from assuming catastrophic 
proportions, we are still bound to agree that 
the opposing presence of the two superpowers 
and of bloc policies has been, and still is, 
:fundamentally at the origin of tensions in the 
Mediterranean, and that the mutual and 
b&lanced reduction o:f the opposing :forces and 
their prospective gradual elimination are the sine 
qua non :for relieving such tension by establish
ing a bedrock of security and co-operation. 

This does not signify, Mr. President, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, that it is not at the same time 
vital, urgent and practicable fOil' u.s to bend 
every effort to diminish and abolish the local 
and regional causes of such COill:flicts. It is to 
this task, no less than to the other major one, 
that Western Europe and its bodies can and 
should make a decisive contribution. In this 
direction everything possible should be done to 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Oalamandrei (continued) 

induce Greece and Turkey to sit down together 
in the European and European.ising bodies on 
which depends, or may depend, the promotion 
of safety and co-operation on our continent, and 
which may help to mend the quarrel between 
Greece and Turkey in the Mediterranean, about 
which elsewhere, outside the Mediterranean, 
beyond Europe's confines, more than one serious 
mistake has been committed which has not 
helped to facilitate a solution but only to make 
matters even more eomplic:ated. 

We should therefore - I would not in this 
respect subscribe to the opinion expressed just 
now by our coLleague from Federal Germany -
welcome the imminent accession to the EEC of 
a Greece restored to democracy, and the Turkish 
agreement of association is aJro a quest for 
regular forms of contact between the two coun
tries and the activities of our .Assembly. This 
quest too may perform a positive function, at 
any rate of confrontation. But over and beyond 
this, I wooder, Mr. President - I imagine 
something of the same question-mark, the same 
puzzlement, is reflected in the result of the vote 
just now on the question of urgency - I wonder, 
and would ask of the Rapporteur, whether at 
this stage a closer and more permanent associa
tioo of Greece and Turkey inside WEU bodies 
might, instead of helping to narrow the gap, 
not tend to maintain and widen it at that central 
point of intersection whieh is, as many speakers 
have akeady said, the problem of Cyprus, of its 
integrity, independence and neutrality, in that 
- I think it was another Federal German 
representative who pointed .it out - it cannot 
be resolved without the participation of Cyprus's 
own representatives. And Cyprus is able to be 
a member of the Council of Europe but not of 
WEU, so that a conflict of primary concern to 
the fa.te of the Cypriot populations might, to 
say the least, appear to be taken care of above 
their heads, and out of the hands of their 
institutiona1 representatives. 

I would add one or two brief observations on 
the Lebanon. It is devoutly to be desired, aa the 
d:naft recommendation says, that the countries of 
Western Europe will concert thei·r endeavours 
with a view to making an adequate contribution 
to an effective solution of the Lebanon problem 
on the field which now seems luckily to be open, 
though not without aspects of precariousness and 
uncertainty as well as peril. A contributioo noc, 
a1as, truly made by our conntries as a whole 
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in the months during which the fighting in the 
Lebanon was dragged out in such a bloody and 
cruel fashioo. 

However, I do not think, Mr. President, Mr. 
Rapporteur, it is amy use, for constructively 
defining the function of WEU, to formulate con
cerning the Lebanese tragedy such a severe 
criticism of the United Nations as is levelled 
by the draft recommendation. What is more, this 
criticism is extended, very pessimisticaHy, to a11 
the performance by the United Nrutions of its 
imtitutional mission, and to all the other world
wide organisations. In my view, such severe and 
sweeping criticisms, already lopsided in them
selves, are also inconsistent with what the draft 
recommendation rightly says, in positive terms, 
in paragraph 6, namely that a key requirement 
to which our WEU ought to addreA'!I itself, is 
that of urging the United Nations and other 
worldwide organisations to adhere firmly to the 
commitments entered into and decisions taken, 
on all possible occasions but particula.cl;y in the 
Middle Eaat. What this implies, Mr. President, 
is the downright safeguarding of the right to 
their own existence and territorial integrity of 
e~ry State in that sector, including of course 
that of Israel ; it also implies that the imple
menting of United Nations resolutions on with
drawal from the territories occupied during WM' 

is one of the prerequisites for solving a national 
problem vital to peace in the Middle East, such 
as, 1et us not forget, that of the PaJ:estinian 
people. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you very much, 
Mr. Calamwdrei. We have come to the end of 
the list of speakers who are members of this 
Assembly. The intention is that tomorrow 
afternoon we will hear the intervention by the 
Deputy Prime Minister of Turkey. Then the 
Rappoutem will answer, as far as he considers 
necessary, the intervention of this afternoon. 
After that we will have the vote on the draft 
recommendation. 

I am now glad to give the floor to our col
league from Greece who is present as a parlia
mentary observer to the Assembly. Mr. Stepha
nopoulos has the floor. 

Mr. STEPHANOPOULOS (Observer from 
Greece) (Translation). - Mr. President, I am 
gll8.d to be able to thank the Rapporteur for the 
constructive way he has carried out his task 
following his enquiries on the spot in Athens 
and Ankara. He has given us proof of genuine 
impartiality, though that does not mean to say 
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that we are agreed on a1l points. In any OOBe, 

I have seen for myself that the second reporrt -
the revised version - is more impartial than 
the original oo.e drafted during your General 
Affairs Committee's visit to Athens. 

I fool it my duty to point out a rather 
uncompromising attitude shown by the distin
guished Turkish representative, who does not 
seem to appreciate that the Greek Government 
- and I hope the Turkish Government too -
is sparing no effort to find a peaceful: solution 
to the problem. 

The Turkish representative has alluded to the 
B6l"ll agreement, I would point out to your 
Assembly that this agreement does concern the 
Aegean question but not at ·all Cyprus. 

The distinguished Senator then spoke of the 
number of Greek Cypriot refugees. 200,000 
Greek refugees have lost their possessioo.s and 
their homes. Some of them may be housed in 
the homes of Turkish Cypriots, but what a dif
ference from living in one's own home ! 

There may be a few Turkish Cypriots living 
in London, but you must know that they are 
great1y outnumbered by Greek Cypriots. 

Referring to the Turkish Cypriot minority, 
the Turkish representative said that it was not 
a minority but a community. In doing so he 
stopped short on a formal quibble, without 
bothering himself about the facts. Possibly it is 
a community, but a minority community of 
under 18 %, whereas the Greek community is 
one of 80%. 

I now come to the very delicate question of 
Soviet naval units passing through the Straits. 
In the case of the Kiev, this is a very old story. 
I do not believe that the Soviets are so feeble
minded as to build expensive warships without 
prior authorisation from the Turkish Govern
ment to sail them through into the Mediter
ranean. 

I always thought that the members of an 
alliamce were equal, but .i1t looks to me as if some 
are more equal than the others ! So you can 
imagine how one member of an alliance can 
engage in bilateral negotiations to obtain eco
nomic and financial advantages for himself. Our 
whole history reflects Greece's fidelity to its 
alliances, whether in antiquity or in modern 
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times. You aU know the history of the other 
countries in our Alli·ance. 

The Tmkish Senator spoke about Greek 
Americans ·lobbying the United States Govern
ment. Like yourselves, I run sure that in America 
there are only Americans, and that there is no 
meddling at aU by Greece in United States 
elections or government decisions. That is no con
cern of ours ; it only concerns the citizens of 
the United States. 

The Senator put some specific questions to the 
Greek Secretary of State as if he had been 
addressing the Rapporteur of the document you 
are discussing. But after the address by the 
Greek Secretary of Staite a debate took p1ace and 
it was then that the Turkish Senator had an 
opportunity of asking his questions, not now, 
when Mr. Srtavropoulos is Ulllable to reply. 

Lastly, the question of the islands in the 
Aegean and that of European economic union 
were raised. I do not think that any of us 
seriously thinks that a few sparse islrunds, 
remote from the Greek mainland, could serve as 
bases for a Greek offensive against Turkey. On 
the contrary, the solid Turkish l:and-mass is 
close to the Greek i<~lands, and that is the crucial 
point. 

Greece wants to see Turkey enter the Com
mon Market, as the Greek Minister for Foreign 
Affairs has already said. We shaH be glad to 
welcome them in, because we believe that in one 
and the same Community there will be no dif
ferences to resolve. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT.- We are now at the end 
of our discussions for today in the debate on 
Mr. Burckel's report. As I have already said, 
the voting wil1 be postponed until tomorrow 
after the speech of the Deputy Prime Minister 
of Turkey, the reply of the Rapporteur and -
I forgot to mention this earlier - the comments 
of the Vice-Chairman of the Committee on the 
debate. 

6. European oceanographic activities 

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

Aerospace Questions and Vote on the draft 
Recommendation, Doe. 122) 

The PRESIDENT. - The last Order of the 
Day is the presentation of and debate on the 
~eport of the Committee on Scientific, Techno
logical and Aerospace Questions on European 
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oceanographic activities. We must endeavour to 
conclude the debate this afternoon by voting oo. 
the draft recommendation, Document 722. 

I call Mr. Craigen, Rapporteur of the Com
mittee, to present the report as briefly as pos
sibLe. 

Mr. CRAIGEN (Un,ited Kin,gdom). -This is 
the first full Assembly of the WEU that I have 
attended. AB I expected to be called at about 
3 o'clock, I now reaJ.ise the feelings experienced 
by the condemned num while waiting for the 
sentence of execution to be put into effect. 

I took over this report from Mr. Ray Carter, 
who became a Minister in Her Majesty's Govern
ment when Mr. Callaghan became Prime Min
ister. Therefore the subject of the report was not 
of my choosing. Indeed, most of the work on the 
report had necessarily to be cal'\ried out in the 
late summer. In that respect I am grateful to 
the Secretary of the Committee, who pushed me 
on to prepare the report for the meeting of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions on 16th November. The 
report received its endorsement at that meeti!ng. 
I emphasise that this is essentially a progre>s 
report. 

A number of points were made by the Com
mittee. One of them was th8Jt the report perhaps 
overemphasised the environment8Jl problems. 
Western Europe, which is a densely populated 
part of the continent, must be greatly concerned 
with anti-po1lution measures and must be alive 
to the implications for water consumption and 
also for the fishing industry, which is an 
important supplier of food. To that extent it is 
earential that the ecologic8Jl aspects of oceano
graphy should be re~al'ded as being of para
mount importance. 

Secondly, the point was made by Mr. Valleix 
that im. some respects the titLe of the report was 
misleading and ought to include the term 
"maritime". Western Europe is an important 
trading bloc. To that extent, the free passage 
of imports and exports is essential to the life
blood of the domestic economies of the member 
countries of WEU. The question of the manage
ment of sea traffic will assume greater import
ance in the years to come. 

Thirdly, on the matter of defence there are 
a number of gaps in the report. For instance, 
Mr. de Bruy:ne referred in Committee to the 
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importance of nuclear developments and the 
development of nuclear stations. That is an 
aspect that I did not develop in the report. 
However, it could be included m a more thor
ough subsequent report. 

There is also the question of submarine activ
ities. Here, however, Mr. Roper will be present
ing a report later to the Assembly. I did not 
think it essential to concentrate on that topic 
as I felt that I should otherwise be duplicating 
too many of his efforts. 

Turning to the recommendations in the report, 
my original draft included the sub-title "The 
search for a common denominator", as I think 
that th8lt is essentially what I am l'OOommend
ing in the report. 

The recommendations are perhaps modest, but 
I think that this fact makes them more real,istic. 
We must recognise that we are at the beg:i!nning 
of a struggle for the mastery of our seas, not 
least because they contain so much wealth below 
the seabed, in the North Sea and in the Mediter
ranean, which is of importance to Western 
Europe. The seas are of strategic importance for 
shipping and as a means of sustaining the 
domestic economies of individual member 
nations. 

In the first recommendation I hoped for an 
elaboration of national maritime policies with the 
objoot of identifying common interests. I believe 
that attempts are being made by individual 
countries in that context. It would be helpful 
to ~establish the extent to which individual 
member countries are clear on their oceano
graphic and maritime objectives. 

The implications of the report go beyond 
WEU member countries. Indeed, they go beyond 
Europe itself. We are waiting for the final 
deLiberations of the current Law of the Sea Con
ference before we may obtain a clearer picture. 
One of my initial impressions is of the vast 
number of intergovernmental agencies, many of 
which seem to be doing much the same work. 
There is a tremendous amount of duplicatiOIIl. 

National governments must recognise and 
prepare themselves for defence against terrorist 
attacks, not least on the oil and gas installations 
in the North Sea and elsewhere. Moreover, there 
are other types of hazards such as oil tankers 
and oil slicks. This is an area in which a strike 
force, with recognised experts who would be 
immediately avaiLable as a kind of fire service, 
might be worth studying at intergovernmental 
level. 
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There is also the question of the policing 
a:m-angements for the sea areas in the North Sea 
and the Mediterranean. The question is whether 
there is a will on the part of individual gov·ern
ments to implement existing anti-pollution 
treaties. 

This is essentially a progress report. It is one 
that caused me a great deal of thought. I came 
to it essentially as a layman. As I progressed 
in my examination of this vast subject, I came 
to realise how important it was for parlia
mentarians in WEU member countries to become 
aware of the implications of oceanographic mat
ters for their domestic poJ,itical situations. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you for your 
maiden speech, Mr. Craigen. I must now apolJO
gise to our British colleagues who, but for my 
fellow countryman Mr. van Kleef, completely fill 
the list of those wishing to speak. Mr. van Kleef 
has asked to have the floor as the first speaker. 
After him, the floor wi11 be given over to the 
four British speakers who have entered their 
names. I should point out that Mr. van Kleef 
is also maldng his maiden speech. (Applause) 

Mr. vam. KLEEF (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, I speak both for myself and 
for my colleague Mr. van Ooijen. I was keenly 
interested by the Craigen report on acth"ities 
in European t·erritorial and extra-territorial 
waters. Though at first sight the report gives 
an almost complete picture of activities in, on 
and under the sea, I believe there is one topic 
to which no attention has been paid and to which 
I think attention ought to have been paid. It 
is that of the plans that seem to be afoot in 
the Netherlands, in Belgium am.d in the United 
Kingdom for building artificial islands in the 
North Sea, even outside territorial waters, for 
industrial purposes. In September this year a 
working party made up of mainly Dutch firms 
published a report on the opportunities that 
creating such an islam.d or islands could offer 
to industry. The Dutch Government, in turn, has 
set up a working part.y to study the pros and 
cons of constructing such industrial islands, and 
to work out what the repercussiOIJlS might be for 
the economy, for jobs, for the environment, for 
planning, for international law, military strategy 
and so on. One may guess thaJt building islands 
of this kind has attractions for industry - one 
can, for instance, imagine mooring facilities for 
very big oceangoing ships, such as those with a 
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caxgo capacity of over half a million tons ; 
storage facilities for liquid gas and other highly 
dangerous substances ; sites for oil refineries, for 
chemical works and for factories needing vast 
quantities of water for cooling. Yet the questions 
one can raise about the possible adverse con
sequences of building such islam.ds are very con
siderable. First of all, it is still not clear whether 
building an artificial island in the open sea is 
technically economicaL and practical, even for 
the Dutch who have a lot of experience in creat
ing lam.d out of water. Then there is the question 
of what the repercussions would be on the social 
and hea1th environment, and from the view
point of international law. It is sti11 too early 
to say whether or not building these islands 
would make sound sense. I thought it was well, 
however, to draw this Assembly's attention to 
the p1ans that various illiWrested groups in our 
countries have for constructing artificial islands 
off our coasts, and evren. outside our territorial 
waters. I did wonder, too, whether we ought to 
amend the draft recommendation in the report 
from Mir. Craigen with this in mind ; but on 
reflection 1 do not think this is called for, since 
the recommendation is couched in wide enough 
terms that it can be taken to cover the point I 
have been discussing. In spite of the comments 
I have just made, I therefore gladJy support the 
recommendation put forward by Mr. Craigen. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT. - I now call Mr. Lewis. 

Mr. LEWIS (United Kingdom).- This is the 
first time in thirty-three years of consecutive 
membership of parliament that I have had the 
honour of congratulating a maiden speaker. On 
this occasion I am particularly foJ.'Itunate because 
I can congratulate two maiden speakers, one 
from the Netherlands ·and nne from my own 
country. Let me direct my congratulations 
ma.ilnly towards Mr. Craigen, although they 
apply to our comrade from the Netherl:runds. 

Mr. Craigen is to be congratuLated on seve.ra1 
scores. He did not explain to us that he was 
pitchforked into the job within a week of taking 
over from Mr. Ray Carter. He was dragooned 
into it. In addition, he has been waiting here for 
two hours to make his maiden speech. He has 
done exceptionally well in the report that he 
has drawn up but more particularly in the way 
in whkh he has presented it. 

I am a member of the Committee, and I am 
glad that it took up the subject of oceanography, 
if only because we wiLl now have a better oppor-
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ttmity of studying the results - or, should I 
say, the lack of results, of the United Nations 
Law of the Sea Conference. The appendix gives 
the results of the fourth and fifth sessions of the 
conference. We can therefore ascertain the dif
ficulties to be overcome before a definite law 
of the sea can be submitted for approval to our 
respective national assemblies or parliaments. 

However, a number of solutions have emerged 
from the conference and these are now being 
worked into legisLative prop088.ls for our parlia
ments and assemblies. For instance, it is now 
commonly accepted that the territorial sea should 
be kept within narrow limits in the interests, 88 

the Rapporteur rightly said, of freedom of 
navigation, trade and transportation. The limit 
is agreed to twelve miles from the base line, 
and passage through straits used for inter
national navigation has boon agreed to. It is clear 
that this is of great importance for the navies 
of our various countries. 

In the package solution, an economic zone for 
the seabed and marine resources not exceeding 
two hundred miles from the base line has been 
agreed upon and adopted. The most significant 
change which has been introduced is that an 
overwhelming majority of the members of the 
international community now also support the 
view that coastal fishing grounds form an 
integral part of the natural resources of coastal 
States within two hundred miles. 

Conservation of fisheries is vital both to the 
fishing countries and to the peoples of the world 
as a source of food. I am therefore glad that 
the coastal States are consideri-ng this p!I'Oblem. 
I ,am sure that there wiU have to be regional 
functions and supplements to national jurisdic
tion. There will be many arguments and debates. 
I oon1y hope that these will be conducted on a 
friendly basis and that we do not see a repeti
tion of what happened recently between Britain 
and Iceland. I hope that we can resolve the 
problems by discUBSion without getting into more 
serious difficulties. 

I would recommend delegates to read Ian 
Smart's book, "The political implications of 
North Sea oil and gas", in which he refers to 
the 1arge number of organisations throughout 
Europe concerned with oceanography and mari
time affairs. He believes, as I do, that there 
are far too many of those bodies. None of them, 
however, has sufficient power or authority to 
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implement the necessary measures. It is claimed, 
rightly, that the Community should play a deci
sive role in the development of North Sea oil 
and gas, which is of such great importance to 
all of us in Western Europe. 

It is often felt that, when a nationa1 adminis
tration decides not to hand over authority to the 
Community or to some internatio-nal organisa
tion, it is defending its own somewhat parochial 
interests. This is, of course, true. Britain is not 
the only country which acts in such a manner. 
When the Treaty of Rome came into being, 
many countries annexed to that treaty a 'long 
list of subjects which they felt were special assets 
and over which they wanted to retain their 
national rights, but within a few years most of 
those items had been dropped as being insuf
ficiently important. Time does, therefore, help 
to resolve these problems. When Britain, -Den
mark and Ireland joined the EEC, we found 
that there were problems arising from national 
interests which we felt needed consideration, but 
most of them are now being resolved. I am 
certain that eventually this will apply also with 
regard to these oceanographic and maritime 
po1icies. It is a question of time, of discussion 
and of effort to reach agreemenJts that will 
benefit all concerned l'ather than one particular 
oountry or group of countries. 

I agree with the recommendation of the report. 
Some may argue during the course of the debate 
that it does not do enough to set up a Com
munity regime for the development of North 
::;ea gas and oil, something which, it will be 
claimed, would be advantageous to al1 European 
countries. It could be argued that a common 
programme and strategy for the policing of the 
two hundred mile eco-nomic zone might not be 
enough to arTange for a fair sharing of the 
bu!'dens associated with that task. It must be 
l'ealised that, while we in Britain will obviously 
undertake the major part of the policing with 
our naV'al forces, there are and wihl be costs 
involved. At the moment it is the British who 
are landed with these costs. If, therefore, the 
benefits are to be shared, so must the costs 
involved. 

On the basic maritime research and develop
ment, a far more ope-n policy could and should 
be pursued. It must be realised that while most 
of the countries here repl'esented have a long 
maritime t:oo.dition, this tradition is not com
municated to others. For instance, there is very 
little coLlaboration even today between, say, the 
French navy and the British. The oceanographic 
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services of the various countries cannot even 
compare the results of their research and 
developmenJt efforts at the moment because there 
is no kind of joint discussion arrangement. 

There is also the possibility that the wealth 
which is be1ng created in the North Sea wilJ lead 
to a sort of greedy, nationa;l desire to keep it 
all for one's self. Thls is a natural thing and it 
is happening now in Britain. I would even go 
so far as to say that it occurs on a regional 
basis, as my good friend Jim Craigen, one of the 
great patriots of Scotland, knows. We have our 
problems in Britain becau..<~e there are those who 
say that the oil is Scottish oil. If we are a~so 
to have problems with more European countries 
demanding a share, Mr. Craigen will have 
something on his plate when he develops this 
subject. I am serious when I say this : we could 
have a similar situation in Norway between Oslo 
and the northern countries. 

I am glad that the Rapporteur referred to 
the probLem of balancing economic growth with 
the need for conservation of the environment. 
It will not be much good if we solve our oil 
problems and in the process kill off all the fish 
and spoil the entire area in other ways. We must, 
therefore, look at the question in its entirety 
rather than consider it as a series of smaLler 
national problems. 

In the background of the discussions on the 
law of the sea, the military aspect is of great 
importance. The outcome of the conference will 
have considerable influence on the military pos
sibilities for the maritime nations. We have only 
to think about the nuclear submarines which 
now pass without the authorisation of coostal 
States. 

As a first exercise, the report is excellent and 
the draft recommendation is a good one. The 
Rapporteur says that he started off as an 
uninitiated amateur. I believe that, after a very 
good beginning, he must now develop the subject, 
to the ultimate benefit of all the European coun
tries and Western Europea;n Union. I wish him 
well in his further endeavours and I support the 
recommendation. (Applause) 

(Mr. N essler, President of the Assembly, 
resumed the Chair) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Hawkins. 
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Mr. HAWKINS (United Kingdom). - I 
should like to join my colleague Mr. Lewis, 
·although we are on opposite sides of the fence 
in the House of Commons, in commending the 
report to the Assembly. Mr. Craigen has done 
a first-class job, as has his srooretary and every
body else who helped with the report. 

I shollid Like to confine my remarks entirely 
to one aspect, that of food. I live very close to 
the North Sea, on the OOBt side of Great Br:i!IJain. 
We have the oil rigs and we shall sooo. have the 
policing of the two hundred mile limit, to which 
I shall not refer. It is on the question of pohlu
tion, possibly from oil rigs and other methods, 
that I want to draw attention to the dangers 
that we are facing, oot only to the total food 
supplies in the world but to the fish supplies 
from our seas. 

We have lost herrings as a major food com
modity from the North Sea. We have landings 
of greatLy reduced numbers of cod, on which we 
in Great Britain depend for fish and chips, 
which seem very important to most people. But 
little progress has been made on new breeding 
programmes or finding new varieties of fish, 
perhaps from levels deeper than those at present 
fished, or new varieties of fish which we could 
accustom the housewife to like. I believe that 
as a Community, and as a European policy, we 
must press on with this. It is said in the report 
that ecologists know that if the oceans die man 
must die but I doubt whether even ecologists 
know that, even if the average pol~tician or man 
in the street realises it, he certainly does not 
have it at the front of his thinking. 

I do not know whether anybody read a report 
in The Times the other day stating that our 
food supplies, which represented three months' 
supply for the whole world in the 1960s, are now 
below three weeks' supply in the 1970s·. This is 
very dangerous. We often hear of mountains of 
beef and butter, but, looking at the worl~ ~ a 
whole we are running very cLose to rat1omng 
or s~ation and we must preserve the fish in 
our seas and discover fresh species of fish not 
yet known to man. We must ~o l~rn ~ow to 
breed fish within our waters, m fiShertes, so 
that we can replace the food supplies which have 
been lost to us in the world. I believe that if 
onl'Y the average man in the street - or perhaps 
I should say the average housewife in the ~tehen 
- could rea1ise how close we are runnmg to 
rationing a great deal more thought would be 
taken b; governments about producing more 
food, not only from the land but from our seas. 
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With thrut particular point in mind I commend 
the :report of Mr. Craigen to the Assembly and 
hope that it will be passed unanimously. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. 
Hawkins. 

Mr. Hardy has the floor. 

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - I shall 
certainly not take long, Mr. p,resident. I believe 
we are all agreed that development of man's 
use of the sea and the exp1JOitation of that which 
is under the sea should be subjected to amicable 
and sensible arrangement. The :report points 
along part of the very necessary way and, there
fore, I am happy to agree with previous speakers 
in offering my commendation of the :report and 
congratulations to those responsible for it, 
especially my colleague, Mr. Craigen, even 
though, as Mr. Lewis has poilll:ted out, he is as 
yet undevolved. 

Previous speakers have recognised the scale of 
the problem, and I would not disagree with 
them, but we ought not to be excessively pes
simistic. I :recognise that there are very great 
complications and complexities but, while greater 
international co-operation is essentia;l, something 
is already being achieved. The deliberations of 
the Law of the Sea Conference and recent agree
ments in Europe which a,re becoming quite 
extensive are evidence of this. I:t is essential that 
progress must be maintained, and we need to 
rea,ch agreement not only on points already made 
but on detaiLed questions of the economic exploi
tation of areas within and outside the two 
hundred mile zones. This seems to me to be a 
very urgent question which the world will have 
to solve. 

We also need to see amicable a,cceptance of 
the need for ea,ch nation to defend its own 
interests, not merely in the way in which we in 
the United Kingdom 3i:re providing for the pro
tection of our oil industry off our shores but 
in the way in which nations deal with the alJooa
tion of fisheries arrangements within their two 
hundred mile limits. Obviously, each nation must 
protect its own essential interests - that is 
beyond dispute - but in many areas quotas can 
be awarded to neighbouring countries, and every 
intel"'lational gathering should be prepared to 
support that principle. 
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Even more importallit than national economic 
concerns is the need for the world interest in 
envirronmental wholesomeness to be well served. 
In addition to looking at immediate economic 
questions, every international gathering ought to 
require a,ction to stress the need for oceanic 
health and maritime decency. The poisoning of 
the sea has gone on for far too long. I am a 
little reassured by the Community's a,ction 
earlier this year in seeking to promote m3Jri-time 
decency. That is more than neoossa.ry, because 
some areas of the sea are becoming rather 
disgusting zones of domestic am.d industrial 
effluent. 

If Europe can build on the recent accord -
a weLcome feature of 1976 - it wihl make a 
valuable contribution to the future not only of 
Europe but of international health. I am glad 
the :report illustrates that the recklessness of 
pollution is showing a disregard for global inter
est. I was pleased to note in the :report that the 
cost of undoing such damage is now usually 
greater than the cost of p;reventing it. That is 
a very important message which I hope will be 
widely noted. There are a number of points in 
the :report which deserve :recognition, but I 
believe that that one is particularly significant 
since it contributes to the process of very neces
sary education. For that :reason more than any 
other, I am pleased to support the :recommenda
tion, to weLcome the report and to congratulate 
Mr. Craigen and his colleagues on an excellent 
job. (Applause) 

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

Mr. McNAMARA (United Kingdom).- This 
has been a unique debate because all the speakers 
in it, apart from our Netherlands colleague., have 
been :representatives of the United Kingdom. Of 
those representatives, I am the only one who has 
a fishing constituency. It is into my constituency 
that the great trawlers of England, while we 
still have them, come to discharge their cargoes. 
I wish, therefore, to deal with two points con
tained in the draft :recommendation and to draw 
the attention of the Assembly both to their 
importance and to the fact that they might to 
a certain degree be exaggerated. 

I :refer first to recommendation 3(a) : "the 
defence by national coastguard forces or navies 
of oil rigs and other instalJations which come 
within that ·area but which are outside territorial 
waters". Before we all rush off to stal'lt making 
big or little navies for ourselves, it is important 
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that we should sit down and consider the nature 
of the threat that might be posed to what is 
commonly known as the "offshore industry". 

I suggest that there are three types of threat. 
The first is the natural calamity. That is not 
something which is to be met by a navy. 
Secondly, there is the question of terrorism. The 
question then arises whether conventional naval 
forces are the best means of protecting oil rigs 
and similar instaHations from terrorism or 
whether such insta.Uations rure Likely to be 
targets, because terrorists seeking to do damage 
could do so far more effectively and speedily 
against land-based instalJations than they could 
with all the difficulties attendant upon 
approaching a rig mamy miles out at sea. 

The third problem that we are likely to 
encounter is that arising from conventional or 
perhaps even nuclear warfare. The question then 
arises whether these rigs are likely to be 
regarded as su1tab1e targets for the highly 
expensive and highly sophisticated type of 
rocketry that would be needed to destroy them. 

Therefore, I suggest to the Assembly that we 
must examine very carefully the problem of what 
we consider to be the threat to offshore installa
tions and whether it may not be wiser to look at 
other means of defence rather than a system 
which is based upon outdated conventional ideas 
which, I feel, would be £ar more expensiv,e than 
something perhaps 1ess ambitious Bind more 
feasible. 

That leads me to the second point, namely, the 
poLicing of the new two hundred mile limit. It 
seems to me that too much attention is being 
paid to the conventional idea of the protection 
of fishery limits, fishery protection vessels and 
support fleets. If within the Community we come 
to some kind of agreement with third-party 
nations outside the Community - what that 
agreement should be is a matter for future 
debates, although I could put forward a very 
strong case for what I believe it should be for 
the United Kingdom - or whatever might be 
the outcome of that negotiation, we could have 
a far more effective and efficienJt way of poli
cing limits nowadays than in the past by the 
licensing of vessels and by limiting countries to 
a specified number of days' fishing efforts in 
various fishing grounds. The fishing grounds 
could then be adequately and easily policed by 
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the use of aircraft and the withdrawal of licences 
from offending parties if necessary. 

That would be far better and easier than any 
artificial quota system that could be more 
honoured in the breach than in the observance. 
Indeed, it would also be a more powerful and 
adequate way of pol,icing than the odd spot 
check by a fishery protection cruiser which 
might by chance on occasions find vessels which 
had been poaching. 

I urge my colleagues on the Committee, when 
they are examining and expanding the excellent 
report of Mr. Craigen, to look very carefully at 
those questions. In my opinion, they go to the 
root of the problem in terms both of defence 
of the rigs and of adequate policing of fishery 
limits. It would be possible, not cheap1y but not 
at exorbitant expense, to find a system that is 
capable of protecting the rigs and of enforcing 
proper fishing policies for both catch limits and 
conservation. 

While I congratulate the Committee and my 
colleague Mr. Craigen on the excellence of the 
report, I urge them to give consideration to the 
suggestions I have made. (Applause) 

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

Mr. CRAIGEN (United Kingdom). - In the 
interests of brevity, I wish onJy to thank those 
members of the As.c:;embly who have contributed 
to the debate. All the points that have been 
raised are very pertinent to the report and are 
matters at which the Committee would wish to 
look. 

I regret that, other than Mr. van IGeef, there 
were no contributions from other member coun
tries, but perhaps we can make up for that in 
the Committee at a later stage. 

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

Mr. WARREN (United Kingdom). - I con
gratulate the Rapporteur. He has done a first
cl81SS job. Although in the British parliament 
much time in the coming session wiH be spent 
in trying to get rid of Scotland, I assure the 
Assembly that we shall try to keep Mr. Craigen, 
particularly as we have heard recently that 
President Amin is ready to be the new king of 
Scotland! 

We greatly value the contribution to the 
debate. We look forward to the development of 
Mr. Craigen's report at future sessions. 
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The PRESIDENT (Tra.nsliation). - The 
Assembly now has to vote on the draft recom
mendation. 

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 
cast. However, if the Assembly is unanimous 
and there are no objections to the draft recom
mendation and no abstentions, we oon save the 
time needed for a vote by ro1l-oohl. 

Are there any objections 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 • 

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I pro
pose that the Assembly hold its next pub1ic 
Sitting tomorrow morning, Wednesday, 1st 

1. See page 29. 
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December, at 10 a.m. with the following Orders 
of the Day: 

1. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies -
new sources of energy (Presentation of and 
Debate on the Report- of the Committee on 
Scientific, Technologic3!1 and Aerospace 
Questions and Vote on the dmft Recom
mendation, Document 721 and Amend
ments). 

2. Address by Mr. Thorn, Prime Minister and 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Luxem
bourg. 

3. Relations with ParLiaments (Presentation 
of and Debate on the Report of the Com
mittee for Relations with Parliaments, 
Document 724). 

Are there any objections? ... 

The Orders of the Day of the next Si.tting 
are therefore agreed to. 

Does anyone wish to speak L 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 6.05 p.m.) 
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Wednesday, 1st December 1976 

SUliiMARY 

1. Adoption of the Minutes. 

2. Attendance Register. 

3. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies- new sources 
of energy (PrtlBentation of and Debate on the Report of 
the Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions, Doe. 721 and Amendments). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Cornelissen (Rapporteur), 
Mr. Stoffelen, Mr. Hardy, Mr. Valleix, Mr. Treu, 
Mr. Bagier, Mr. Bernini. 

4. AddreBB by Mr. Thorn, Prime Minister and Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg. 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Thorn (Prime Minister 
and Minister for Foreign .Affairs of Luxembourg). 
ReplillB by Mr. Thorn to questions put by: Mr. Leynen, 
Mr. Radius, Mr. deBruyne, Mr. Valleix, Mr. CorneliBBen, 
Mr. Segre, Mr. Roper, Sir John Rodgers. 

5. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies- new sources 
of energy (Ril8Umed Debate on the Report of the Com
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques
tions, Doe. 721 and Amendments). 
Speaker: Mr. Brown. 

6. 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. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
Sitting 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• 

3. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies 
new sources of energy 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions, Doe. 121 and Amendments) 

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

1. See page 31. 
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debate on the report of the Committee on 
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions 
on safeguarding Europe's energy supplies -
new sources of energy and vote on the draft 
recommendation, Document 721 and Amend
ments. 

I call Mr. Cornelissen, Rapporteur of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aero
space Questions. 

Mr. CORNELISSEN (Netherlands) (Transla
tion). - I will begin, Mr. President, by saying 
how sad I am that our old colleague Pierre de 
Montesquiou is no longer with us, because it was 
really he who took the initiative of compiling 
this report. 

Energy is of enormous importance to the 
industrialised world. Energy is essential to the 
third world, for overcoming poverty and want. 
So what is the picture today where energy is 
concerned Y I do not believe there need be any 
substantial imbalance, in the short term, between 
the demand and supply of oil, which is at the 
moment our major source of energy. There are 
more and more indications, however, that in the 
1980s the demand for oil will rise to such an 
extent that it must seem out of the question 
for it to be a;ble to be met, since many of the 
oil-producing countries are putting a limit on 
their output. The various talks I have had, as 
Rapporteur, in the United States and Western 
Europe, have shown me that following a fall-
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off in energy consumption in 197 4 and 1975, 
this is now rising again sharply in spite of the 
very much higher prices. The spontaneous tend
ency to be sparing in the use of energy seems 
to have waned. I cannot help getting the impres
sion that after being jolted awake by the oil 
embargo we are beginning to nod off again. We 
did not learn much from the energy crisis. So 
it seems to me that if there were another 
unexpected oil embargo a very serious situation 
would again arise in the industrialised countries 
of the western world ; and I would not discount 
military conflict as a possible result. When one 
talks about energy, it is plain that the security 
of Western Europe is at stake. I do not only 
mean by this a direct threat to our security, but 
also a threat to our security in the sense that 
if energy supplies were to be permanently 
disrupted life in this part of the world would 
be thrown so severely out of joint that measures 
would have to be taken. Even without an oil 
boycott, the results of the likely developments 
in the energy field are already very serious. The 
generally-expected price rise of 10-15 % in the 
price of oil means an immediate worsening in 
the balance of payments of the OECD countries 
as a whole of 15 to 22,500 million dollars. Since 
there is no earthly reason to suppose that this 
will be the final increase in crude oil prices, 
I would first of all stress the need for a com
mon policy on the part of the importing coun
tries. 

I do not flatter myself that the French Presi
dent, before leaving for the summit conference 
in The Hague, had read through the whole of 
my report, but it did make me very happy that 
in The Hague he used the same words as those 
in the second paragraph of the recommendation. 
A resolute attempt will have to be made, based 
on a common policy among the oil-importing 
nations, to find a lasting solution to the energy 
problem, one in which - in proper consultation 
with the third world - a universally-acceptable 
policy on the use made and the price paid for 
the present-day energy media, and on the 
development of new sources of energy, is worked 
out. In other words, we need a world energy 
agreement between the rieh and poor nations. 

When I see that the United States and the 
nine EEC countries, with one-eighth of the 
world's population, account for one-half of 
the world consumption of energy, it is clear 
to me that we cannot avoid a drastic cut-back 
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on the growth in energy consumption in the 
western world. Between 1960 and 1973 energy 
consumption in the countries in WEU rose from 
around 500 to about 900 million oil-equivalent 
tons, an annual increase of 4.5 %. Continuing 
at this rate would mean that by the year 2000 
consumption will be three times what it is 
today. I do not believe our society ean afford 
this. And I believe this would be unaccept
able, since it is a matter of using up scarce and 
finite fuel resources. This is why I want to urge, 
very emphatically, a limit on the growth of 
energy consumption in the industrialised world. 
I think this is one of the great challenges facing 
us in the decades to come, a challenge that can 
only be faced by pooling all our national and 
international efforts and all available technical 
and industrial know-how. It is against this 
background that one must see the proposal I 
make in paragraph 5 of the draft recommenda
tion on organising a conference. The recom
mendation suggests that this conference should 
be held in the framework of OECD and not 
of the International Energy Agen-cy, since 
:B'ranee is not a member of this agency but is 
in OECD. If however it should appear from 
statements made by President Giscard d'Estaing 
at The Hague that French policy is changing 
in this respect, and that France wants to become 
a member of the International Energy Agency, 
then such a conference might perhaps better be 
organised by that body. Alongside governments 
and parliamentarians, there should be employers' 
and workers' organisations, and representatives 
of the building world, consumers' and women's 
organisations at this conference. The primary 
objective of the conference, I think, would be 
to mobilise all strata of society and then to work 
out an energy-saving strategy that would put 
a sharp brake on rising consumption. What I 
would have in mind is a halving of the current 
rate of growth within the next ten years -
in other words, a gradual reduction in growth 
to 2 % a year by the end of the 1980s. With 
a policy like this I believe it would be possible 
to keep the total growth in energy consumption 
in the WEU countries over the next twenty-five 
years down to something like 50%. This would 
give us time to develop new sources of power, 
such as solar energy, that can play an important 
role in the next century. I would urge, too, that 
good use be made of the time there is available, 
for instance for more research into the advan
tages and drawbacks of nuclear power. I do not 
think there can be any question of making a 
large-scale use of nuclear energy so long as there 
is no solution to the many problems that still 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Cornelis~n (continued) 

exist in respect of safety and the storage of radiO
active waste. Calling a halt to research and 
development in this field, as many people 
especially in my own country would like to do, 
would however be an ostrich-like policy to adopt, 
and it would be shirking our responsibilities and 
opting out of the game. 

Finally, I would like to contribute one or 
two items towards the energy-saving plan I 
have been advocating. When talking about mak
ing savings, we might distinguish between three 
important categories - the public authorities, 
industry and the domestic user - because dif
fering criteria have to be applied to each of 
these. I see the greatest opportunities for a 
short-term saving of energy in the home, in 
particular in the heating of houses, though I 
would add that there is still a great deal to 
be gained in the industrial and transport world 
on the fuel-saving front. I say "gained", bec·ause 
saving a barrel of oil yields just as much profit 
as consuming a barrel of oil. It goes further than 
that, even. Saving, and not using, a barrel of 
oil provides many more advantages than using it. 

Following on the discussions I have had with 
numerous people, I would put forward the 
following ten-point programme for making real 
savings: 

1. Dramatic improvements in the way we insu
late our homes and other buildings. The heat
loss from otherwise similar buildings under 
identical circumstances is, in the Netherlands, 
twice that in Sweden, because of the poor insula
tion of Dutch houses. Savings of the order of 
25 % could be made at relatively low cost. 

2. Legislation on the maximum permissible 
energy consumption for new buildings. A first 
step towards this might be to make it com
pulsory to provide an energy consumption sched
ule when designing new buildings. 

3. Restricting the consumption of energy for 
heating purposes by encouraging area town 
heating, by combining the generation of electri
city in the power stations with heating homes 
and public buildings - and other large build
ings - using the area heating system. I would 
think, too, of having separate consumption 
meters in each dwelling, as well as improving 
the efficiency of heating installations. 
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4. Matching the tariff and tax system to the 
contribution made towards energy saving, thus 
making economic use of energy genuinely worth 
while financially. 

5. Encouraging industry to make an economic 
use of energy by replacing old and inefficient 
plant and by developing energy-saving procea!es, 
by providing allowances and tax facilities. In 
the United States, for instance, the amount of 
energy needed to produce one ton of steel fell, 
between 1960 and 1968, by 13 % through the 
introduction of a new type of furnace. 

6. Measures to increase the seat-occupancy of 
aircraft and other modes of transport, and a 
policy on the part of the authorities aimed more 
at promoting public ground transport than at 
supersonic civil aviation. The amount of fuel 
used per pa.a;enger/mile for Concorde is fifteen 
times that of a bus or train. 

7. Introducing compulsory speed limits for 
road vehicles, in countries where this is not 
already the case. 

8. Providing all major items of domestic equip
ment with an energy consumption label. 

9. Research into the energy and health aspect 
of lowering room temperatures in homes, schools 
and offices. From data obtained from leading 
doctors in the United States, West Germany and 
the Nether'lands, I gather that staying for a 
longish time in a room with a high tempemture 
and dry air is less healthy than in one with 
a somewhat lower temperature. I think, 
therefore, that the overall upward trend of 
ambient temperatures that we have seen over 
recent decades is not without its drawbacks 
from the public health viewpoint, let alone 
that of energy consumption. In almost all public 
and other big buildings it is much too hot to 
be, never mind to work. A good start would 
be, it seems to me, to cut the temperature in 
government buildings back to, say, 20° centi
grade. 

10. Information and education of the public, 
to teach them to make sensible use of energy. 
There is a specially important job here for 
education, certainly where the young are con
cerned. 

I appreciate that there are many arguments 
that can be put up against the ten points I have 
just listed, and that there are of course many 
other sides to the question. But I think it would 
be a good th1ng to discuss these points. Let us 
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look at the pros and cons, and then come to a 
conclusion that can be based on balanced argu
ments for and against. The ten points I have 
given you should be seen as a spur to discussion, 
one that I feel is crucially needed. As politicians 
we cannot be content with merely saying over 
and over again that energy consumption must 
be reduced. I think we must go further than 
that, and put forward concrete suggestions on 
how we think it is to be done. I am well aware 
that what I have proposed is not always likely to 
be pleasant ; but I feel that we have a duty 
to ask unpleasant things of people if this is 
necessary. And I am sure this is something 
where effort by everybody is well worth while. 

Let me finish by saying that I am sure our 
children will, later on, be grateful to us. And 
thank you for listening so attentively to what 
has been a rather long speech. (A.pplOIUse) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In the 
debate, I call Mr. Stoffelen. 

Mr. STOFF,ELEN (Netherlands) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, I will begin by con
gratulating my fellow-countryman Mr. Corne
lissen, and the Committee, on the report and 
its recommendation, and further by congratulat
ing the Rapporteur on his excellent explanatory 
memorandum. I do so not only because this is 
traditional in our Assembly, but because this 
is an extremely interesting and, to a very large 
measure, convincing report, and because the 
recommendation is certainly worthy of being 
adopted. 

Before talking about the report itself, I want 
to make a couple of comments on the by no 
means new question of whether WEU should 
once again be producing a report on energy 
supplies and new energy sources. It is a fact 
that the European Communities do concern 
themselves a great deal with these problems, and 
bring out report after report on the subject. It 
is also a fact that the Council of Europe has 
adopted a number of reports, recommendations 
and resolutions on the subject. It is a fact, 
too, that 0 ECD and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency have published a great deal on 
the subject - so why yet another WEU report 
after the earlier one on energy problems Y 

Because, the Committee and Rapporteur tell us, 
there is a close connection between European 
security and the energy problem. I do not deny 
that this is true ; so I looked at once for a more 
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searching examination of this connection. But 
apart from two or three sentences I found prac
tically nothing. It is incredible, but true. The 
report and recommendation talk, among other 
things, about nuclear energy. We all know that 
to operate breeder reactors you have to process 
and transport plutonium 239. Now plutonium 
239 has a half-life of more than twenty-four 
thousand years, and is looked on as one of the 
most poisonous substances there is. If you inhale 
one-hundredth of a milligram of plutonium, you 
will very probably get lung cancer. A lump of 
plutonium the size of a grapefruit contains 
enough to kill everybody on earth, if it were 
spread out evenly among everyone. We know, 
too, that eight to ten kilos of plutonium 239 is 
enough to make a nuclear bomb with the power 
of the Hiroshima bomb ; which means that non
proliferation is enormously important from the 
viewpoint of security. The report says not one 
word about this, while one of the member States 
of WEU - France - has not signed the non
proliferation treaty. I do therefore beg the Rap
porteur and the Committee to look at this 
extremely important matter. 

Now I want to say something about Western 
European Union in connection with energy 
problems and security. I might point out that 
Protocol No. Ill to the modified Brussels Treaty 
tells us that the Federal Republic of Germany 
has undertaken not to produce on its territory 
any nuclear or biological or chemical weapons, 
as defined in Annex 11 to the Protocol. In para
graph 1 (c) of this Annex nuclear fuel is defined, 
inter alia, as uranium enriched to over 2.1 % by 
weight. If at any time an enrichment plant were 
set up in the Federal Republic and this kind 
of uranium were produced there, this would not 
necessarily clash with the provisions of the Pro
tocol, since it would depend on the use to which 
the uranium was put. Yet this WEU report 
says not one word about this. I ask the Rap
porteur and the Committee, therefore, whether 
or not such uranium can be used in the Federal 
Republic for industrial purposes of a non
scientific kind, and if it can be used for indus
trial purposes whether it may be used without 
any restriction. If I cannot be given an answer 
now, I would be grateful to have one later. 

Now I come to the report and the recommenda
tion itself. There are three comments I want to 
make. In the first place, the report says, quite 
rightly, that the conventional sources of energy 
are likely to run dry, and that therefore we must 
both avoid wastJing energy and develop alter-
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native sources. If we do not, things could grind 
to a halt. As a matter of fact, I do feel it is 
unwise to work from the assumption that by 
the end of this year there will be a 10 or 15% 
increase in oil prices, since at the moment at 
least, an increase is no more than being disc~. 
Non~theless, the Rapporteur is right, things are 
gettmg into a fix. Making sensible use of energy 
and avoiding waste in using it, are very neces: 
~ry. So on first. hearing I can wholly go along 
With the ten pomts the Rapporteur has listed. 
My first comment is that there is an indivisible 
link between energy consumption and economic 
growth and the nature of that growth which 
is why industrial production must be l~ked at 
from the viewpoint of its usefulness to society. 
Needless production - and this could well be 
point 11 on the list - must be cut back or 
prevented. After all, what in heaven's name is 
there to be gained from the tenth different kind 
of electric toothbrush, or the 83rd brand of 
washing powder 1 Then, we need to improve 
manufacturing techniques. An OECD conference 
on saving energy could be very useful and 

' . ' women s organisations and nature and environ-
mental conservation bodies should take part in it. 

My second comment concerns nuclear power. 
The recommendation is excellent - no large
scale nuclear programme is acceptable while all 
the safety probleiUS have not been solved. But 
the report comes either from someone other than 
the author of the recommendation, or from 
so.meon~ caught up in a violent internal struggle 
With himself. The report comes out 100 % in 
favour of nuclear power, which it describes with 
the words "inevitable" and "impossible to 
dispense with". I would remind you once again, 
as the Rapporteur himself did this morning of 
the very serious risks that attend the use' of 
nuclear power : the release of heat, the transport 
and storage of large quantities of radioactive 
'!aste, .the risk of accidents, the dangers of pro
liferatiOn, and the problem of society's accept
ance or rejection of nuclear energy. These are 
vast problems, which demand serious study ; 
and so long as no proper answer has been found 
to them, the commercial application of nuclear 
power - to more than a limited extent - is 
unac.ceptable. I agree entirely with the Rap
porteur about this, and so I cannot agree with 
the report. 

Now to my final comment. It is still very 
much open to question whether the use of 
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nuclear power on a large scale is inevitable. 
There is, for instance, the alternative scenario 
in the second report to the Club of Rome, which 
sets out, timewise and spacewise, three strategies. 
In the short term, that of assuring oil supplies 
in the quantities needed for the social and eco
nomic stability of the industrialised countries 
not to be endangered. The medium-term strategy 
~alls for us~ng. coal and, subsequently, liquefy
mg and gas1fymg coal as a supplement to other 
primary energy media. With a world population 
limited to 10,000 million, known deposits of coal 
should be sufficient to cover all energy needs 
until well after the year 2100. Reserves are, 
today, estimated at four-and-a-half billion tons. 
In this medium term the related environmental 
and safety probleiUS - the many mining dis
asters, for example - will be, if not wholly over
come, at least mitigated. 

The long-term strategy is based, among other 
things, on the use of solar energy. This form 
of energy supply certainly offers immense pos
sibilities. Every day the sun beaiUS to the earth 
radiation equivalent to 4,200 billion kilowatt
hours, amd every day about 2,000 billion kWh 
of this remain to be absorbed by the earth's 
surface. The energy the sun radiates to the earth 
is 5,000 times greater than the heat transmitted 
from the earth's core to the surface by conduc
tion, and about 60,000 times greater than the 
pote'lltial mechanical energy of the tides. Express
ed in coal-equivalent units, the solar energy 
reaching the earth each year corresponds to the 
heat energy from 185 billion tons of coal or 
forty times our coal reserves. Supplying 10' 000 
million people with energy from the sun w~uld 
call for a surface area totalling something over 
1% of the earth's land surface. Such an area 
could easily be found in the earth's great desert 
regions. They could be found in Africa in regions 
which, now and in the future, have an expanding 
role as a primary energy supplier. And it would 
do away with their fear that when the oil wells 
have been exhausted they would once again 
have nothing left but the sun and the sand. 

Summing up, I must say that all things con
sidered the recommendation is an exceptionally 
sound one, and we shall gladly support it. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - We have 
before us a thoughtful report. Most of us would 
agree with its general assessments. First, I 
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compliment Mr. Cornelissen and his colleagues 
on their report. However, we should be grateful 
that the report offers no detailed prophecies. 
Estimates of future energy requirements have 
over the past twenty-five years provided fruitful 
sources of prophetic error. More people have 
fallen flat on their faces in attempting to tell 
the world how much energy it would need than 
has been the case with those engaged in any 
other field of human activity. 

One point which I think should be welcome 
is the fact that the report makes clear that there 
is an acceptance that there must be continued 
reliance on fossil fuels. Clearly those responsible 
recognise that sooner or later fossil fuel reserves 
will dry up and that if there are no alternatives 
man will face desolation. That, however, may 
be further off than some people have recently 
assumed. 

There are reasons for hoping that we may 
extend the life of the use of the world's fossil 
fuel reserves. One method of doing so is con
servation. It is right to stress that we should 
not waste any form of fossil fuel reserves. But 
there is a disadvantage in that. If we were able 
to achieve massive savings in our use of fossil 
fuels, and especially in our use of oil, we ought 
not automatically to assume that that would 
reduce our import bills. Naturally, if OPEC 
countries sell a good deal less oil, they will never
theless still wish to receive similar revenues and, 
therefore, the price of the smaller amounts of 
oil that they will sell will be increased. 

It might be more useful for us to seek to 
extend the life of our coal reserves. We can do 
that by ensuring that gasification processes are 
developed 'and by ensuring more efficient burn
ing of coal. The United Kingdom's most efficient 
coal-fired generating station uses only 35% of 
the energy that the coal contains. Every 1 % 
improvement in the use of the coal is worth 
millions of pounds. If we adopt sensible policies 
of research and development, we can extend 
the life of our coal reserves by many years. We 
can certainly do that before the end of this 
century. 

Many people imagine that oil prices are 
already high, but in some countries it could 
be argued that they are not high enough. In 
the United States of America petrol costs sixty 
cents a gallon, and at that price the necessary 
research and exploration is not stimulated. If 
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oil prices were to rise for the United States and 
other countries, the desire to discover greater 
quantities of oil would be stimulated, so that once 
more the life of the world's fossil fuel reserves 
would be extended. 

It is unnecessary for any country at this stage 
to opt on a mammoth scale for the development 
of thermonuclear reaetors. That would be 
dangerous, not from the point of view of safety 
but simply because uranium is also a fossil fuel 
and reserves of it would diminish more quickly 
than those of coal and oil which it was sought 
to replace. Capital costs are also considerable. 

There would be no advantage in developing 
large numbers of thermal reactors if that meant 
that the world's uranium reserves were rapidly 
gobbled up so that the demand for oil was 
reduced and OPEC merely increased its prices. 
Those concerned with thermal reactors have not 
taken sufficiently into account that man has not 
so far paid a proper and economic price for the 
disposal of nuclear wastes. That situation will be 
remedied within the next five years, and when 
that happens the economics of thermonuclear 
reactors might not be as attractive as was thought 
five years ago. 

I am not adopting an anti-nuclear position. 
Nuclear research and development must proceed 
intensively. We have to ensure the development 
of the fast-breeder reactor, although I do not 
think we should be over-enthusiastic about an 
early realisation of commercial operation. 
Certainly the fast-breeder reactor presents a 
great scientific challenge, but most of us here 
would agree that there is 'a great political chal
lenge which is almost as severe. I do not believe, 
for example, that any country should pursue 
energy policies which meant that it would be 
tempted to cut corners in the development of 
fast-breeder reactors merely because it had over
committed itself on nuclear power. 

In some countries where fast-breeder reactor 
technology is proceeding apace there is a 
reluctance to accept, for example, that boiler 
technology may not be quite as satisfactory as 
those countries would like the world to believe. 
This is too dangerous a matter for the world, not 
merely for individual countries, to ignore. There
fore, the world must continue to rely on fossil 
fuels for a long time. 

The world has rather more fossil fuels than it 
has been fashionable to admit. We in Britain 
have discovered a great deal of offshore oil in 
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recent years, but the world may not realise the 
extent of the vast quantity of coal reserves 
which have resulted from exploration and devel
opment in Britain during the last ten years. I 
am grateful for the reference in the report to 
gasification, but I would have preferred a slight 
shift of emphasis in favour of coal and away 
from solar power. 

A massive amount of energy is available from 
the power of the sun, and that will have to be 
tapped. But in many countries, particularly in 
Northern Europe, the idea may not be so 
attractive. We must accept that labour costs are 
likely to rise. The use of solar energy holds 
implications not only for such simple processes 
as cleaning which can become increasingly 
expensive. If we were to harness large quantities 
of solar power, the polar ice cap might melt 
more quickly, and some countries, particularly 
that of Mr. Stoffelen, might very soon find them
selves under water. 

We must continue research, particularly into 
the power of the wind. In paragraph 54, the 
report suggests that 12% of the electricity 
requirements of the United Kingdom could be 
produced from wind power. The report does not, 
however, say that to achieve this we should 
have to erect a windmill every 1,500 metres 
along two-thirds of our coast and that there 
would have to be a large windmill twice the size 
of Big Ben on almost every point of high ground. 
Some of us do not believe that to be without 
environmental offence, and there would be many 
critics of such a policy in the United Kingdom. 
I would be among them. 

The report does not refer adequately to the 
use of the waves and tide. There are serious 
problems here. The cost of development and the 
risks to navigation are important. In Britain, 
however, and in one or two other areas there are 
at least prospects for a fairly early development 
of an alternative energy source. The Severn 
barrage, for example, could be developed this 
century. It would save, on present estimates, the 
equivalent of about five million tons of coal a 
year. Europe could greatly increase its research 
into this subject. Britain is already spending a 
good deal on energy research. Next year our 
total expenditure across the board in this area 
will exceed £250 million. I do not know whether 
the recent decline in the value of the pound will 
cause that figure to be increased. We are corn-
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mitted, however, to a fairly wide interest and 
concern in the development of energy in a 
number of forms. I believe that Europe could, 
with greater benefit, co-operate in areas of 
research. There is a good deal of co-operation 
already, but I am not satisfied that it is yet suf
ficient. Certainly it must proceed. 

Europe cannot afford to put all its eggs in the 
nuclear basket, nor can the coal- and oil-pro
ducing nations of Europe afford not to ensure 
that their use is efficient and economic. The rest 
of Europe would do well to remind those coun
tries that they have •an obligation not only to 
their own future but to the future of their 
neighbours and friends. 

The report is welcome above all because, while 
it touches on that which is novel, the flirtation 
with novelty - so excessive where energy is 
concerned - is certainly not repeated here. The 
basic, sensible concerns are not ignored. It treats 
a serious subject without levity. One C'8Jl respect 
the approach which it adopts and one cannot 
quarrel with its conclusions. While no one can 
provide precise long-term answers to energy 
problems, Europe is in a position to face the 
long term with confidence because so far it has 
managed to keep its options open. It must stay 
in that position. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
:Mr. V alleix. 

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation).- In 
his report, Mr. Cornelissen describes one of the 
most serious economic problems which Europe 
has been and still is obliged to face in very stark 
terms and with great clarity. How can we look 
for continued growth ad infinitum when energy 
resources that can be exploited economically are 
available only in limited quantities Y To cope 
with the strains that have developed on the 
petroleum market, the western governments have 
in general decided to develop other sources of 
energy. 

The F'rench Government took a very long step 
in this direction when in January 1975 it adopted 
an energy supply programme whose main feature 
is to provide for a reduction by 1985 of more 
than 30 % in the share of oil in overall energy 
consumption and an increase of more than 22 % 
in the share of nuclear energy. 

Most western countries have embarked upon 
comparable programmes, which they have 
justified by using similar arguments : the supply 
of uranium ore is very much more secure than 
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the supply of oil, the various nuclear reactor 
families are today well known, and their produc
tion costs are competitive ; electricity is the form 
of energy whose consumption is expanding most 
rapidly ; and lastly, the cost of nuclear-based 
electricity depends to only a small degree on the 
cost of the materials imported. Today, however, 
as Mr. Cornelissen points out, all these arguments 
in favour of rapidly increasing the production 
of nuclear-based electricity must apparently be 
severely qualified. Nuclear energy should not be 
abandoned, but it is important not to throw 
caution to the winds in developing it. 

In the first place, nuclear energy will not 
enable Europe to free itself from a certain degree 
of dependence ; for the bulk of the world's 
uranium ore reserves is held by four countries : 
South Africa, Australia, Canada and the United 
States. Europe's supplies are therefore drawn 
from countries lying outside the continent, and 
their economic interests do not always coincide 
with our own. 

So far as the different nuclear families at 
present in use are concerned, there are still many 
uncertainties with regard to their cost effective
ness. We lack precise assessments on the 
coefficient of availability of the reactors over 
a long period, on the length of time that they 
can operate, on the trend in building costs and 
on the way in which the cost of dismantling 
installations will evolve. 

Finally, people everywhere in Europe are 
wondering whether the ecological effects of 
nuclear operations are acceptable and whether the 
harmful effects peculiar to nuclear energy -
thermal pollution and radioactive waste, amongst 
others- have not been underestimated. 

All these sources of concern about nuclear 
energy are shared by every European govern
ment. Nevertheless, we have failed to embark 
at European level on any real and large-scale 
co-operation in the nuclear sphere, or indeed in 
connection with energy problems quite generally. 
The hopes that were raised when in 1974 the Nine 
set themselves common energy targets have not 
been matched by any concrete achievement. 

True, certain joint projects are being put 
through. Two European uranium enrichment 
facilities are under construction, and joint 
research work is being carried out on thermo
nuclear fusion, which could in theory lead to 
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the provision of practically inexhaustible reserves 
of clean and safe energy. Measures of co-opera
tion are, however, either modest and scattered, 
or else devoid of any immediate practical 
significance. It is, for instance, estimated that 
the form of thermonuclear fusion which the nine 
member States of the EEC are seeking to develop 
will be usable for electricity production only 
in the year 2000 or thereabouts. 

Thus, despite the fact that the European 
countries have similar approaches to the study 
of nuclear energy problems, and despite the fact 
that the energy situation affects them all, they 
are showing that they are incapable of forming 
a united front to resolve the problem of their 
energy shortages. Yet there is an extremely 
serious risk that Europe may see its industries 
forced to pay a considerably higher price for 
their energy requirements than its main 
competitors will be paying. The loss of Europe's 
industrial competitiveness could lead to a decline 
in its world position and, if the worst came to 
the worst, to the loss of its independence. It is 
accordingly necessary that the States of Europe 
should manage to pool their technical capacities 
and their energy resources in the context of a 
global strategy. 

Among the main guiding principles for a 
Buropean energy policy, which we have seen to 
be indispensable, we must include, as Mr. Corne
lissen points out, the development of new sources 
of energy. 

Mr. Cornelissen's approach, however, gives rise 
to a number of problems. It primarily consists in 
enumerating and describing fresh sources of 
energy. It would help perhaps if the Rapporteur 
proposed certain methodological criteria for 
classifying these sources of energy - we dis
cussed the point in Committee, and I accordingly 
hope that you will be able to return to it - in 
accordance with the possibilities for their use 
and the priorities which should be laid down for 
their development. 

In my own opinion - and here, I believe, my 
views coincide with those of our colleague, 
Mr. Hardy, who spoke just before me - two 
new sources of energy should be developed as a 
matter of priority : first, geothermal energy, 
because it has great potentialities, in particular 
in some regions where there are ·apparently "dry 
hot rocks" which could be exploited industrially. 
Efforts to promote research in this field as a 
matter of urgency are therefore imperative. 
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Second, solar energy is immediately available 
for local use - on a small scale, it is true -
especially in the southern and central parts of 
Europe. Unfortunately - and we must be clear 
in our minds about this - large-scale production 
of electricity based on solar energy still seems 
to me to be impracticable. 

I have already referred to thermonuclear 
fusion. That constitutes an extremely interesting 
source of energy, but the prospects of effectively 
harnessing it are distant. Nonetheless, current 
research work must be maintained and, if 
necessary, speeded up. 

Joint research at the European level is like
wise essential in the field of fast-breeder reactors. 
These nuclear reactors, which produce more fuel 
than they burn, would make it possible to reduce 
Europe's dependence on uranium ore consider
ably, if it became possible to use them on a 
large scale. 

These few lines of thought set in train by the 
existence of new types of energy should not lead 
us to forget that Europe has at its disposal 
sources of conventional energy which ought 
perhaps to be used to better effect. Oil resources 
should be made the subject of joint decisions 
on the tempo of their extraction and the amount 
of investment necessary. The European coun
tries cannot forget the far-reaching solidarity 
which unites them and exploit their oil resources 
regardless of the aims they have agreed on. Here 
again, I would associate myself with Mr. Hardy. 

Turning to coal- and here France's position 
is very different from that of Britain - we 
might, inasmuch as coal is often forgotten, once 
again call it a new source of energy ; the only 
one which Europe possesses in abundant 
quantities. We ought to improve our coal-'Illining 
methods through considerable efforts in the field 
of research and development. I can see that in 
this sector a budgetary effort would have to be 
made and agreed, if possible, at the European 
level. We ·must, in particular, not overlook the 
fresh possibilities that the gasification of coal 
and lignite may hold out. 

It is thus apparent that Europe's possibilities 
for action in the energy field are very great but 
the States of Europe will have to draw from 
within themselves the political will to make a 
genuinely joint effort in this matter. 
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To do so, it seems, Europe must open its eyes 
to two basic realities. First, it must realise how 
exceptional is the position in which it finds 
itself. The other industrialised powers have to 
face less serious problems in the energy field, 
particularly the United States which has at its 
disposal vast reserves that can be easily and 
quickly tapped. Consequently, these differing 
situations, which deepen the gap between Europe 
and the United States, lead quite naturally to 
a diversity of interests of which due account 
must be taken. 

It is accordingly in specifically European 
bodies that the particular interests of Europe 
can best be defined and the appropriate solu
tions worked out. This remark leads me to express 
some regret that Mr. Cornelissen seemed to prefer 
that the conference on energy saving which he 
advocates should be held in the framework of 
OECD rather than in a more specifically Euro
pean organisation such as the European Eco
nomic Community, WEU or the Council of 
Europe. But perhaps we could come to some 
agreement on this point. The amendment which 
I have tabled - and which is, I hope, now being 
distributed - follows these lines. 

The second reality which Europe must take 
into account in working out an energy policy is 
the need to stabilise and improve relations 
between the third world and the industrialised 
countries. In the long term, the interests of OPEC 
and of the European States tend to converge, as 
OPEC wishes to avoid an unduly rapid exhaus
tion of resources while the Europeans want to 
cut down their oil imports. In the short term, 
however, we may frequently run into consider
able difficulties. They must be overcome in a 
spirit of mutual understanding, with a clear 
awareness that solving the energy problem will 
demand special efforts on the part of the 
industrialised countries. 

If Europe - and this is my conclusion - is 
capable of appreciating the true character of 
its .situation, and if it shows itself ready to dis
cuss and co-operate with the oil-producing coun
tries, a joint energy policy will still he possible. 
I hope that the moment when this policy will be 
translated into acts is not too far distant; and 
in voting for the recommendation, I trust that 
we shall be contributing to that end. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Treu. 
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Mr. TREU (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre
sident, Ladies and Gentlemen, the subject matter 
of Mr. Cornelissen's report, and his conclusions, 
as to the urgent necessity of a rational planning 
of Europe's current raw materials availabilities, 
together with improved energy supplies - and 
so civic and social progress in all our countries 
- certainly command our approval and support. 
What I would rather underline is the truly 
astonishing dispersion in this area of studies, 
researches, conferences at technical, political and 
economic levels, whether nationally or inter
nationally. And this is already in itself, I venture 
to say, a waste of effort. 

If some of the points made in the report have 
the merit of originality, it is because they add 
up to what I would diffidently call ten com
mandments for bringing home to both individuals 
and collective bodies that there shall be no more 
waste of electrical energy, heat, transport and 
what not. But really, the whole of mankind seems 
to fail to appreciate this. Yesterday's Le Monde 
carried for its leading article and comments on 
The Hague summit of heads of government, 
which ended yesterday, the headline : "From 
failure to pipe-dreams". You would really think 
that, every now and again, heads of government 
and politicians - not technicians, who are a 
different breed altogether - wake up at the 
sound of a bell whenever, say, OPEC predicts a 
rise in crude oil prices, or some incident or other 
of a physical or technical character occurs in the 
realm of research. Then they rouse themselves 
and frantically set about studying what other 
people have already examined and found a solu
tion for. 

Without any pretention to being original, dare 
I point out the possibility of following one first 
fairly concrete track : rational research into and 
exploitation of certain substitute raw materials 
for petroleum and natural gas ? As far back as 
1957 it was proclaimed that liquid fossil :fuels -
open-chain petroleum products and closed-chain 
products like benzene - were raw materials 
doomed to rapid exhaustion, or at any rate to 
become no longer economically exploitable. The 
technicians had already told us so. Now we are 
realising, perhaps a bit late in the day, that even 
the 1957 :forecasts were over-sanguine. We were 
to have been able to go on using petroleum to 
the year 2000, whereas in a very few years -
two or three at most - we shall be compelled to 
start the countdown. So there we have, in my 
humble opinion, the :first track to be :followed : 
working to exhaustion two or three raw materials 
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still in abundant supply on earth. I will go so 
far as to say that exploitation o:f tidal power, 
wind power and even solar energy seems to me 
to belong to science fiction. Jules Verne might 
return :from the dead to help us build the 
enormous windmills, dotted along the coastline, 
the previous speaker, our British colleague, was 
talking about, or dam the Straits of Gibraltar. 
These are utopian schemes. But I do think we 
could set about an immediate and rational 
exploitation of bituminous shales and geothennal 
power. We should also bear in mind the pos
sibilities for using coal : the Germans showed us 
the way, in the later stages o:f the war. There is, 
however, the difficulty of achieving an economic 
and rational use o:f low-grade gas. But there is 
no reference, in the whole voluminous report, to 
oil shales. These cover vast areas, open-east 
residues of bygone geological eras, which have 
not yet had the oil leached out o:f them. Solar 
energy can only be harnessed in certain parts 
o:f the globe. I have in mind a town o:f over 
80,000 inhabitants in the Negev where the sun's 
heat beating down upon the houses supplies all 
possible services, with no need :for any thermal 
power station, turbo- or oil-fired generators. But, 
as I say, this is only possible in certain regions 
where there is no cloud cover : it cannot be done 
in countries like Norway where normal temper~ 
tures are low and the climate :foggy. 

In the medium term, therefore, we should have 
recourse to coal-distillation and geothermics. 
Mr. Valleix is quite right, there are rock :forma
tions, steeped in liquid and gaseous fuels at high 
temperatures. We have had some in Italy along 
the Tyrrhenian coast capable o:f supplying a big 
city with thermal energy. But here is the second 
track : first or third generation nuclear power 
plants, with rapid accelerators or other coolant 
systems, are bound to be the next step. But even 
nuclear power is doomed to exhaustion, not only 
because of the risks and perils involved in the 
siting o:f the plants but because the raw materials 
- uranium or plutonium - are in limited sup
ply, and not all countries are willing to use or 
distribute them as is the case :for liquid :fuels. 

The second generation nuclear plants, now 
lined up on the :fission process, constitute one of 
the stages humanity is :fated to pass through. 
There are risks involved, but two different atti
tudes towards them : one optimistic, which says 
that the dangers of explosions and incidents 
during transport are now unlikely hypotheses, 
and the other pessimistic, holding that it is 
dangerous to site a nuclear plant near a centre 
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of habitation. Even in Italy, which stands in 
such great need of energy, there have been 
demonstrations against having nuclear power 
stations near populated centres because of the 
great accumulation of thermal energy due to the 
presence of such a plant. Just because the latter, 
to be able to produce the thousands of megawatts 
required has to be located by the waterside, the 
heat does not necessarily have to raise the temper
ature of the sea or river - in our case it might 
be on the river Ticino. 

Indirect use of a nuclear power plant may set 
in train an operating system to guard against 
the danger of heat pollution, tapping off the 
heat to feed a thermal reservoir. 

Lastly, there is a third track to which 
Mr. Cornelissen refers in paragraph 21. In my 
opinion, this third track could be the use of 
nuclear energy using fusion instead of fission. 
The United States has always wavered between 
enthusiasm and gloom, but has now resumed 
consideration of fusion - deuterium or heavy 
hydrogen - which has two positive aspects : on 
the one hand, ready availability of the material 
- you can find water anywhere - and on the 
other, possibility of using the "Bethe cycle" 
which leaves no residues and so fails to rouse 
those terrifying misgivings about uranium ore 
residues, which may indubitably endanger the 
world. 

In sum, the nuclear material hydrogen is wide
spread, espedally in sea-water, and its fusion 
leaves no residues. The big problem is obviously 
the transition from the laboratory to the indus
trial stage. But, Ladies and Gentlemen, none of 
us witnessed the birth of the electrical engineer
ing industry on the morrow of Galvani's experi
ments or the Voltaic cell. It took ·a mighty long 
time to go forward from the theory of electrical 
currents to the modern thermo- or hydroelectric 
power plants. 

These then are the three points I wanted to 
make. But let me remind you especially of the 
need for improved European - and not only 
European - organisation of the problem. Mr. 
V alleix is right : it is not only a matter of OECD 
or EE·C. We have to get ·a larger gathering 
around one of the numerous round or square 
tables at which such matters are aired. 

Why is there no mention of Euratom? It was 
one of the European institutions whose task 
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- unluckily left unfulfilled - it was to exa
mine in a European forum the various methods 
of exploiting atomic resources, including energy. 

Someone also mentioned the JET, Joint Euro
pean Torus, project. I have no wish to wrap 
myself in a veil of nationalist sentiment, but I 
recall that this large organisation for the study 
and exploitation of nuclear fusion had chosen 
to establish itself at Ispra. Today everything 
has gone back into the melting pot. As usual, 
no sooner is an attempt made to carry out a 
defence project under European auspices than 
there spring up suspicions, difficulties, privi
leges, claims for priority. Even here we find 
gaspillages, dispersion of effort, waste of energy 
and of research whenever there is failure to 
proceed from the study phase to that of coherent 
political commitment, which is the most impor
tant. 

I therefore think, Ladies and Gentlemen, that 
we must go on using certain existing materials : 
as I said, coal, oil shales and, of course, liquid 
gas. But above all we must press on toward the 
future, toward the form of energy which, maybe 
around the year 2000, will yield thousands of 
megawatts for a few grammes of ore, without 
any dangerous waste or residue, and will be 
available to one ·and all. (Applause) 

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

Mr. BAGIER (United Kingdom).- First, I 
congratulate the Rapporteur on his report 
mainly because I believe that questions like 
transport and energy tend to be left to one side 
in world fora debates. Everybody gets excited 
about different kinds of government, but nobody 
gets to what I call the nitty-gritty of what 
makes countries tick. In that sense the report is 
an important document because it will give rise 
to a debate of a far-reaching nature. 

I wish to comment briefly on some of the 
proposals, in particular that leading to the 
recommendations on nuclear power. There is no 
doubt that this is one of the most important and 
emotive ways of raising energy in the world 
today. 

Everybody is worried about safety measures. 
While it is true that the safety ·and health 
hazards involved in nuclear power are great, let 
us be honest and admit that the safety and 
health hazards involved in nuclear power about 
which we worry are in connection with 
accident potential, with some kind of sabotage 
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and with the releasing of a danger of which 
we are all aware and the damage it can cause. 
This is the basic problem. 

We talk lightly of the production of coal and 
having adequate coal reserves. This should not 
pass .with~ut ita being said that coal is not easily 
acquired m the world today and that there is 
a large health hazard in the production of coal. 
Many people are killed while producing coal. 
There is the great health hazard of dust getting 
into men's lungs. Therefore, let us not easily 
forget this serious health hazard in the produc
tion of coal. 

Recommendation 1 of the report refers to a 
worldwide convention on both primary and 
energy resources ·and to the developing and 
developed countries. Some of my colleagues 
including Mr. Hardy, have spoken about th~ 
cost of United States oil at sixty cents per gallon 
and have referred to the fact that the United 
States, Canada and New Zealand do not charge 
what they call an economic price. I have a strong 
feeling that none of the member countries repre
sented here would have been charging that eco
nomic price had it not been for the fivefold 
increase in the price of oil which came from 
the Middle East. Nothing crystallises the mind 
more quickly than the fact that one has to pay 
more for oil and that there is no alternative. 
Let us not be mealy-mouthed and believe that 
it would be easy in the democracies of those 
three countries to increase the price of their 
oil to the extent that we here have had to increase 
the price during the last couple of years. We 
have not done this lightly. We certainly did not 
do it because we wanted to conserve fuel. The 
d·rastic measures we have had to take have 
seriously affected our ·economies and the political 
popularity of whatever government happened 
to be in power. In considering recommenda
tion 1, least of all should we forget the high 
price of fuel when talking about conserving 
energy by price. This would have its most dra
stic effect on the developing countries as against 
the developed countries. 

On recommendation 2, I can be charitable to 
the Rapporteur by believing that, when he 
referred to the increase of 10 to 15 % this year, 
he may have been expecting to present the report 
in February or March in the belief that he 
would then have been rather more aeeurate. He 
must be regarded as a Job's comforter when 
he refers to an increase of 10 to 15 % this year. 
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On recommendation 3, which deals with joint 
planning, it is delightful that only this week 
we have been able to read the announced deci
sion of President Giscard d'Estaing that he has 
now been converted to the idea of ·a joint energy 
approach to European problems. We welcome 
this and hope that such an approach will spread 
further afield. 

It is to recommendation 5 that I wish to 
ll:ddress most of my remarks. I suggest that pub
he awareness of the shortage, or possible short
age, of oil has been brought about only by price. 
Nobody worried too much about it until oil sud
denly shot up in price. Our greatest difficulty 
in persuading people to cut back will be because 
they do not think that a world shortage of oil 
or, indeed, of any of our natural resources is 
on the horizon. They will be persuaded because 
oil becomes expensive. 

To give an example, one of the best natural 
resources in England is water. During the past 
summer, when we had a very long dry spell, we 
suddenly found that we were desperately short 
of water, and everybody became excited about 
it. One of the most successful ministers in the 
British parliament was appointed to deal with 
the water shortage problem, ably helped by one 
of our immigrant friends who, apparently, is 
able to pray for it. That minister is now our 
most successful minister and we are trying to 
get rid of our immigrant friend because, 
although the tap was turned on again, it was 
not known how to turn it off. That is our 
problem. . 1 

On the subject of oil and of how one is to 
activate people's minds to keep their energy 
requirements within reasonable bounds, in my 
view we must once again get right down to that 
which affects people most closely. 

~his will be the difficulty for us as parliamen
tarians. If we are to effect savings, we shall 
affect people and what they regard as their 
natural way of life. I do not know how many 
of my colleagues waited until the end of last 
night's sitting ·before going to the reception. 
However, if they wanted to arrive quickly it 
would have been easier to walk over the tops 
of the motor cars lined up outside the hall than 
to travel by car. The majority of the cars each 
contained only one person. They occupied space 
on the roads, their drivers having previously 
found places in this beautiful city in which to 
park all day. 
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If we are talking about a wide-ranging con
ference, we must be prepared to say that our 
people cannot bring their motor cars into our 
cities. That involves a challenge which must be 
f·aced by each of our member governments in 
finding the capital expenditure with which to 
provide the alternatives. That will not be cheap. 
We must think in terms of rapid transit systems, 
fast, clean and efficient trains, and means of 
carrying passengers in bulk We must ~amine 
whether we can afford to have numerous lorries 
going everywhere and carrying small loads when 
our railway systems are not fully utilised. All 
this involves interference with the ordinary, 
natural desires of our ·electors. We must con
vince the electorate that it is necessary to face 
the challenge. 

In paragraph 65 of the report, the Rappor
teur states: "It took hundreds of millions of 
years to aooumulate these resources of the earth 
and with the exception of coal they are due to 
run out in a relatively short time at the present 
rate of consumption." 

That is a statement of fact. Those reserves will 
not be replaced. But how am I, for ex:ample, to 
translate that into telling my daughter that she 
must not play a record of the Beatles in her 
bedroom while a pop group broa.dcasts on the 
radio in the bathroom, while her father wants 
to watch the news on television in the living 
room and while her mother uses an electric 
toothbrush ? All these appliances use energy. 
They are luxuries and consumers of energy 
which must be looked at with thought and 
restraint. 

I am not sure how to solve the problem of 
how best to utilise fuel and to educate con
sumers. The Rapporteur is living somewhat 
dangerously near the mark. I think he may be 
trying to be facetious when he says he believes 
that we may return from jet to propellor air
craft. That is an example. The more exotic forms 
of transport use more fuel. 

I am in favour of pursuing studies to find 
alternatives such as the small electric town car. 
However, one of the most important factors is 
to implement item 5 of the draft recommenda
tion. We must fully educate the people who elect 
us to our parliaments to an acceptance of the 
fact that we may interfere with their lives to 
bring about the desirable aims to which the 
report points. (Applause) 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I now 
call Mr. Bernini. 

Mr. BERNINI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, I would like briefly to express our 
appreciation of the report by Mr. Cornelissen 
and the draft recommendation on the table 
before us, all the more topical because of the 
new strains on the market and the possible rise 
in oil costs. 

My own and my colleagues' appreciation is 
not so much for the merits, however stimulating 
and worthy of further, even critical, develop
ment the document may be, as for the context 
in which it is presented, that of security of 
Europe's energy supplies, and of the search for 
new forms of energy which has commanded so 
much attention in this debate. To the question 
as to whether Western Europe should not, in 
order to safeguard its supply lines and thereby 
its own development and security, promote not 
merely European and Atlantic, but worldwide, 
intergovernmental co-operation, we agree with 
the Rapporteur that the answer can only be in 
the affirmative. Indeed, the growing necessity 
of diversifying sources of energy supplies in 
order to mitigate any adverse consequences of 
fresh crises and international strains, and thus 
ensure greater independence and security, 
together with the ever more serious risks for the 
environment, safety and health of the popula
tion arising from the spread of nuclear power, 
which place impassable tangible limitations on 
its spread and production capacity ; the urgency, 
in consequence, of the development of research 
into the impl'oved use of classic energy resources : 
petroleum, natural gas, coal, and above all of 
speeding up the production and application of 
alternative forms, starting with solar energy 
- though, as many preceding speakers have 
stressed, not only that ; and lastly, the pressing 
need for saving, economising energy to counter
act possible strains on supply caused by indus
trial growth - all these are problems whose 
solution postulates wider international collabora
tion, and which will in our view no longer allow 
governments to postpone a commitment trans
cending not only the inadequate national and 
intergovernmental level but also that of the 
consumer industrialised countries and direct 
relations with the producer countries, to further 
and strengthen, with Europe's aid and in the 
framework of renewed world co-operation, a short
and medium-term world energy policy capable of 
guaranteeing, together with the interests ·and 
growth of the third world producer countries, 
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the security of supplies for growth of the indus
trialised countries and for the progress, peace 
and security of Europe and of the world. 

To this end, Mr. President, we take the view 
that the recommendations may provide food for 
thought for, and stimulate initiative by, govern
ments and parliaments, as well as making up 
for the lost time several speakers have deplored. 
Considerable importance attaches to preparation 
of the world energy conference which we think 
ought to be the widest possible and be open to 
all countries, and to the convening of a confer
ence on energy-saving, also open to the fullest 
participation of all economic, social and political 
foroos, as indicated in the Rapporteur's draft 
proposals. We also believe every effort ought 
to be made to ensure the success of these initia
tives by the importance assigned to an energy 
policy. 

I will conclude by saying that others before 
me have emphasised the meaning of our absten
tion, irrespective of any judgment on the merits 
of the debate. For these matters, our abstention 
is intended to carry also a particular sense of 
appreciation, of attentive consideration, thus 
corroborating the spirit in which we are attend
ing this Assembly, and our pledge to pay heed, 
and contribute, to today's proceedings and the 
work of Western European Union. (Applause) 

4. Address by Mr. Thorn, Prime Minister and 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I am 
going to interrupt the debate for us to hear an 
address by Mr. Gaston Thorn, Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of the Grand Duchy of Luxem
bourg. 

We know you well, Mr. Thorn, from your 
appearances at the rostrum in the Council of 
Europe and the WEU Assembly. We admire 
in particular your ability and stout-heartedness 
in drafting proposals that are a really concrete 
contribution to the construction of Europe. I 
still remember a splendid speech by you on 
monetary union. After yesterday's meeting of 
the European Council in The Hague, we shall 
hang on your words with particular interest. 
You have the floor. (Applause) 

Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of LuxembO'Urg) (Translation). 
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- Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, in these 
days when democratic governments are dwindling 
in numbers the whole world over, it behoves 
all of us to bear witness to our indefectible 
attachment to traditions of democratic control 
over not only our national institutions but also 
the institutions we have created for organised 
international co-operation. This presupposes regu
lar contacts and sustained dialogue between 
Ministers of State and the representatives of 
their own nations gathered together in the 
various international assemblies. 

It is in this spirit that I have particular 
pleasure in talking to you about the current 
status and future prospects of European uni
fication. 

Mr. President, glancing through the agenda 
of your Assembly, I can see with what lively 
concern you watch over the process of unifica
tion in all its ramifications, and what a wide 
spectrum you subject to your analysis, for you 
do not flinch from considering the most highly 
technical questions. Similarly, the prominence 
of defence matters on your agenda shows yet 
once more the original and, for a good time to 
come, irreplaceable role played by your Assem
bly in this most sensitive of areas. WEU is in 
fact the only one of our European organisations 
in which member countries enter into precise 
commitments on defence matters and, if I may 
say so, what commitments ! Whereas the North 
Atlantic Pact only places on each of its signa
tories the obligation to "take such action" as it 
may consider necessary in the event of "an 
armed attack on the territory of any of the 
parties in Europe", Article V of the Brussels 
Treaty, on the contrary, requires its members 
to intervene, and I quote, with "all the military 
and other aid and assistance in their power", 
if any of them should be the object of an armed 
attack. 1111 

That makes you wonder, when you remember 
that these provisions were made before the North 
Atlantic Treaty was even negotiated. 

Similarly, the creation in 1955 of the Stand
ing Armaments Committee laid on WEU the 
task of dealing with standardisation and even 
the joint manufacture of armaments by its seven 
member States. 

The upshot of all this is that this Assembly's 
powers to handle problems of the defence of 
Europe are not only politically and legally indis
putable, but even unique of their kind, since 
no other European assembly has been specifically 
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given such a remit. Moreover, being eminently 
competent in defence matters, it is also the only 
assembly having statutory powers to consider 
as a whole interlinked problems of policy and 
strategy. Consequently, it is only pToper and 
right that you should be anxious to see your 
present function fully preserved within the 
framework of the future European union. 

In this connection, I must heartily congratu
late my friend Mr. de Bruyne on the remark
able report that he has devoted to this problem. 
Mr. de Bruyne's analysis, and the recommenda
tion that your Assembly has just agreed to on 
a motion by him are, if my information is cor
rect, a token of your total open ... mindedness as 
to the future and of your uncompromising 
defence of the achievements of WEU. 

If it is to live up to its name, the future 
European union will necessarily, at any rate 
at an advanced stage of its implementation, have 
to be given competence for defence and security 
matters. 

Furthermore, to avoid duplication of work 
and for the sake of efficiency, we must, when 
the time comes, seek to integrate WEU into the 
European union rather than develop new institu
tions in areas where WEU has well-founded 
legal competence. However, until such powers 
are wholly transferred to the European union 
- and it will not be tomorrow - there can 
be no question of detracting from existing struc
tures. 

In this respect, your Assembly will no doubt 
be curious to learn the current status of the 
problem of the European union's powers,· the 
day after the debate on the Tindemans report 
by the European Council at The Hague. 

I must draw a distinction here between the 
document in the form of a commentary on the 
Tindemans report that the Ministers for Foreign 
Affairs have submitted to the European Council, 
and the action taken by the European Council 
on that document. 

Let us first take a look at what the Foreign 
Ministers had in mind in their comments on the 
suggestions made by Mr. Tindemans concerning 
security and defence. 

The first point to be noted is that the term 
"defence" does not even appear in the Ministers' 
comments. A fortiori, there is no question, as 
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Mr. Tindemans had proposed "regularly to hold 
exchanges of views on specific problems in 
defence matters ... Exchanges of views of this 
kind will one day enable member States to reach 
a common analysis ... " of these problems. 

The Foreign Ministers simply felt "there 
ought to be greater co-operation between the 
nine member States in the field of detente and 
security". They suggested - and I underline 
that word - that in the case of international 
conferences on this topic, "the Nine adopt com
mon attitudes". 

Contrary now to what the Belgian Prime 
Minister proposed, it is not stipulated that such 
co-operation - and I quote Mr. Tindemans -
"will also have to include that element of obliga
tion which distinguishes a common policy from 
mere co-ordination". 

The second point: as regards Mr. Tindemans' 
proposal to encourage co-operation in the field 
of armaments production, the Ministers felt that 
efforts in hand should be pursued with a view 
to harmonising the equipment programmes of 
the European countries of the Alliance and 
developing the implementation of joint projects. 
There is no question either of an organisation 
to standardise armaments on the basis of joint 
programmes or of any need for setting in train 
an industrial policy of arms production. The 
view is simply taken that continuance of the 
ongoing efforts will give a boost to industrial 
co-operation. 

Further, "as regards the creation of a Euro
pean armaments agency, the Ministers consider 
that this proposal will need to be discussed at 
a later stage, when sufficient progress has been 
made on the various points that have just been 
mentioned". 

A third point, and a more general one - what 
came of Mr. Tindemans' proposal that : "Parlia
ment should be able, from now on, to consider 
all questions within the competence of the union, 
whether or not they derive from the treaties" Y 
This idea. too, was rejected by the Foreign 
Ministers. Moreover, as the Ministers nowhere 
propose to invest the European union with new 
powers in defence matters, it seems clear that 
there will be no substantial change in the fore
seeable future in the European Parliament's 
occasional forays into security matters during 
debates on co-operation by the European union. 
It may therefore be inferred that a European 
union having full powers in matters of defence 
and security is not about to see the light of day. 
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Western European Union is therefore called 
upon to continue its mission on the same basis 
as in the past. I am convinced that it will do 
so with the same authority and competence as 
before. 

I have been speaking about the portion of the 
Tindemans report devoted to security problems. 
As regards the other chapters of my Belgian 
colleague's report, the gap between what he pro
poses and what has been accepted by my fellow 
Foreign Ministers and myself in our comments 
is pretty much the same as in the case of security. 

But I must now say a word about how the 
Foreign Ministers' comments were received by 
the European Council. At first sight, the Euro
pean Council had three possible options : to take 
over the comments in its own name and elevate 
at least part of them to the status of a decision, 
to postpone any decision until later - a three
month and then a six-month postponement were 
mentioned, or to pigeon-hole the report. In fact, 
it opted for none of the three alternatives. 

As some of the bigger EEC countries felt that 
the time was not ripe for any decisive, qualita
tive progress or genuine decisions carrying a 
future commitment, the first option had to be 
very quickly discarded. 

The utmost the European Council would do 
was to accept the Foreign Ministers' comments 
and state, in the communique you have certainly 
read, that it was agreeable to some of the broad 
lines indicated. 

How many of our colleagues have pointed out 
to me that when, in 1972, it was decided at the 
Paris summit presided over by Mr. Pompidou 
to achieve European union by the end of the 
1970s, they merely proceeded on the postulate 
that, by then, the treaties, and the actions, so 
to speak, implicit in them, such as economic and 
monetary union and a common energy policy, 
would have been implemented. As this is now 
unlikely to be the case, many feel that we should 
refrain from any fresh initiative at this stage. 

Allow me a slight digression ; the communi
que urges emphatically that all the possibilities 
available under the treaty should be exhausted. 
In fact, in Paris in 1972 it was felt that "union" 
could be interpreted in two ways : full applica
tion of the treaties, and the addition to it of 
something new. Today, we have to admit it will 
still take us some time simply to exhaust the pos-
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sibilities under the treaty, and we may even have 
to come back to it in certain fields. 

Further, from the same standpoint, it would 
be pointless for them to resume this discussion 
at the next meeting. So, the European Council 
simply approved the broad lines of the comments 
by the Foreign Ministers and "called on the 
latter and the Commission ... to report to it once 
a year on the results achieved and on the pro
gress to be made in the short term in the various 
spheres of the union which would make a reality 
of the common conception of European union". 
Only the future can tell whether the Tindemans 
report will survive, or what will survive from it. 

What are the conclusions to be drawn from 
this situation Y 

First of all, I want to say quite clearly that 
there is no question of my allowing myself to 
be downhearted and giving up the struggle for 
a Europe ever-united and ever more capable of 
assuming its responsibilities. And since the 
"realistic yet feasible" approach, to use the 
phrase employed by Mr. Tindemans in the letter 
accompanying his report has, in any event, 
yielded disappointing results, we just have to 
appeal to our peoples over the heads of their 
governments. No sincere democrat could cavil 
at that. 

Opinion polls prove that our peoples, all our 
peoples, are prepared to go farther towards 
European integration than their governments. 
They feel instinctively that not only their future 
well-being but even their security depend on it. 
So the peoples must be enabled to make their 
voice heard more directly. It is what we shall. 
be .doing in electing the European Parliament 
by universal suffrage. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, is it not paradoxical 
and yet at the same time significant, that twenty
five years after the signature of the treaty estab
lishing the European Coal and Steel Community, 
we should be unable to find anything more effec
tive to advance the cause of Europe than the 
implementation of a commitment incorporated in 
that very treaty ? This speaks volumes about the 
insight ·and truly prophetic vision of the found
ing fathers of a united Europe. 

I am certainly not one of those who would 
contest the democratic character of the existing 
European Parliament, or indeed of your Assem
bly. It would be ungracious of me to do so. An 
election at one remove is still a fully valid one, 
and the resulting institution one having full 
democratic legitimacy. 
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On the other ham.d, what we hope to obtain 
through direct elections is increased political 
authority for the parliament, an enhanced role 
and responsibilities for the parliamentarians, 
who will be given a mandate directly from their 
electors and be accountable for it, more direct 
participation by the citizens of our countries 
in European affairs, and a clearer perception 
by public opinion of European probleins and 
achievements. 

Oh, I certainly do not expect to see masses of 
our compatriots crowding into the polling booths 
as soon as the first European ballot is held. 

Hitherto, our communities have projected an 
image too technocratic and unprepossessing to 
arouse more than a flicker of interest in the 
ordinary man in the street, in spite of his basic 
support for the cause of European unification. 
However, I do not doubt that, by the second 
or third election, the situation will be different 
and our compatriots will bestow on European 
politics at least the same degree of interest as 
on national politics. All the more so because, by 
then, our political parties will have fully 
acquired a European dimension. A good deal of 
my endeavour is devoted to that. 

Indeed, once our major political families have 
finally formed their ranks at whole Community 
level, and marched together into the electoral 
fray, they will gradually learn to attack the 
problems of the day no longer in a national but 
in a European perspective. 

But please do not misunderstand me. There 
is no question of sweeping aside national inter
ests and sacrificing them on the altar of Europe. 
On the contrary, it is a matter of hammering 
out, by thorough studies and discussions within 
each "European political federation", proposals 
for solutions compatible with the interests of the 
European nations as a whole and with the speci
fic character of each political grouping. 

In this way, and more than in the past, the 
Council and Commission will find themselves 
supported in the mission of unification by the 
personal efforts not only of members of the 
future European Parliament but also of the 
rank and file of the parties to which these belong. 
Political proposals hammered out in this way 
will of course also commit the national MPs 
and the Ministers wearing the same party politi
cal colours. 

131 

TENTH SITTING 

In this way, our government representatives 
will to an increasing extent adopt stances in the 
EEC Council that will no longer be purely 
national but will already represent a consensus 
of at any rate part of public opinion in the 
other member States. In other words, the search 
for a common denominator will not merely be 
left to the Council or to the Commission, whose 
debates are enshrouded by such discretion, but 
will have the active participation of the peoples 
of Europe, making their voices heard at the polls 
and through their broad political affiliatioDB. 
Thus, through direct democracy, to which we 
are all attached, and through participation, we 
shall enable Europe to gain the "second wind" 
it needs so terribly. 

In Luxembourg we are in the happy position 
of having all the parties except the communists 
long since won over to the cause of election of 
the European Parliament by direct suffrage. 
It comes as no surprise to us that the Com
munist Party should be against it ; on the con
trary, it makes the situation rather less obscure, 
more clear-cut, less ambiguous than in other 
countries. Here we have a party which for 
decades has plugged "proletarian internationa
lism" and scorned the "sovereignty of nations" 
as an outmoded class concept. Now, all of a 
sudden, it has rediscovered this concept and 
become the champion of the interpretation given 
to it way back in the depths of the nineteenth 
century, when at the drop of a hat, the ruling 
classes hurled nations at one another's throats 
in the name of national greatness and pride. 

Such an about-turn can only have but one 
explanation, namely that in communist eyes 
election of the European Parliament by univer
sal suffrage is likely to make the propagation 
of communism more difficult and put a. spoke 
in the wheel of a certain country that would 
like to expand over our continent. .And that is 
what I think too. There can be no European 
independence without a strong Europe, and no 
strong Europe without the direct participation 
of our peoples. 

But there will be no election by direct suffrage 
until 1978. Are we going to stand by with folded 
arins until then waiting for it to resolve all our 
problems, like some deus ex machina '! Of course, 
there can be no question of doing so. 

The Hague summit meeting clearly showed 
that on the brink of a winter which promises to 
be, economically, the bleakest since the war ended, 
and with economies that have not ceased to evolve 
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in opposing directions, the continuance of our 
efforts towards economic and monetary union 
is more vital than ever. That is still what every
one thought at The Hague. 

Similarly, the final phase of the North-South 
dialogue and the imminence of a decision on oil 
prices by OPEC make more cruelly felt than 
ever our lack of any common energy policy, three 
whole years after the last energy crisis, when 
we swore we should never be caught out that 
way again. 

Besides, a second wave of accessions is on the 
way. It is inconceivable that we should enlarge 
the Community to take in countries which will 
as a matter of course bring with them their own 
problems without having made, by the date of 
signature of the accession agreements at latest, 
any decisive progress in certain areas I have just 
mentioned, and without any net improvement 
to the efficiency of our institutions. 

Do you remember, Ladies and Gentlemen, how, 
in 1969, we used to joke about a "triptych" ? 
Even at that time, we meant a deepening, a 
strengthening and a widening. Today, alas, we 
all too often forget the deepening and the 
strengthening, and only talk about widening. 

How shall we set about it then ? The results 
that could not be carried off in one fell swoop, 
in the full flush of the Tindemans report will now 
have to be painstakingly won by attrition, bit 
by bit, by the tactic of stubborn and persistent 
harassment which it will be, ex officio, for the 
Commission to apply. 

To begin with, we shall have to take stock 
of the often bold proposals put forward by the 
Commission in recent years and now lying 
dormant in Council pigeon-holes. We shall find 
not only that most of them are still valid, but also 
that the solutions to many of our problems have 
already been carefully and realistically pro
pounded and that all that is lacking is the 
political will to put ·them into effect. 

Next, it will be for the new Commission that 
we have just appointed at The Hague to make 
further proposals, do battle for them, and, if 
necessary, appeal to public opinion over the 
governments' heads. Even if these proposals are 
not accepted as such, there is every likelihood of 
their leading to more advanced decisions than 
could be obtained by simple intergovernmental 
concertation and co-operation. 
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Sometimes, too, such proposals will only bear 
fruit long after. Do you remember, Mr. Pre
sident, Ladies and Gentlemen, the proposals made 
by the European Commission in 1965 on "own 
resources" and powers of budgetary control? At 
the time, they caused a great uproar, but five 
years later were accepted and, on some points, 
we have even - happily, let me add- gone even 
farther. So we need more than ever a strong 
Commission, faithfully playing the role of 
"provoker" or "prophet" in which it has been 
cast. 

Incidentally, I wonder whether the Commis
sion ought not to try and reactivate some of 
the ideas in its own report on European union, 
particularly on institutional matters. After all, 
if we pick and choose among the ideas in the 
Tindemans report, why should we not do the same 
with reports by the Commission, by parliament, 
the Court of Justice and the Economic and 
Social Committee? 

But unless the member States "pull them
selves together", and I think that each of them 
has realised this, the Commission's efforts will 
still remain largely inoperative. 

Now, the EUTopean Council has reached the 
end of its probationary period, and even the 
person responsible for its creation no longer 
seems entirely happy about the way it operates. 
Yet, the worse our economies fare, the worse 
Europe fares, the more we need an institution to 
supply the impetus essential and necessary to 
the sectoral Ministers, the more we need an 
institution to cut Gordian knots, hack through 
administrative red tape and possibly kill off the 
sacred cows of divergent concepts of economic 
philosophy. 

But this vital role can at this stage only be 
played by · the European Council ; hence the 
growing necessity of that institution. Yet it will 
be unable to play it by improvising, as all too 
often in the past, or by trying to restrict itself 
to "fireside chats". 

I think that the European Council should 
harness itself to two kinds of task: first, decid
ing lucidly and boldly on the basic options 
referred to it by the ·Council of Ministers at its 
various levels, on major problems which, after 
having itself made every possible effort, and I 
repeat only after exploring every possible 
avenue, it finds it cannot solve. This should be 
the exception and not the rule. 
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Second, to hold exchanges of views, possibly 
even unrehearsed, on the general situation of the 
Community and its member States, but with 
the precise aim of identifying the obstacles lying 
in their path, and so in due course give the 
Council of Ministers precise instructions, with a 
set time-table and a deadline for reporting, where 
appropriate, to the European Council. 

Only by distinguishing sharply between these 
two kinds of activity and doggedly pursuing 
them will the European Council eventually 
become the essential, efficient cog in the Com
munity machinery that its promoters feel it 
ought to be. 

In doing so it will by no means, and never 
could, take the place of the Council of Ministers, 
whether the "Grand Council" of Foreign 
Ministers or the "sectoral" councils which will, 
as in the past, bear the brunt of the task of 
approximation and unification of our national 
policies. 

I trust that everyone will be conscious and 
mindful of this. But it will be for these specific 
councils to attack their assignment with greater 
determination, for notwithstanding the prospec
tive election of the European Parliament by 
universal suffrage, there will be no short-cut to 
a united Europe. The nature of the results that 
we shall achieve at the end of what we might 
call the long march we are setting out upon, 
even though we do it sitting down, will above all 
be proportionate to the effort we are willing to 
invest in it and what we know very well will be 
the sacrifices we are willing to bring to it. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Thorn. We have listened to your 
address with the keenest attention, as the interest 
of what you had to say never flagged for one 
moment. As is customary in this House, you have 
kindly agreed to answer any questions asked by 
the members of the Assembly. 

I call Mr. Leynen. 

Mr. LEYNEN {Belgium) (Translation). - I 
would congratulate the Prime Minister on his 
address, which is a frank analysis of the situa
tion as he sees it. I appreciate above all the fact 
that he has avoided no difficulties and that he 
has given us an objective account of all the 
relevant discussions. 

His address was that of a one-hundred-per-·cent 
European. Unfortunately, after these prelimi-
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nary remarks, I have to say that the part of his 
speech in which he made himself the mouthpiece 
of the meeting at The Hague left us hoping for 
more. If I understood aright, the Tindemans 
report has been rescued from the flames, but that 
is all. 

Secondly, one of the points I noted - and I 
presume that I understood you correctly- was 
that the future European Parliament, elected 
by direct universal suffrage, would not even 
be allowed to discuss problems of defence and 
of general policy. If such is the case, it will not 
be a European parliament, but a rump parlia
ment~ 

Accordingly, Mr. President, although I 
subscribe to the advice given by the Prime 
Minister not to give up the struggle - that is 
how I interpreted his words - I would ask 
whether we could not envisage something else 
if European union is not for tomorrow. 

Could we not envisage the possibility of mer
ging the WEU and Common Market treaties ? 
If that course were adopted, our Assembly would 
be absorbed into the European Parliament - a 
directly-elected parliament, which would automa
tically have responsibilities in that sphere. This 
is a suggestion which I venture to submit to you 
in the guise of a question. 

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

Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (T·ranslation). 
- You said first of all that the Tindemans 
report has been rescued from the flames. Yes, 
and that is no mean achievement, for it contains 
so many proposals that one cou~d live on them 
for very many years. Moreover, Mr. Tindemans 
never thought that the ideas contained in his 
report would be put into practice in the very 
first year. It was essential that the Heads of 
State or Government should accept the Tinde
mans report or approve the main outlines of the 
commentary which, incidentally, has not dealt 
with all iiie chapters, for it has not yet pr(}. 
nounced an opinion on economic and monetary 
union or on certain other chapters. But where a 
commentary was available, the Heads of State or 
Government approved the broad lines and agreed 
to consider each year what progress can be made. 
Is the glass half empty or half full ? I am not 
in a position to give an opinion on the subject 
here and now. The future will enable us to 
pronounce on the matter calmly. One battle is 
over, the next one is in the offing. 
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Secondly, you express regret that the European 
Parliament, which will, we hope, be elected in 
1978, may not be allowed to discuss defence. It 
has not been stated that it would not be allowed 
to do so, it has not been forbidden to do so, :and 
I simply pointed out that the commentary of the 
Ministers for Foreign Affairs did not endorse the 
passages in the Tindemans report where it was 
proposed that the parliament's competence should 
be extended to cover defence. 

The Ministers kept a low profile and, remain
ing strictly within the provisions of the existing 
treaties, expressed no opinion on the question. It 
has not therefore been stated that the parlia
mentarians will not discuss defence. We have not 
widened the field of responsibilities in this 
respect. 

In o1.1der to meet this concern, you suggest 
merging the treaties and even the assemblies. I 
should like to be able to say that your idea is 
practicable. I fear it is not, :for you are dealing 
with different treaties to which different coun
tries have adhered, so that a merger of this kind 
could result only from agreement among the 
different governments. At that juncture, we 
should once again be up against the same 
difficulties that we have encountered in extend
ing areas of competence as we were going through 
the Tindemans report. The problem will have 
to be discussed and the reactions will be the 
same. I even believe that at this stage, and in 
view of the difficulties with which we are 
familiar, some countries which are not repre
sented in WEU would make greater difficulties 
a bout adopting this indirect approach, preferring 
the other more open and more European course. 
But this is a personal opinion. 

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

Mr. RADIUS (France) (Translation). -
Mr. Minister, in your excellent address you 
expressed or conveyed your doubts about an early 
enlargement of the European Community. 

I would accordingly like to ask you whether 
this already applies to the negotiations under 
way with Greece and Portugal, and also to the 
candidatures that will probably be presented in 
the near future by Spain and Turkey. 

You tell us that you see enlargement as 
coming after development in depth. Very well. 
But do you think that Western Europe can long 
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remain divided up between member States and 
non-member States of the Community 7 And 
until such time as this development in depth is 
accomplished, what arrangements do you envisage 
for relations between the Community and the 
candidate countries 1 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Minister. 

Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (Translation). 
- How many minutes do you give me to answer 
this question and how much will you pay me 
if I produce the solution 1 (Laughter) 

What Mr. Radius is asking me to do here is 
very difficult. Allow •me, as a token of the 
friendship I feel towards him, to correct his 
original remark. He is asking me: can Europe 
remain thus divided up between the Community 
and the rest 1 

I have never seen - and you, too, have never 
seen - the Community as a divisive factor. I 
have always considered the Community as an 
essential factor in unification, and even as the 
strongest unifying force in Europe. 

Let us not get on the defensive - I do not 
use the word defence in the sense in which you 
are discussing it - and do not let it be said 
that we are a divisive factor. What did I say 
about enlargement~ I do not say that we must 
deepen and strengthen the Community to the 
utmost before enlarging it. I simply recalled the 
fact that in 1969, when we were meeting in the 
Hall of the Knights at The Hague, and when 
we were talking about opening negotiations on 
enlargement with the United Kingdom, Denmark 
and Norway, we were at one in feeling - to 
varying degrees, of course - that enlargement 
would be all the easier if what had so far been 
achieved by the Community were consolidated 
and our foundations were firmer. After all, we 
were going to absorb eighty million more people 
into the Community. One country said no. Coun
tries like Greece and Spain today, and Portugal 
and Turkey tomorrow, may be candidates for 
accession to the Community, with their different 
economic standards and different histories. And 
these enlargements will unquestionably create 
problems for the Community, which is at present 
only adding to its list of problems without resolv
ing them. It will thus be adding further problems, 
and that is a fact. Moreover, we have not over 
the past £ew years concentrated our energies on 
developing the Community in depth, so unless we 
avail ourselves of the opportunity now offered 
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to us by these requests for enlargement to rethink 
the structure and decide how far we can 
strengthen the foundations, I fear that we shall 
be faced with the dilution we feared - and 
many people were afraid of it before me - ten 
years ago. This does not mean we are saying no. I 
share your view that when the countries you 
have mentioned have carried through the 
democratisation process which we all wish to see 
- and with some this has already occurred, 
whereas with others it is still going on - they 
will all have a claim to become members of the 
Community. I should like to see them enter it as 
soon as possible, but I should also like them to 
find on the day of their entry that the Com
munity they have joined is really alive. 

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

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (TraDBlation).
As Rapporteur of the General Affairs Committee, 
I apologise for reverting once again to a pro
cedural problem which the members of this Com
mittee hold to be important and which we dis
cussed yesterday in the presence of Mr. Thorn's 
French colleague, Mr. Taittinger. The General 
Affairs Committee has always asserted that it 
could not consider an exchange of questioll'S and 
answers with the Chairman-in-Office of the 
Council of Ministers at an informal meeting -
a luncheon, for example - as a joint meeting 
with the Council intended to ensure a real 
exchange of information and thoughts between 
the Council and the Committee. 

Does the Minister consider that the previous 
joint meetings between the Council and the 
General Affairs Committee have, because of 
something done by the Committee, presented 
difficulties for the Council ? Does he consider 
that an informal meeting, like the one planned 
for next spring, constitut€:8 a satisfactory setting 
for the joint thinking which both the Council and 
the Committee claim to be seeking ? 

Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (Translation). 
- In reply I can only give Mr. de Bruyne my 
personal opinion. I do not know when this 
problem was first put to me. It was eight years 
ago, I believe, that I first took the Chair at the 
WEU Council. I do not know whether the matter 
was being talked about as long ago as that. Since 
then, it has been talked about again and again. 

I personally look with equal favour on formal 
and informal contacts, but I would add frankly 
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and with convictioo that, depending on the 
subject under consideration, it is not always 
the formal meetings which are the most produc
tive. We see that even in the European Com
munity, where discussions between the Council 
and the Parliament amount to nothing more than 
an exchange of polite and vague-worded remarks 
which cause frustration to both parties - to 
the person who has to make these comments on 
behalf of the Nine as well as to those who were 
expecting something rather fuller - whereas at 
informal meetings over a luncheon we can afford 
to ask all sorts of questions about which you 
will not be told that the person questioned is not 
empowered to reply. As the meeting is informal, 
it is possible to go further - often even much 
further - than merely giving a polite answer. 

I would say that your eagerness to follow 
one course rather than the other is as great as 
your desire to obtain more specific and detailed 
answers. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. V alleix. 

Mr. V ALLEIX (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, in reply to an oral question 
yesterday by Mr. Taittinger, French Secretary 
of State to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, I 
stressed the need for co-ordination between the 
work of the European programme group and that 
of the WEU Standing Armaments Committee, 
necessary also in order a fortiori to avoid finding 
ourselves at cross-purposes and, why not say it, 
possifily duplicating work. 

Mr. Minister, do you think it is possible to say 
how such co-ordination could be effected, hoping, 
admittedly, that it would be done with a modicum 
of flexibility 1 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Minister. 

Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (Translation). 
- Pray excuse me, Mr. Valleix, but do not take 
it amiss if I confess frankly that over the last 
few days I have been more out of touch with 
these matters than with some others, and that is 
why I have consulted persons better briefed on 
the subject than myself. 

One first reaction is this. I am in all things 
opposed to a multiplication and dispersal of 
efforts which, as your President knows very well, 
are always liable to cause more contradictions. 
Everything I can do - all too little, alas, so far 
- towards achieving co-ordination, I shall always 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Thorn (continued) 

keep on trying to do. I am determined to pledge 
myself to even more efforts along this path, still 
largely unexplored. At the present time, when the 
Council of Ministers is seized of this kind of 
problem, everyone smells a rat. One must act 
with the circumspection and discretion that the 
prevailing political environment demands, but, 
in principle, keeping clear of duplications and 
crOI'S-purposes. As for co-ordinating, how is it to 
be d~me ? That is quite another problem, and we 
shall not be solving that one in a hurry. 

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

Mr. CORNELISSEN (Netherlands) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, although I should of 
course like to know whether, at the meeting in 
The Hague, enough time was found to talk in the 
corridors about such a pressing problem as the 
intolerable pollution of the Rhine, I will limit 
myself here to asking two questions about energy 
problems. 

They follow on what Prime Minister Thorn 
said, and to make discussion easier I will try to 
put them in English. 

(The speaker continued in English) 

After the meeting at The Hague, how and 
within what framework will the Council of 
Ministers promote a common European strategy 
on energy ? Is the ·Council aware of the dangers 
to European security if Europe's energy supplies 
are not safeguarded in future ? 

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

Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (Translation). 
- I shall first answer the question as to whether 
we had time at The Hague to speak, either 
officially or in the lobbies, about pollution. Even 
at The Hague there is a great length of corridors. 
I cannot tell you what may have been said in 
them. I can only confirm that, in plenary session, 
there was no mention of it as you imagine. Was 
there any talk over luncheon Y I do not know. 
But it had been announced that no other topic 
could be added to the agenda, which it was not 
possible to complete. 

To your second question my reply will be the 
same. The European Council is fully aware - I 
thought I said as much in my address - of the 
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problems that arise from the lack of a common 
energy policy, and particularly in the event 
of any further rise in oil prices, not to mention 
any crisis of a politico-economic order. 

Without wanting to set up as a commentator 
on any particular shade of opinion, you will see 
from today's press that the Nine were 
practically unanimous in deploring the lack of a 
consensus and that the European Council at The 
Hague should not have come up with any concrete 
measures. 

This negative aspect is giving way to a positive 
reaction, which is that at The Hague everyone 
deplored the absence of a more forceful policy 
and professed UD.aiD.imity in declaring that 
something would have to be done immediately to 
start the ball rolling by proposals for concrete 
action. But what sort of action, and when, and 
who by ? That is where the negative aspect comes 
back again. 

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

Mr. SEGRE (Italy) (Tra.nslation). - May I 
ask, Mr. Prime Minister, what are the elements 
of information and appraisal on the basis of 
which, referring to the distribution of political 
forces on the problem of election of the Euro
pean Parliament by universal suffrage, you 
defined as less ambiguous the situation in 
Luxembourg as compared with other European 
countries ? In parlicular, would you please tell 
us, first, what countries you allude to as being 
in a more ambiguous situation than Luxembourg ; 
second, whether you do not intend to mean, 
specifically, Italy; and third, if so, whether you 
do not think your appreciation is at odds with 
repeated statements by the Italian Prime 
Minister, MT. Andreotti, and other members of 
the Italian Government, who have on many 
occasions underlined the vital significance to 
Europe of the convergence of views on the matter 
among the democmtic foroos in Italy ; and 
lastly, whether you do not think that in this 
particular case, should the answers to the two 
previous questions be in the affirmative, your 
words stand in flat contradiction to the positive 
appraisals arrived at by Minister Tindemans 
following the talks he had in Rome with the 
various political formations in the framework 
of the mission he had been charged with ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Minister. 
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Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (Translation). 
- I am grateful to you for asking me these three 
questions. Please do not forget that I have not 
been speaking here as the Common Market's 
President of the Council, but in my own name, 
as a politician. 

I take it on my own head to say what I think 
of the attitude of one party or another. I do 
not think therre is any contradiction between my 
statements or views and those of Mr. Tindemans. 
I say that in full knowledge of his views and 
beliefs, which are often the same as mine. 

If there was a shade of difference between 
the opinions of a European politician and those 
of one of the ordinary sort, it would not shock 
me or displease me in a pluralistic democracy, 
particularly when speaking at the level of the 
Nine. 

I think, and trust, that there is sufficient 
margin forr differences of opinion and even of 
appreciation between the two sorts. All the same, 
no one in France worries about the communist 
party line in Luxembourg. I am not making any 
criticism or negative appraisal when I say that 
there is a great deal of argument going on at 
present on shifts :in the communist party line 
in other European countries, whether in the case 
of the Italian communist party or the new
formula French communist party with its latest 
programmes. 

In Luxembourg the communist party was the 
only one to speak out in support of the occupa
tion of Czechoslovakia and not to be sorry today 
for having done so. That is why there is no 
mistake about it in Luxembourg. It is outspoken 
and clear. We need have no cause forr anxiety 
there. There is no ambiguity. 

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

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - May I 
add my thanks to those already offered to the 
Minister for the freshness and fullness of the 
report that he has brought to us from The 
Hague ? Enthusiastic federalists must be dis
appointed that the Ministers have discovered that 
one cannot run before one has learned to walk, 
but many of us will welcome the realistic appre
ciation of the Tindemans report and the com
mitment to a continuous study of that document. 

I have two question to put to the Minister 
concerning what he said about the development 
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and deepening of co-operation in security and 
detente. He said that the Ministers did not wish 
to extend the competences of the Community into 
defence. Is the distinction between security and 
defence that security is what Foreign Ministers 
talk about and defence is what Ministers of 
Defence talk about but that very often the two 
overlap Y The Minister said that there would be 
a continued deepening of co-operation in the 
preparation of international conferences. Does 
that include preparations for meetings of the 
North Atlantic Council Y 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Minister. 

Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (Translation). 
- My reply to the first question put by my 
honourable friend Mr. Roper on the distinction 
between security and defence is yes. 

When we talk about defence, we mean military 
defence, armaments and armed forces. When we 
talk about security, we mean one element in 
general policy, of politics pure and simple, that 
may also come within the purview of the Foreign 
Ministers. 

That is why, in a context of political co-opera
tion, you may even happen to touch on security 
without its being the main object of such co
operation, without going so far as defence matters 
which are only dealt with elsewhere. 

Moreover, as regards the preparations of inter
national conferences, there can be no question 
here of consequences in the North Atlantic fram~ 
work. Whether it is those who are members of 
the North Atlantic organisation, or those who are 
not members of the North Atlantic military 
organisations, or those who are not parties to the 
treaty, like the Irish, no one wants such con
ferences to be discussed or prepared in a Com
munity framework. 

The PRE,SIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Sir John Rodgers. 

Sir John RODGERS (United Kingdom). -
First, I wish to thank the Minister for his 
realistic speech. In considering the possibility of 
further enlargement of the Community, will the 
Council of Ministers bear in Inind not only the 
economic and financial aspects of the new 
applicants but the possible political and other 
complications for nations which still hope to 
become members of the EEC 7 
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Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (Translation). 
- My reply to Sir John is that, in considering 
the possibility of an enlargement, there can be 
no question of only bearing in mind the level 
of economic, or even financial development, or 
their financial implications. Fundamentally, the 
problems are essentially political. 

Of course, as my friend Mr. Harmel would 
have said, "You cannot have the one without the 
other". We must not overlook the political 
problems that the accession of certain countries 
may create for third parties. 

All that deserves to be pondered over, as do 
many other elements, such as the institutions, 
their efficiency, and the like. To give you just 
one example: we have got as far as seven 
languages in the Community. If we add another 
three, simultaneous interpretation and transla
tion of all documents into all the official 
languages will become even more difficult. We 
are overtaking the United Nations on this point 
and I do not think there is any corresponding 
gain in efficiency for the Community. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
unusual number of questions asked proves yet 
once more the interest that the Assembly has 
taken in your address. And, as Oscar Wilde said, 
in the end it is not the questions that are indis
creet but the answers. (Applause) 

5. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies -
new sources of energy 

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

Questions, Doe. 121 and Amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We 
resume the debate on Mr. Cornelissen's report. 

I call Mr. Brown. 

Mr. BROWN (United Kingdom). - I feel 
somewhat diffident about intervening in this 
debate because I am a substitute member of the 
Committee and was unable to attend the meeting 
at which the report was discussed simply because 
of the "pairing" arrangements of the parliament 
of my country. The Rapporteur and I are very 
old friends and I am sure he will forgive me 
for making a somewhat critical approach to his 
report. I would rather have done so in the Com
mittee than in the Assembly. 
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The Rapporteur has entitled his report 
"Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies- new 
sources of energy", but my real criticism is that 
he does neither of those things. All he has finished 
up with is a recommendation for using the 
oldest of all forms of energy - coal. Paragraph 
4 of the report indicates very clearly his argu
ment that coal is in abundant supply everywhere. 
The inference, therefore, is that we should use it 
more than anything eLse. Of course, this 
completely ignores the fact that the thermal 
efficiency of coal when used for generation is 
only about 30 %. It ignores the problems of 
transportation and the handling of this com
modity. And what of the dirty nature of the 
product itself Y This was our very reason for 
seeking other sources of energy, so that we might 
in future discard it. 

In paragraph 7, the report asks whether 
there are any alternatives to nuclear energy. It 
is sad that the report does not answer this most 
important question. 

In paragraph 12, the Rapporteur produces 
what purports to be the history of the Inter
national Energy Agency. I cannot accept the 
terminology he uses with regard to the American 
policy of confrontation. The setting up of the 
lEA resulted from the fact that a number of 
European nations, as well as the United States, 
came together to support one another and to 
defend their economies because of their total 
reliance on petrol and fuel oil. It was always my 
view that F;zoance went it alone because she 
thought she could get a better deal that way. In 
the end she was unsuccessful. I am satisfied that 
paragraph 12 is, in fact, making history rather 
than recording it. 

The whole issue has been very succinctly put 
in paragraph 31, which I feel is important. The 
Rapporteur states: "It seems impossible to dis
pense with this type of energy although its dis
advantages have to be acknowledged." He has 
summed it up very well. It is a pity, therefore, 
that in the report he did not take this as his 
starting point and argue from there. 

Paragraph 34 substantially understates the 
present position. In the United Kingdom, for 
example, some 20 % of our electricity demand is 
being satisfied by nuclear power. 

PaTagraph 37 makes a somewhat limited com
ment on the light-water reactor and its safety 
aspects. Here again, once the Rapporteur had 
written paragraph 31, in which he argued that 
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nuclear power was here to stay, I should have 
liked him to develop the subject much more, so 
as to demonstrate to all in Europe and certainly 
in WEU the inherent dangeTS of the American 
light-water reactor. 

My colleague has heard me discourse on this 
many times in the past. His document would 
have been a useful vehicle in which to examine 
some of the dangerous practices now associated 
with these reactors. Their proliferation through
out Europe - this was why I referred to para
graph 34 - has occurred because the various 
national regulatory authorities have continually 
referred back to the same fount of knowledge for 
assurance about safety factors- that is to say, 
the manufacturers themselves. It is not surpris
ing that the manufacturers of these light-water 
reactors should argue that they are safe. My 
friend would have done a great service to this 
Assembly if he had examined that aspect a little 
more closely so that we could have had an 
infol'lffied debate on this issue. 

In Part V, the report discusses the develop
ment of alternative energy resources, beginning 
with solar energy. After examining that resource, 
the Rapporteur concludes with paragraph 52 
which says, among other things : "The most 
cautious estimates nevertheless show that such 
power plants would be five to ten times more 
costly than conventional thermal power plants." 
I am sure that my friend is not really asking 
gove:rnments to set out on a course which will 
cost them five to ten times more than the pro
grammes they already h~ave. What he is, in effect, 
saying is that it is too expensive. 

The report goes on to deal with wind energy. 
The statement made in paragraph 54 - "In 
Britain, it is estimated that 12 % of electricity 
demand could be met with wind power" - is 
based, I think, on a statement made to my own 
select committee which was given an estimate 
by enthusiasts for wind power. Their figure was 
reached by putting fifteen windmills on fifteen 
hills in the southern part of England and extra
polating large-scale results from that exercise. 

Now I undeTStand how history is made. This 
bit of fiction put to us by enthusiasts will 
undoubtedly become fact, because my friend has 
reproduced it in his report as if it were fact. 

However, I should like to draw the Assem
bly's attention to paragraph 56, which states, 
rather frankly : "Unfortunately, wind power, 
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like solar power, runs up against the obstacle 
of storage. Moreover, wind is come-and-go, and 
thus not as reliable for electricity. Alternate, 
usually fossil-fuelled, stand-by systems will have 
to be kept on hand for windless spells." What 
that is saying, in the sort of words I understand, 
is that it is no good and that we cannot have it. 

The Rapporteur goes on to discuss geothermal 
en~rgy and concludes with paragraph 61, in 
whiCh he says - again, rather disarmingly: 
"A major factor standing in the way of exploiba
tion of geothermal energy is the high cost of 
transmitting the energy over any distance. 
Another technical problem is that of extracting 
energy from hot rock reservoirs, where there is 
no water underground to bring the heat to the 
surface." If that is translated into Dutch, it 
means that it is no good. 

In the conclusions, the Rapporteur is really 
saying that, as far as he is concerned, he is going 
to do nothing, apart from what is contained in 
his interesting paragraph 72. It will be noticed 
that this contains a bit of ~a mystery. The Rap
porteur begins by discussing solar energy re
search and half-way through he changes to the 
discussion of a common European floor price 
per barrel. I am not quite sure of the actual pur
pose of this paragraph, but perhaps Mr. Corne
lissen can help me with that. It WlaS my fond 
belief that Europe had an agreed floor price for 
a barrel of oil which, to the best of my know
ledge, was $7 a barrel at the time to which refer
ence is made, although I understand that the 
agreed price is now $7 .50. 

I understood, however, that there was at least 
some agreement in Europe about the base price 
we wanted for it. 

Turning to the draft recommendation- "con
sidering that no nuclear programme on a large 
scale is acceptable" - I would emphasise to the 
Rapporteur that a very large programme is 
going on apace. Many countries are not only 
committed to having programmes but have them 
or are going to have them. They are going in for 
research on the next generation of fast-breeder 
reactors. The question to which we should really 
be addressing ourselves is what form of mid
term solution one has before the fast breeder 
comes along, around the mid-1990s, because in 
my submission - and I thought that this was 
the Rapporteur's view in paragraph 31 - it is 
too late to stop that which is already installed. 

Paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation 
acknowledges "the need to reduce consumption 
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of all forms of energy". I am bound to say that 
that is something of a pious hope. That has been 
a constant theme. Certainly, during the second 
world war and subsequent to it, and at various 
intervals meanwhile, there have been attempts 
to make people fuel-conscious. At one time in my 
history I was a fuel officer responsible for trying 
to persuade people to turn off lights. Every 
enlightened industrialist will know that one can 
keep that pressure at a peak only for about two 
months and that thereafter it is a waste of time. 
The Rapporteur puts that in his report as repre
senting a major step forward. I am bound to say 
that I consider it to be about seven steps back. 

Paragraph 5 of the draft recommendation, 
which starts with the words "Convinced that 
alternative sources of energy ... ", seems extra
ordinary to me. I felt that in paragraphs 52, 56 
and 61 Mr. Cornelissen had absolutely per
suaded me that there was no alternative and 
that none of those sources was of any value at 
all in terms of usefulness in substitution for 
nucl%r power. I do not quite understand, there
fore, why he makes that .sOO.tement, having 
proved conclusively in the report that it was 
not on. 

I come finally to recommendation 3 which 
refers oo accepting "joint planning for the 
improved use of energy resources". In all this 
the Rapporteur talks in terms of coal produc
tion. Mr. Hardy and I, and possibly Mr. Bagier, 
would disagree. The arguments for continued 
use of coal production beg the problems 
associated with it. 

I am sorry that Mr. Cornelissen was not able 
to develop some comment on the references by 
my friend Mr. &gier to the filthy terms on 
which coal has to be extracted from the earth. 
In my country, miners are desperately anxious 
to get themselves put inoo a special category 
for earlier retirement than any other group of 
workers because of the health hazards involved 
in extmcting coal from beneath the earth. There
fore if one is to argue for a continuation of that 
fo~ of extraction of that material, there should 
be some discussion as to how we saJtisfy the 
environmental lobby which is so anxious not to 
have any new coal seams in our country. Mr. 
Hardy did not mention that, perhaps because 
of his interest in a constituency matter, but the 
new coalfield in Yorkshire to which he was 
referring is now the subject of a great campaign 
by the environmentalists who are seeking to 
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ensure that it is not opened because of the result
ing slag-heaps and mess that will proliferate the 
environment of the area. 

Knowing Mr. Cornelissen, as I do, to be a 
far-sighted man anxious to go for the future, it 
seems extraordinary to me that he should have 
chosen to go back a hundred years finally to 
discover the resource of coal and to consider that 
it is that to which we should look forward for 
the twenty-first century. In all kindness to my 
friend the Rapporteur, I must say that his report 
is really too pessimistic. We need to challenge 
the future and to harness the resources of our 
advances in higher technology to the service of 
rmmkind. Let us solve the problems, not run 
away from them, as the report suggests. We need 
to bequeath to posterity as many of the benefits 
of research and development as it is possible to 
give. 

In his winding-up speech Mr. Cornelissen 
spoke of what we had in trust, and he trusted 
that our children will be grateful to us. I would 
rather say to him that if we accept his report 
historians will record that while the twentieth 
century saw many catastrophes it also saw a 
failure in our ability oo see the kind of future 
which his and our children ought to have. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- We shall 
defer the remainder of the debate to the next 
sitting. 

6. 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. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies -
new sources of energy (Resumed Debate on 
the Report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions, 
Document 721 and Amendments). 

2. Relations with Parliaments (Presentation 
of and Debate on the Report of the Com
mittee for Relations with Parliaments, 
Document 724). 

3. European security and Eoast-West relations 
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments, Document 726 and Amend-



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

The President (continued) 

ments) ; Mandate of the Standing Arma
ments Committee - Motion for an Order 
tabled by Mr. DeJlorme and others (Docu
ment 728). 

4. Address by Mr. Duffy, Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary of State for Defence for 
the Royal Navy of the United Kingdom. 

5. Address by Mr. Feyzioglu, Minister of 
State, Deputy Prime Minister of Turkey. 

6. Western Europe's policy towards Mediter
ranean problems (Resumed Debate on the 
Report of the General Affairs Committee 
and Vote on the draft Recommendation, 
Document 719 and Amendment). 

7. European security and East-West relations 
(Resumed Debate on the Report of the 
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Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments and on the Motion for an Order and 
Votes on the draft Recommendation and 
Motion for an Order, Documents 726 and 
Amendments and 728). 

8. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies 
- new sources of energy (Vote on the 
draft Recommendation, Document 721 and 
Amendments). 

Are there any objections 1 ... 

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

Does anyone wish to speak? ... 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 12.45 p.m.) 
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SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the Minutes. 

2. Attendance Register. 

3. Change in the Orders of the Day. 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Warren (Chairman of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aeroapace 
Queationa), the President. 

4. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies - new sources 
of energy (Reaumed Debate on the Report of the Com
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aeroapace Ques
tions and Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 721 
and Amendments). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. van Kleef, Mr. Cornelissen 
(Rapporteur), Mr. Warren (Chairman of the Committee); 
Mr. Cornelissen, Mr. Treu, Mr. Cermola.cce (explanation 
of vote). 

5. AddreBB by Mr. Duffy, Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of State for Defence for the Royal Navy of the United 
Kingdom. 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Duffy. 
Repliea by Mr. Duffy to queationa put by: Mr. Roper, 
Mr. Farr, Mr. McNa.ma.ra, Mr. Watkinson, Mr. Treu. 

6. Address by Mr. Feyzioglu, Minister of State, Deputy 
Prime Minister of Turkey. 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Feyzioglu. 
Repliea by Mr. Feyzioglu to queationa put by :Mr. Urwin, 
Mr. Cordle, Mr. Hunt. 

7. Western Europe's policy towards Mediterranean prob
lems (Reaumed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee and Vote on the draft Recommendation, 
Doe. 719 and Amendment). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Burckel (Rapporteur), 
Sir John Rodgers (Vice-Chairman of the Committee), 
Mr. Stavropoulos (Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 
of Greece), Mr. Inan (Observer from Turkey); Mr. Lewis, 
Mr. Roper, Mr. Urwin (points of order). 

8. European security and East-West relations (Preaenta
tion of and Debate on the Report of the Committee on 
Defence Queationa and Armaments, Doe. 726 and Amend
ments) ; Mandate of the Standing Armaments Com
mittee- Motion for an Order tabled by Mr. Delorme 
and others (Doe. 728). 
Speakers: The President, Mr. de Koster (Rapporteur), 
Mr. Roper, Mr. de Bruyne, Mr. Radius, Mr. Riviere, 
Mr. Watkinson; Mr. Roper, Mr. de Niet (points of 
order). 

9. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the next Sitting. 
Speakers: The President, Mr. Roper, the President. 

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

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). 
accordance with Rule 21 of the Rules 
cedure, the Minutes of Proceedings 
previous Sitting have been distributed. 

.Are there any comments ?... 

The Minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

In 
of Pro
of the 

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

3. Change in the Orders of the Day 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - For 
reasons of personal convenience and also because 
some of our colleagues are obliged to leave, we 
can resume the sitting with Mr. de Koster's 
report, Document 726. 

I call the Chairman of the Committee on 
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques
tions. 

Mr. WARREN (United Kingdom).- Mr. Pre
sident, with respect, we could conclude our 
report, Document 721, within thirty minutes. 
We would be grateful if this were possible, 
because Mr. Cornelissen, the Rapporteur, has to 
leave, and we hope that you could conclude with 

1. See page 34. 
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a vote. That would enable Mr. Duffy to address 
us as arranged at 3.30 p.m. May we, therefore 
have the privilege of completing consideration of 
our report~ 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I know 
very well, Mr. Warren, that we have to settle 
a dilemma worthy of Corneille. Indeed, Mr. 
Cornelissen does have to leave, and his compa
triot, Mr. de Koster, has to go, too. Mr. Delorme 
has consented to put off presenting his report 
until tomorrow morning. I have had to negotiate 
all this concluding part of the debate. 

4. Safeguarding Europe's energy supplies 
new sources of energy 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions 
and Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 721 

and Amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- There are 
still three speakers on the list. If they would 
be willing to forgo the right to speak on 
Mr. Cornelissen's report, we could call the Rap
porteur and the Chairman right away and Mr. de 
Koster might possibly be able to present his 
report before Mr. Duffy arrives. 

Are the three speakers whose names are on the 
list present in the Chamber 1 If Mr. Adriaensens, 
Mr. van Kleef and Mr. Leynen would kindly 
relinquish their right to speak, to help us settle 
this procedural problem, they would facilitate 
our task, just as Mr. Delorme has agreed to 
postpone presenting his report until tomorrow 
morning. 

Mr. Adriaensens and Mr. Leynen seem to be 
in agreement. 

Mr. van KLEEF (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- I cannot give up my right to speak. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). If 
perhaps each of you would limit your speeches 
to only one or two minutes, that would enable 
us to get through the Orders of the Day for this 
afternoon fairly quickly and this would be con
venient for those of our colleagues who have 
to return to their countries. 

Please be very brief, Mr. van Kleef, I beg of 
you - it is not for my own sake but for that of 
your colleagues that I make this request. 

Mr. van KLEEF (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- I did not originally put my name down to 
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speak on this report, Mr. President, because I 
could agree with the recommendation. Despite 
the fact that the report talks a great deal about 
making use of nuclear power, there is nothing 
about this in the recommendation. Now, how
ever, Mr. Vohrer has put forward an amendment. 
I have serious objections to nuclear energy being 
developed further, in particular because the 
safety aspects of transport and of storage in 
saltmines have not been thoroughly examined 
and because the consequences of processes in 
these power stations getting out of control would 
be catastrophic, especially for future generations. 
Our colleague Mr. Stoffelen, too, has called 
attention to these dangers. I am a physicist, so 
I do know what I am talking about. As more 
and more nuclear power stations are built and 
developed, the risk of accidents grows ; and this 
is why I have no need at all of the amendment 
that has been submitted. It takes it for granted 
that one agrees with building nuclear power 
stations. I have no use for it, and I even have 
serious objections to it. I certainly do not want 
to see dramas of the kind we have recently seen 
at Brokdorf. So far as I know, there was no 
prior consultation at all of people living in the 
area. So I suggest to Mr. Vohrer that he consider 
withdrawing Amendment No. 3. If he does not 
feel he can, and if the majority of this Assembly 
wants to adopt this amendment, then I would 
ask him, as member of the FDP which shares 
responsibility with the West German Govern
ment and has provided that government's 
Foreign Minister, to urge his colleagues in the 
Bundestag to see that the content of this amend
ment does not remain a dead letter, but is in 
fact put into effect in future. I would ask 
Mr. Cornelissen whether he shares my feeling 
that the scope of this amendment also covers the 
expansion of the UC project at Almelo, which 
is currently under discussion. Enriched ura
nium 235 is, after all, the basis on which nuclear 
power stations operate. If he does agree with 
me, will he please use his influence to allow 
people living on the German side of the border 
to have a say in the matter before the decision 
on this expansion is taken 1 Bearing in mind 
the prevailing winds in this part of the continent, 
it is people living in Germany who would be 
the first victims of any disaster. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Before 
calling on you to reply, Mr. Cornelissen, may I 
ask you if you accept the amendments that have 
been tabled. If so, we can take the vote after 
hearing the Committee Chairman. 

I call the Rapporteur. 
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Mr. CORNELISSEN (Netherlands) (Transla
tion).- I am grateful for the many appreciative 
remarks that have been made about the report, 
though here and there I did seem to detect one 
or two notes of asperity. A number of people 
made the point that certain things were missing 
from the report, and I agree with them. There 
are many things that have much to do with the 
problems of energy, and if I had dealt with them 
all properly in the report, it would have become 
far too long. My colleagues in the Committee 
will know that separate reports are to appear, 
or have already appeared, on a number of topics. 
There would be a danger, otherwise, of being 
unable to see the wood for the trees, which I 
noted was the case with Mr. Brown, for example. 
He did not attend the Committee. I am not 
blaming him for that, but I do find that he has 
misunderstood certain passages in the report. 
It would have been much better if he had taken 
part in the Committee discussions ; and, besides 
several of his comments belong really to discus~ 
sions within the Labour Party back in Britain. 
I suggest, therefore, that he make his points 
there. I shall be glad to discuss matters further 
with him in the Committee. 

We saw very clearly this morning, from what 
Mr. Thorn told us that there is unhappily no 
question of a common European policy on 
energy. I gathered that there is nothing beyond 
an expression of the wish for a common energy 
policy. Absolutely nothing has been done about 
putting this wish into practice, and I find this 
extremely disappointing and indeed unaccept
able. It underlines the need for what we are 
urging in our report. 

There were varying opinions expressed, too, 
on the developing of new sources of energy. I 
would not wish to contradict the many experts in 
our midst, but it does seem to me that it is not 
for this Assembly to judge which new, alternative 
sources of energy will or will not prove suc
cessful. I feel our job is to call loudly for more 
research and for more studies to be made of 
these problems, as a matter of urgency. We 
shall have to await the answers but we must 
not kid ourselves that we can expect any of 
the new and alternative sources of energy to 
make a substantial contribution, within the 
present century, towards solving the problems 
that face us today and will become especially 
acute from the 1980s onwards in Europe where 
energy supplies are concerned. 

Mr. Stoffelen made quite a lot of the fact that 
attempts at non-proliferation had found no place 
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in the report. I entirely accept that he is quite 
right, but as a seasoned veteran of this Assembly 
he will know better than I that we shall be 
getting a special report from our organisation 
on the application of the Brussels Treaty and its 
protocols. Non-proliferation will naturally and 
quite rightly, be included, so I invite him t~ join 
me in waiting to see what this produces. 

Mr. Stoffelen has more or less accused me 
where nuclear power is concerned, of not makin~ 
my mind up where I stand - of hopping from 
one foot to the other. I might comment that this 
is quite a common way of proceeding, because 
it is the most practical way of making forward 
progress. It may be, however, that he has failed 
to grasp properly some passage about nuclear 
energy. I believe that in future nuclear power, 
too, is going to have to make some contribution 
to our energy needs. We shall not be able to do 
without it, in spite of the many dangers and 
many disadvantages it presents. Besides, when 
I talk about nuclear power, I mean in particular 
nuclear fusion and not nuclear fission, because 
fusion has far fewer attendant risks. 

Where nuclear energy is concerned, I think 
we must press ahead with research and develop
ment. I sometimes feel that "nuclear energy" 
is something of a dirty word, and that we ought 
to find some other term. We have, too often, a 
tendency to treat all cases alike when the idea 
of nuclear power is mentioned or can be dragged 
in in one connection or another. I do not, how
ever, think this is a sophisticated approach of 
the kind one might expect of serious-minded 
politicians. I get the impression that it is mainly 
ignorance of nuclear energy and its risks that 
lies behind this. People do not know what the 
risks are. I cannot, therefore, agree with Mr. van 
Kleef, who is against any further research and 
development in this field. This is putting our 
heads in the sand, and would be opting out. 
If one wants to do that, one should not come 
here. A politician must, if he is responsible, have 
the courage to tackle difficult problems ; he 
cannot pick and choose the nice bits, and he must 
be prepared to get his hands dirty when neces
sary. 

Mr. Hardy made a passionate apologia for 
coal, and I have done the same in the recommen
dation. He quite rightly pointed to the environ
mental objections to windmills but also to a 
wider use of coal in the future. This is the main 
problem, but it is no cause to talk as Mr. Brown 
did and to say that arguing in favour of wind
mills means putting the clock back a hundred 
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years. That is a very conservative attitude to 
take, and I do not think that any British poli
tical party would back it. It is burying your 
head in the sand and shutting your eyes to the 
potential of modern technology. It is up to us 
to ask experts in the subject to look at the prob
lem, bearing in mind the environmental aspects, 
and to find an answer. But it is just too silly 
to accuse the Rapporteur of putting the clock 
back. Mr. Brown is hiding his head in the sand, 
and I get the feeling he is scared of getting his 
hands dirty. This attitude to problems does not 
appeal to me in the slightest. It is more than time 
that politicians in his country came round to 
realising that they will have to get their hands 
dirty. In short, I do not agree with him. 

Mr. Valleix made a number of comments we 
would do well to take to heart. I was very pleased 
that he, coming from a parliament that we still 
occasionally ask ourselves a number of questions 
about, laid stress on the need for solidarity and 
on the need for co-operation in Europe. I was 
especially happy at this remark. Mr. Treu spoke 
very knowledgeably about the potential of new 
sources of energy. He mentioned in particular 
the second generation of nuclear reactors ; he 
said, very soundly, that we must not restrict 
ourselves to a "little-European" approach, 
because these are problems that have to be 
tackled at a worldwide level. I think it is more 
than time for us to appreciate, and accept in 
deciding our policies, the fact that this cannot 
be just something for the rich countries. If we 
really mean anything with the ideals we try to 
preach, let us be honest and confess that the 
present situation, in which one-eighth of the 
world's population consumes half the world's 
limited supply of energy, is intolerable. We 
must strive, urgently, towards agreements on 
energy that will do justice to the legitimate 
interests of both the rich and the poor nations. 
I was, therefore, very glad to hear Mr. Treu 
calling for a worldwide approach to this prob
lem. 

Mr. Bagier mentioned the consequences, from 
a health viewpoint, of developing further the use 
of coal and stressed the need for a fundamental 
change in attitude. I had this in mind when, 
under number ten in my list, I referred to an 
energy-saving plan in which education in parti
cular will have a big contribution to make. It 
comes down to our being prepared to change 
part of our life-style, and alter our mental 
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attitudes. I am, of course, also pleased to have 
had support from Mr. Bernini. 

I hope I shall have an opportunity sometime 
of giving Mr. Brown a roasting in Committee. 
I am annoyed with him at not coming to Com
mittee ; if he had been there, we could have had 
a far more profitable discussion of the matters 
he raised. I get the impression that he is begin
ning to slow down a bit, which is a serious matter 
in politics. 

In reply to the remarks made by Mr. van 
Kleef, I would point out that Mr. Vohrer has 
somewhat modified his amendment, and in the 
revised version I can go along with it. It deals 
with the fact that in some frontier areas in 
Europe very important decisions are being taken 
that could have serious effects for those living 
on the other side of the border, without them 
having been involved in the decision in any way. 
It is madness that nuclear power stations are all 
built alongside borders, so I am entirely in 
sympathy with his amendment. To answer the 
question about the UC project at Almelo, I 
would only urge Mr. van Kleef not to bury his 
head in the sand, but to take a share in the 
responsibility. In the Almelo case, the German, 
Belgian and Dutch Governments are all involved. 
So in each of those parliaments there is ample 
opportunity to buttonhole the government min
isters responsible. Mr. van Kleef must know 
that in the Dutch parliament at least this is 
certainly what happens. 

Finally, I would add that I am in entire 
agreement with the amendments that have been 
put forward. (Applause) 

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

Mr. WARREN (United Kingdom). -I should 
like to thank Mr. Cornelissen for his most spi
rited defence of his report. His must have been 
one of the finest Rapporteur speeches we have 
heard. He said that we had not learned much 
from the energy crisis, but I am afraid that all 
of us have learned how to pay for it. If a price 
rise is imposed by the greedy OPEC countries, 
some people in the third world will probably 
pay with their lives. Therefore, alternative sour
ces of energy are important not only to Europe 
but to the whole world. I hope that the report 
will commend itself to the whole assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I have 
to thank you twice over Mr. Warren. First of 
all for your chairmanship, and secondly for 
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the brevity of your contribution. Three amend
ments, including a revised one, have been tabled. 
Amendment No. 1 tabled by Mr. Cornelissen 
is, at the beginning of paragraph 1 of the draft 
recommendation proper, to leave out "during 
which equal consideration should be" and insert 
"equal consideration being". 

Amendment No. 2 tabled by Mr. Valleix is, 
at the beginning of paragraph 5 of the draft 
recommendation proper, to leave out "in the 
framework of the OECD" and insert "with the 
concurrence of the OECD and in the framework 
of the EEC". 

Amendment No. 3 tabled by Mr. Vohrer is to 
insert the following new paragraph after para
graph 4 of the draft recommendation proper : 

"To draft further safety regulations for 
nuclear energy production, harmonised at 
Western European level, which should allow 
any population concerned, especially in fron
tier regions, to be involved in a democratic 
decision on the siting of nuclear plants ;" 

The amendments have been accepted by Mr. 
Cornelissen. Since the Rapporteur has accepted 
them, it seems to me fit and proper to write them 
into the final recommendation. 

We shall now vote on the draft recommenda
tion as amended. 

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 
cast. However, if the Assembly is unanimous 
and there are no objections to the draft recom
mendation and no abstentions, we can save the 
time needed for a vote by roll-call. 

Are there any objections to the draft recom
mendation ?... 

Are there any abstentions L 

There are some abstentions. That being so, 
I am obliged to take the vote by roll-call, and 
we shall take this at the end of the sitting, in 
view of the reasons of personal convenience that 
I have already mentioned, and because some of 
our colleagues have to leave. 

I am hurrying the proceedings somewhat 
because of the circumstances. I am sorry that 
we have fallen behind, but it is not our fault. 
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I call Mr. Cornelissen. 

Mr. CORNELISSEN (Netherlands).- Would 
it be possible to have the vote right now and 
not at the end of the day ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - As we 
are not unanimous I am obliged to take a vote 
by roll-call, which requires twenty minutes. The 
Minister is waiting and it would not be right 
to hold up his address. 

It is not my fault, Mr. Cornelissen, if you 
held the floor for twenty-five minutes. 

I call Mr. Treu. 

Mr. TREU (Italy) (Translation). -Mr. Pre
sident, our communist friends will, for the sake 
of an expeditious application of the rules without 
taking a roll-call, refrain from declaring their 
abstention. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Our Ita
lian colleagues, out of courtesy and in order 
to facilitate the work of the Assembly - for 
which I thank them - have withdrawn their 
abstentions. But for that - it is the very strict 
and to my mind pointless procedure of this 
Assembly - we would have had to take a roll
call vote. 

I call Mr. Cermolacce. 

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation). 
- I should like it to be placed on record that I, 
too, am withdrawing my abstention. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation), - I also 
thank Mr. Cermolacce for his gesture. 

It is a technical point, on which we are ideo
logically agreed ; we are not going to quarrel or 
quibble about it. Consequently, for the sake of 
good order and to allow Mr. Duffy to take the 
floor, we shall rightly consider the recommen
dation to have been adopted unanimously 1 • 

Thank you. 

5. Address by Mr. Duffy, Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary of State for Defence for the 

Royal Navy of the United Kingdom 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- We shall 
now hear an address by Mr. Duffy, Parlia
mentary Under-Secretary of State for Defence 

1. See page 36. 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

The President (continued) 

for the Royal Navy of the United Kingdom 
Government. 

Before welcoming you to the rostrum, I had 
the pleasure and honour of taking lunch with 
you, which was an agreeable way of starting the 
afternoon. 

We know your ability, and your zeal in 
helping to solve the problems and advance the 
construction of Europe. We are very happy to 
welcome you here. We shall now ask you to speak 
and, when you have finished, shall take the 
liberty of putting some questions to you, as is 
the custom in this Assembly. You have the floor. 

Mr. DU~,FY (Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of State for Defence for the Royal Navy of the 
United Kingdom). - Mr. President, I have 
chosen to address you today on the subject of 
anti-submarine warfare. This is something to 
which the NATO Alliance attaches the greatest 
importance. The sea is still the high road of 
commerce, and the Atlantic Ocean is the very 
heart of our Alliance. It is vital to us for 
economic purposes, for the deployment of a 
major part of NATO's strategic deterrent force 
and for mutual support and reinforcement in 
time of tension or war. In his report on anti
submarine warfare, the Rapporteur of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments 
underlines tellingly the importance to NATO of 
the use of sea in those three respects. 

Today, I shall naturally be speaking from the 
point of view of the United Kingdom. This 
means that much of what I say will have as its 
backcloth the United Kingdom's roles in the 
Atlantic and Channel areas. These areas would 
be very important for the passage of reinforce
ments from the United States, the power base of 
the Alliance. 

We must all agree that the deterrence of an 
attack on NATO Europe depends- as, in the 
event, our defence would depend - to a marked 
degree on our evident ability to effect such 
reinforcements, including the deployment of 
allied strike fleets and air forces over three 
thousand miles of the Atlantic Ocean from North 
America. Immense numbers of servicemen and 
their equipment would need to be transported 
to Europe in a time of tension to reinforce those 
already there. However, much of what I say 
will be equally relevant to the ability of the 
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Alliance to use freely the narrow seas around 
Europe for intra-theatre support. 

Unless the Alliance is able to present a 
stalwart defence at sea, quite as much as on land, 
any one of the three major aims to which I have 
referred could be called into question by the 
Soviet Union. In that case, the credibility of our 
strategy on land would be at risk and the effect 
on the Alliance's cohesion and political stability 
would be profound. 

Given that background, I want first of all to 
say a word about the Russian attitude to sea 
power before going on to discuss in specific 
terms the threat to NATO's free use of the sea. 
The years following World War II have seen a 
new emphasis on naval power in the Soviet 
forces, and the Soviet navy has expanded from 
a coastal defence force into a truly ocean-going 
navy, second in size only to that of the United 
States. But, unlike the majority of western coun
tries, the Soviet Union does not depend on 
overseas trade for survival, nor does she have 
vital maritime trade or reinforcement routes to 
protect in the event of war. 

In terms of natural resources, the Soviet Union 
has within the boundaries of the Warsaw Pact 
almost all the resources that she can properly 
consider vital. The Soviet navy's main tasks in 
times of peace or tension are to carry out surveil
lance of, and to gather intelligence on, the naval 
forces of major maritime powers, to provide 
a naval presence, particularly in times of ten
sion, and to provide a means of establishing con
trol of a local sea area. It must be remembered 
also that her fleet is supported by the largest 
hydrographic fleet in the world, the largest 
fishing fleet and a rapidly expanding merchant 
fleet, all under central and immediate control. 

With the forces now available, the Soviet navy 
increasingly has the option of contesting the sea 
routes vital to the reinforcement of NATO forces 
and to support or conduct European land opera
tions with its amphibious forces. The Soviet 
Union is now able to provide surface and sub
marine forces in widely dispersed ocean areas in 
support of its political aims. The deployment of 
new ships such as the Kiev and advanced land
based naval strike aircraft, together with an 
advance in logistic support ships and the use of 
friendly sea and air bases in many areas, will 
improve Russia's capability in a wider area than 
hitherto. General Haig himself emphasised the 
global nature of the threat in an address in 
London last week. 
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In brief, recent years in particular have seen 
a phenomenal development of Soviet maritime 
power. The Soviet Union now deploys well
balanced submarine and surface forces supported 
by a powerful maritime air force. Not only are 
these forces numerically strong, but their quality 
is daunting; and we see a continuing growth 
not only in Soviet military capability but also in 
areas of influence and possible operation. There
fore, while in this talk I shall concentrate on 
anti-submarine warfare, none of us ought to 
assume that Soviet surface and maritime air 
threats can be ignored. Nevertheless, it is the 
Soviet submarine with its ability to deploy over 
immense distances which represents the greatest 
threat to our ability to make free use of the 
seas in war. 

I should like now to concentrate on the nature 
of that threat and address myself specifically to 
Soviet submarine forces. On average, almost 
every six weeks a Soviet nuclear-powered sub
marine is launched. Over the past five years 
more than fifty nuclear-powered submarines 
have been brought into service and nuclear
powered submarines now account for more than 
one-third of the total operational Soviet sub
marine strength of over three hundred. The 
Soviet nuclear-powered submarine launches a 
ballistic missile which has also undergone 
marked improvement, resulting in a quintupling 
of the size of the submarine-launched ballistic 
missile threats to NATO since 1970. 

The recent introduction of the Delta class, 
with its missile range of over 4,000 miles, has 
brought all Europe, China and most of North 
America within range even from its home ports 
in the north. It now constitutes the core of the 
submarine-launched ballistic missile force, sup
ported by greater numbers of the Yankee class. 
In addition, there are nuclear-powered Victor 
class attack submarines designed to attack 
NATO's own submarines and, of course, surface 
ships, and the Charlie, Echo and Juliet classes, 
which provide a missile threat to surface ship
ping. This is a formidable force ; and yet it is 
expected that the proportion of nuclear-powered 
submarines will continue to rise. Furthermore, 
there is no indication that the Soviet Union 
intends to scrap older vessels at a rate com
mensurate with additions of new types. 

Without commenting specifically on the 
detailed statistics, the comprehensive nature of 
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the Soviet threat is clearly demonstrated in the 
report on anti-submarine warfare which this 
Assembly will be considering tomorrow. If one 
accepts the serious nature of the Soviet sub
marine threat - and I do not expect anyone 
here to doubt it - the question is : what can the 
Alliance do about it ? The particular question we 
must ask ourselves in this Assembly is : what 
are the European members of the Alliance doing 
about it 1 Before going on to consider this, 
however, it is necessary to have regard to the 
nature of anti-submarine warfare, the problems 
it presents and the kind of forces it requires. 
Only then is it possible to have a proper under
standing of why NATO's anti-submarine war
fare forces take the shape they do and how 
effective they are likely to be. Necessarily, there
fore, before addressing myself to the all
important question of our response to the threat, 
I must look more closely at anti-submarine 
warfare. 

This is divided into a number of related 
phases. First the submarine must be detected. 
Next it must be classified, and then it must be 
tracked while we select the right moment for 
attack. When that point arises, it is necessary 
to localise the submarine and to pinpoint its 
position with sufficient accuracy to allow 
weapons to be directed at it with a good chance 
of success. When localisation is complete, one can 
attack with whatever weapon is best suited to 
the circumstances. I shall say a few words about 
each of the five phases which I have described. 

I believe that the difficulty of detecting sub
marines is already well understood. Nevertheless 
it is not impossible, but, since the submarine 
presents few opportunities for detection, extreme 
vigilance is required at all times. This is as much 
a product of sound training and experience as 
good equipment. But good equipment is required 
if the anti-submarine warfare commander is to 
find and attack his elusive target. Thus, con
siderable effort has been- and continues to be 
devoted to means of submarine detection. Both 
active and passive techniques are employed. It 
is necessary to employ all methods which can 
be deployed by ship, submarine and aircraft. I 
might say in passing that the nuclear-powered 
attack submarine is particularly suitable as a 
detection platform since, in the same way as an 
enemy submarine can position itself so that the 
local characteristics of the sea give it the best 
chance of evading detection, so also can the 
attack submarine position itself to make the most 
effective use of the same characteristics. 
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Classification also depends upon these detec
tion methods allied to a knowledge of the 
characteristics of enemy submarines and their 
methods of operating. This, in turn, underlines 
the need for good intelligence built up over a 
number of years by surveillance and observation 
of Soviet operations. Once detected and clas
sified, an enemy submarine must be tracked 
prior to attack. It is in this phase of anti
submarine warfare that the quick reaction 
capability of the maritime patrol aircraft and 
large, shipborne helicopters is particularly 
important. Both are able to relocate, track and 
attack a submarine which may have been 
de~ected and classified by, for example, another 
umt, surface ship or submarine. 

In translating these techniques into practice, 
the concept of defence in depth in anti-submarine 
warfare has been developed, particularly in the 
case of operations designed to protect a force 
of ships, be it strike fleet or reinforcement 
group. In these circumstances the anti-submarine 
warfare commander requires a balanced mix of 
forc~s comprising maritime patrol aircraft, sub
marmes, and large and small anti-submarine 
warfare helicopters, as well as surface ships. 
~hese will be employed in co-ordinated opera
tions ahead of and above the line of advance of 
the force being defended. Swift reactions are 
called for, because with modern weapons and 
equipment the time an enemy submarine requires 
to locate and attack a surface target by missile 
or torpedo is small. Perhaps I may put this into 
the context of a hypothetical scenario based on 
a group of ships and aircraft, dedicated to 
addressing the submarine threat. 

The front line, at a considerable distance ahead 
of the force, would be represented by the 
mariti!lle patrol aircraft, possibly following up 
detectiOns by nuclear submarines. The maritime 
patrol aircraft would use sonobuoys to assist in 
relocation, and would then attack with a suitably 
selected weapon such as a lightweight torpedo. 

Operating in this way, far ahead of the force, 
the chances of destroying the long-range missile
firing submarine are enhanced. The second line 
of defence would be provided either by MP A or 
large helicopters in close support using sono
buoys or large helicopters using their unique 
dipping sonar techniques backed up by long
range sensors in surface escorts. Detections from 
all sources are promptly relocated and attacked 
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by large ASW helicopters embarked in major 
units in the force, or smaller helicopters 
embarked in the escorts themselves. 

Finally, a ring of escorts, some with heli
copters embarked, and further large ASW heli
copters, can integrate to form a screen around 
the defended force in order to detect and destroy 
any submarine which may have been able to close 
the force without detection. I need only add I 
think, that the problems of command and cont~ol 
of such a large force, which may be spread over 
hundreds of miles, should not be underestimated. 

This is one means by which anti-submarine 
warfare is prosecuted. But it is not enough 
simply to wait for the enemy to come to us and 
then seek to defeat him as he attacks our surface 
forces. This would leave the initiative with him 
and allow him to concentrate his forces to best 
effect without regard to the possibility of attack. 

For this reason, direct support operations in 
defence of a force of the kind I have described 
must be paralleled by offensive operations on an 
area basis to attack the enemy submarine before 
it approaches our defended forces. In this respect 
I notice that the report by the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments suggests that 
direct support operations and area attrition 
operations may be alternatives. In fact I believe, 
with respect, that they are complementary. 

Such area attrition operations naturally, 
however, call for systems with long range and 
endurance and a very high detection capability, 
even if such operations are carried out in areas 
where intelligence suggests that enemy sub
marines may be found. At present this is best 
done by maritime patrol aircraft and nuclear 
attack submarines which may operate indepen
dently or in co-operation in search of an area 
with a view to the destruction of enemy sub
marines before the allied force arrives. 

These two systems are complementary. The 
maritime patrol aircraft obviously has the 
advantage of high speed and, therefore the 
ability to move rapidly from one detecti~n to 
another. The nuclear submarine can deploy large 
sonars to best advantage and is the only vehicle 
which can continue to operate in an area of 
enemy air superiority. This means that it can 
take the battle to the enemy to an extent which 
the latter cannot ignore and which thus applies 
considerable constraints to his operational 
flexibility. 
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The enemy's geographical problem must be 
exploited by creating barriers through which 
enemy submarines must pass in order to reach 
their patrol or operating areas. In this case a 
further mix of forces is required in which the 
maritime patrol aircraft's quick reaction capa
bility towards detection by a submarine on 
barrier patrol is an important option. 

The methods of anti-submarine warfare which 
I have described are particularly relevant to 
operations in deep water such as the Atlantic. 
But the principles apply in general to operations 
in the shallow waters of the continental shelf 
around the Eastern Atlantic approaches and 
Channel areas. The particular problems of detec
tion in shallow water, with the increased level 
of sea noise, may suit some systems better than 
others. For example, active sonars are likely to 
be more suitable than passive systems, but 
certainly the best flexibility is possessed by 
forces which can operate effectively in both deep 
and shallow water. At the same time, the shallow 
water opens up the possibility of containing the 
submarine threat by the laying of minefields as 
barriers at focal points ; and, of course, aircraft 
and helicopter air support will be more readily 
available from ashore. 

To expand on mining for a moment, clearly 
this can be an attractive method of denying 
enemy submarines the use of certain sea areas, 
perhaps so that they can be funnelled into an 
area where conditions are favourable to us. 
Minefields can be fact or bluff, of course, and 
in either case resources need to be tied up in 
clearing the fields or proving that they do not 
exist. Minefields can also be two-edged as they 
may restrict our own submarine operations, but 
their uses in ASW warfare are many and must 
not be overlooked. 

I have described the threat and some tech
niques for dealing with it. Now, what of NATO's 
response ¥ The most powerful maritime contri
bution to NATO is, of course, provided by the 
United States, which has the Second Fleet in the 
Atlantic and the Sixth Fleet in the Mediter
ranean. For this reason, we Europeans cannot 
ignore the need for close co-operation with the 
United States. However, the need for co
operation between European forces in the mar
itime field is equally important. European 
NATO navies have an indispensable part to play, 
not least in the Eastern Atlantic and Channel 
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areas, where their ready forces would be the 
first to confront the northern-based Soviet mar
itime forces. 

In considering the European contribution, we 
must not forget that one of the most important 
is that which geography enables us to make. The 
Soviet Union is to a great extent landlocked. The 
Black Sea fleet can emerge only through waters 
controlled by NATO countries. The Baltic fleet 
is in a similar position, and even the Soviet 
northern fleet, the Soviet navy's strongest force, 
is subject to passage through seas dominated by 
NATO's northern flank and NATO's island com
mands. This is a great advantage held by NATO. 

But, of course, it is not simply the advantage 
provided by its geographical position that the 
European members of NATO contribute. Looking 
at the Eastern Atlantic and Channel commands 
of NATO, on which I said at the start of my 
presentation I would concentrate, one finds that 
European nations contribute a range of anti
submarine warfare systems of the kind I have 
described : destroyers and escorts, submarines, 
maritime patrol aircraft and helicopters. 

What, however, of the United Kingdom's con
tribution ~ I felt that at this stage you would be 
looking to me for a brief description of the 
United Kingdom's contribution to the Eastern 
Atlantic and Channel areas and, of course, to 
our own ASW contribution in particular. I 
believe that sometimes our much publicised 
economic problems tend to obscure the for
midable contribution that the United Kingdom 
makes to NATO 's forces. I can well understand 
some people falling into that error. But it is, 
for example, relevant that the defence review, 
the major review of two years ago, and sub
sequent adjustments to defence spending have 
left our maritime contribution in the Eastern 
Atlantic and Channel areas virtually undimin
ished. The United Kingdom still provides the 
bulk of NATO's ready forces in these crucial 
areas, including a contribution to all three legs 
of NATO's triad of forces - conventional, 
theatre nuclear and strategic. 

The United Kingdom has a growing force of 
nuclear-powered fleet submarines, of which nine 
are already in service and a further three are 
being built. The United Kingdom is the only 
European member of NATO to operate these. 
Our growing strength is also shown by improve
ments to the Royal Air Force's Nimrod maritime 
patrol aircraft and the increasing deployment 
of the large Sea King helicopter. When on task 
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a Sea King provides a formidable anti-submarine 
capability equivalent in this respect to a frigate. 
Hence the importance of adequate decks from 
which to operate them. At present, Sea Kings 
are deployed in our helicopter cruisers such as 
HMS Blake and Tiger, in HMS Hermes, now 
being converted to the ASW role, and in the 
aircraft-carrier Ark Royal. 

A major improvement to our anti-submarine 
capability will be provided by the new class of 
through-deck cruisers, of which three are plan
ned to enter service. The first of these is well 
advanced in construction and the second has 
been ordered. 

These new vessels will be able to deploy con
siderable numbers of Sea Kings, and will carry 
Sea Harrier V /STOL aircraft for quick reaction 
operations against enemy ships and aircraft. The 
through-deck cruiser will also deploy the Sea 
Dart missile system for area air defence against 
enemy aircraft and missiles launched perhaps 
from those very submarines that we are hunting, 
and will provide command and control facilities 
for naval task groups. We all appreciate how 
vital that will be. 

These major fleet units are supplemented by 
conventional submarines, destroyers and frigates. 
Three new classes of destroyers and frigates are 
being introduced, all of which have a high 
degree of anti-submarine capability. The Type 22 
frigate is configured primarily for the ASW 
role with a secondary air defence and anti
surface ship capability. It can carry two new 
Lynx helicopters, anti-submarine torpedoes and 
a new computer-based hull-mounted sonar. It 
will also be armed with the Sea Wolf anti
missile point defence system and the Exocet anti
ship missile. The first vessel, HMS Broadsword, 
has been launched and a further two are under 
construction. The new class of Type 42 destroyer 
-- of which the first two are in service and six 
more are being built - although primarily an 
area air defence vessel armed with Sea Dart, has 
good secondary anti-submarine capabilities, being 
fitted with advanced sonar and carrying the 
Lynx helicopter, while the Type 21 general
purpose frigate - four are now in service and 
four more are under construction - has good 
sonar and a computerised operations room and 
operates the Wasp anti-submarine helicopter, 
which will eventually be replaced by the more 
versatile Lynx helicopter. 
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Nor is progress confined to the new construc
tion ships and aircraft and helicopters. We are 
modernising our Leander class escorts to make 
further improvements. Amongst the anti
submarine fits will be the Ikara anti-submarine 
missile system, variable depth sonar and the 
Lynx helicopter. The United Kingdom has a 
major programme for the deployment of new, 
advanced sonars, while our ASW weapons are 
being improved with the deployment of both new 
heavyweight torpedoes to be used by our sub
marines in ASW operations and the United 
States Mk. 46 lightweight torpedo to be used by 
the Nimrod maritime patrol aircraft and our 
ASW helicopters. A future, very advanced light
weight torpedo is under development. The 
development of new shipborne anti-submarine 
torpedo systeins is well under way. All told, I 
believe that any impartial observer would see 
in these facts proof of the major contribution 
that the United Kingdom makes to NATO's anti
submarine warfare effort. 

:F'inally, I should like to draw your attention 
to two major variables, tactics and equipment. 
The ASW force that we possess must be capable 
of keeping the seas throughout the whole 
spectrum of hostilities, surveillance in a period 
of tension, where we might have to face up to a 
long and exhausting confrontation, and right 
through all the escalatory steps, if need be, to 
total war. As the circumstances change, so will 
the relative values of each part of our equip
ment capabilities change. Hence the need for 
composite forces able through their equipment to 
respond adequately to all the tactical scenarios 
- not just one. 

I move to my conclusion. I have tried in this 
talk to emphasise, albeit briefly, the need for 
strong anti-submarine warfare forces, and in 
particular what ASW demands in the way of 
equipment and tactics. I am conscious that the 
report by the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments has been able to go into some 
aspects of the subject in greater depth than I 
have done. However, I hope that when you come 
to consider that report tomorrow you will feel 
that what I have said has provided a useful, 
complementary commentary by one NATO 
nation, but also a nation which continues to make 
a considerable contribution of hardware and 
expertise to this crucial area of NATO's capa
bilities. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Minister, for your most important 
contribution on a highly technical problem, 
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which the uninitiated often find it difficult to 
grasp. You have enriched our knowledge of the 
subject. 

In accordance with the usual practice, the 
Minister has agreed to answer any questions he 
may be asked. 

Because of the lateness of the hour, the fact 
that there are other items on the Orders of the 
Day for this afternoon, and the reports which 
have to be presented by a particular deadline in 
anticipation of the departure of several of our 
colleagues, may I request you simply to ask 
questions and not take the opportunity of mak
ing a whole speech. 

I call Mr. Roper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I thank 
the Minister for his remarks, which, I consider, 
act as a good curtain-raiser to the debate that 
will take place tomorrow. 

The Minister gave us an elaborate pattern of 
the kind of screen which would be needed either 
for a carrier strike force or for a reinforcement 
force moving across the Atlantic. Will he say 
how far we should need to increase NATO forces 
to provide that sort of screen for the various 
reinforcements we should expect to move across 
the Atlantic in time of war or threat of war Y 
Secondly, he referred to the use of sonobuoys. 
Will he say what progress, if any, has yet been 
made with the reading by one NATO nation's 
navy of the sonobuoys of another NATO navy Y 

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

Mr. DUFFY (Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of State for Defence for the Royal Navy of the 
United Kingdom). - I can answer both ques
tions briefly. I indicated in my speech that the 
United Kingdom is predominantly responsible 
for the ready forces in the two crucial areas to 
which the questioner has referred. The view is 
taken that existing ready forces are adequate 
for any expected need. His second question con
cerned sonobuoys. I hope he will understand 
when I say that I cannot enter into a detailed 
explanation of that. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Minister, for your very precise answer. 

I call Mr. Farr. 
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Mr. FARR (United Kingdom).- I should like 
to congratulate Mr. Duffy on what he said. Will 
he relate to what he told us today Dr. Kissinger's 
view on the capabilities of the Russian naval 
force and, in particular, their submarine forces Y 
Mr. Duffy pointed out that Russia has the 
largest fishing fleet, a very large merchant fleet 
and a naval force which is the second largest in 
the world. Yet in a recent speech Dr. Kissinger, 
as has been stated in the document we shall 
be discussing later today, seemed to belittle the 
Russian naval capability. Has the Minister seen 
Dr. Kissinger's statement? Would he care to 
comment upon it ? 

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

Mr. DUFFY (Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of State for Defence for the Royal Navy of 
the United Kingdom).- Let me refer Mr. Farr 
to what I said. Without making explicit 
reference to Dr. Kissinger, I described not 
merely the extent of Soviet maritime forces but 
the speed of build-up in recent years and the 
growth of quality, which I believe I described 
as daunting. 

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

Mr. McNAMARA (United Kingdom). - I 
think that my friend and colleague Mr. Duffy 
was quite right to point out the vulnerability, 
which exists to a certain extent, of the Russian 
fleet and the way in which, because of the 
situation in the Black Sea and the Baltic and 
the landlocked nature of the Russian State, 
people tend to get overexcited about numbers. 
However, I think that he underplayed the 
relative rOle and strength of the Russian naval 
air service and its ability to mount a counter
offensive against surface ASW vessels. Will he 
comment on that in view of the time-lag during 
which any European NATO fleet must hold the 
Atlantic gap between Greenland and the North 
Sea while awaiting reinforcements from the 
United States ' 

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

Mr. DUFFY (Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of State for Defence for the Royal Navy of the 
United Kingdom). - I take Mr. McNamara's 
point. He has described one role, among others, 
which the new throughdeck cruiser is intended 
to fill to make sure that we are equal to any 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

llfr. Duffy (continued) 

such threat that the Soviet maritime air forces 
may present in the Atlantic, as well as to ensure 
that there is no gap anywhere in air cover. 

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

Mr. WATKINSON (United Kingdom). - I 
thank the Minister for his contribution. Will he 
indicate to the Assembly how effective is the 
present level of anti-submarine warfare Y Is it 
still possible for submarines to lose themselves ~ 
Will it ever be possible for us to have a system 
which would be completely effective in tracing 
all the movements of Soviet submarines ~ 

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

Mr. DUFFY (Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of State for Defence for the Royal Navy of the 
United Kingdom). -It is certainly possible for 
submarines to lose themselves deliberately, as I 
think one of the members of the Assembly will 
be well aware and which he may already have 
described through his report to you yesterday. 
The configuration of the seabed is sympathetic 
to this move, and there can be no doubt that the 
Soviet navy will be well aware of it. I have 
already stressed that the Soviet navy has the 
largest hydrographic fleet in the world, and we 
can expect that it will be taking steps to harness 
that configuration to the movements of its sub
marines. We are alive to that threat and we are 
also aware of its possibilities. 

If Mr. Watkinson was also wanting to know 
whether submarines could lose themselves per
chance, I can assure him that I am not aware 
of any such instance on the part of our own 
forces. I was at our own major submarine base 
only a week ago today and I saw something of 
the results of recent patrols by our submarines, 
including strategic patrols. I looked at the 
results, which had been subjected to the most 
searching analysis, and I was immensely encour
aged by them. At the moment, we have every 
reason to believe that our own submarine forces 
are capable of deployment at a very high level 
of skill and effectiveness. 

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

Mr. TREU (Italy) (Translation). - I have 
just one brief question to ask the Under
Secretary of State : among the naval surface 
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forces he mentioned as being on the stocks or 
already in commission, but especially sub
marines, under-water weaponry, is there any 
experience of the operation and control of 
nuclear propulsion systems ? Do you understand 
my question ? Certain new, extremely novel, 
systems of naval, or especially military, craft 
stay for long periods at particular bases. Now, 
is it true that there have been controlled experi
ments concerning possible environmental damage 
that may be caused by such nuclear-propelled 
submarine units during exercises and operating 
from their bases ? 

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

Mr. DUFFY (Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of Sta.te for Defence for the Royal Navy of the 
United Kingdom). - When I ·was visiting our 
premier submarine base and, a few days before 
that, the command of one of our flag officers, 
whose responsibilities include the deployment of 
submarines, and also during the course of two 
such visits, I inevitably met the commanders of 
both nuclear submarines and nuclear ballistic 
submarines. I gained the impression that those 
submarine commanders were less afraid of their 

-own flotilla leaders, even less afraid of their 
flag officers, and certainly a good deal less 
afraid of their Minister who was visiting them, 
than thev were of the chairman of a committee 
which e;ists in the United Kingdom, the name 
of which is not a household name and which is 
scarcely known but the work of which is con
cerned with safety to provide, presumably, for 
the kind of contingencies which might be in 
Mr. Treu's mind. I hope he will accept that as 
an assurance that the submarine commanders, 
while they may be subject tactically to their own 
uniformed senior officers, overall must work 
within a tight frame of regulations drawn up 
by the committee and which have been designed 
predominantly to ensure safety. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Minister, for your gracious and 
pertinent answer. I am sure I am voicing the 
unanimous view of this Assembly in thanking 
you for your contributions. (Applause) 

6. Address by Mr. Feyzioglu, Minister of State, 
Deputy Prime Minister of Turkey 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies 
and Gentlemen, we are now going to hear an 
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address by Mr. Feyzioglu, Minister of State, 
Deputy Prime Minister of Turkey. 

Mr. Feyzioglu is an old acquaintance ; we have 
often met in Strasbourg at the Council of 
Europe. We have touched on a number of 
problems that he is going to talk about, and we 
know he will give us some food for thought and 
that his address will be helpful to all of us in 
this Assembly. 

Mr. Deputy Prime Minister, would you please 
come to the rostrum to deliver your address Y 
(Applause) 

Mr. FEYZIOGLU (Minister of State, Deputy 
Prime Minister of Turkey) (Translation). -
Mr. President, I should first like to tell you how 
glad I am to be able to attend your deliberations 
and to be given this opportunity of seeing old 
friends. I was very sorry not to have been able 
to welcome personally the members of the 
General Affairs Committee who visited Turkey 
recently. I am therefore delighted to find my 
friends here today ; and it gives me very special 
pleasure to be able to convey the greetings and 
good wishes of the Turkish Government to the 
distinguished members of this Assembly. And I 
should like to thank you for kindly giving me an 
opportunity of presenting to you some thoughts 
on various aspects of the item on your agenda 
entitled Western Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems. 

I have examined Mr. Burckel's report and the 
relevant draft recommendation with very close 
attention. May I be allowed, first of all, to 
express my congratulations to the members of 
the General Affairs Committee and in particular 
its Rapporteur for the vast amount of work they 
have put in on it. This highly interesting docu
ment lays great emphasis on the importance of 
the political and military links between the 
Mediterranean countries of South-East Europe 
and Western Europe. The report's analysis of 
these very close and very special links leads us 
to the problem, in my view of capital importance, 
of the future of these relations. 

Allow me now to bring you some comments 
and further particulars, on questions that are of 
especial concern to my country. 

I should first like to say a few words about 
the system set up by the Montreux Convention 
concerning the passage of warships through the 
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Straits. In view of the fact that this region is 
under its sovereignty, Turkey is in time of war 
entitled to take any measures there which it 
deems necessary for its defence. The passage of 
warships through the Straits in peacetime is, as 
you are aware, governed by the special provi
sions of the convention, and subject to the 
Turkish Government's being notified within the 
prescribed time-limits and in the prescribed 
form. Turkey has under the convention super
visory rights and duties, given, I repeat, the 
fact that the region forms an integral part of 
its own territory. It has to ensure that these 
obligations are fulfilled in accordance with the 
provisions of the convention, concluded in 1936, 
strictly within the framework of this convention 
and in accordance with the letter and spirit of 
its enactments. It is a difficult and delicate task 
that devolves upon Turkey, and all other 
seafaring nations should fully appreciate this. 
It must, in particular, be able to count on the 
understanding and support of all the other 
signatories in the performance of its duty. I 
emphasise that Turkey's conception of its role 
pursuant to the terms of the Montreux Conven
tion will not allow it to be swayed by any consi
derations alien to maintenance of the system of 
passage established by this important inter
national instrument. Moreover, its attitude to 
this question has hardly wavered throughout the 
forty years that have elapsed since the agree
ment was signed. 

On Turco-Greek relations, the report stresses 
that misunderstandings have accumulated over 
the years that render disputes between the two 
countries difficult to solve. It is a very fair com
ment, and I shall try to explain to you briefly 
Turkey's attitude about the real causes of the 
misunderstandings, doubts and suspicions, which 
prevent any speedy solution of the existing 
disputes between the two countries. 

As for the problem of Cyprus, its solution has 
in the past been rendered very difficult because 
of the attitude of those who believed they could 
indulge in flagrant and systematic violation of 
the treaties establishing the State of Cyprus. 
This attitude was unfortunately encouraged by 
the indifference of world public opinion to the 
inequalities and persecutions to which the 
Turkish Cypriot community was subjected. That 
Archbishop Makarios should have, only a few 
years after their signature, openly violated and 
denounced the Zurich and London agreements ; 
that Greece should, in defiance of those treaties, 
have sent an army of 20,000 men, commanded by 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Feyzioglu (continued) 

Greek officers, to Cyprus ; and that the Turkish 
Cypriot population should be living in acute 
distress for eleven long years - all this was 
accepted with a certain equanimity which, it 
must be said, shocked our public opinion. The 
Turkish intervention in 1974, which was carried 
out pursuant to the treaty of guarantee and 
resulted in the island being delivered from 
tyranny together with, as a by-product, the 
restoration of democracy in Greece, was "under
stood" and approved by our friends. 

The second military operation, which had 
become inevitable, was criticised. Some of our 
friends, argued that it would have sufficed for 
Turkey to have driven out Sampson and his 
clique, and then to have immediately recalled its 
troops, even if it meant leaving the Turkish com
munity in the lurch once more, hostages to the 
notorious "national militia". But this second oper
ation had become necessary for the protection 
of tens of thousands of Turks, scattered about 
the island in a hundred or so enclaves and 
encircled by the Greek militiamen. The promise 
made at Geneva to lift the siege from these 
Turkish enclaves was not kept, and I should add 
that Turkey was only obliged to carry out this 
second operation following the rejection of a 
Turkish proposal to create a ten-kilometre wide 
demilitarised buffer zone or no man's land 
placed under the control of United Nations 
forces. 

After long years of patience, we were driven 
to intervene in this manner. It was for us a 
moral duty which we were obliged to perform, 
whatever sacrifices had to be accepted. In these 
circumstances it was perhaps not very appro
priate to call upon us to leave the island the 
very moment that the operation was concluded, 
and before we had ensured that the only possible 
political solution, the federal solution, had been 
accepted once and for all and the security of the 
Turkish community guaranteed. 

Consequently, the political manoeuvrings 
whose aim it was to confuse the issue, inter
nationalise the problem and whip up an inter
national opinion that was sometimes ill-informed, 
only acted as an irritant on Turkish public 
opinion, already hypersensitised. 

Today Archbishop Makarios is claimed to be 
Head of State in Cyprus, but nobody wants to 
remember that the Cypriot State in fact repre
sents a compromise between Turkey and Greece. 
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There is no Cypriot nation, but two national 
communities. The Cypriot State can only be 
formed on the legal basis that these two national 
communities exist. 

I should like to remind you that the Zurich 
and London agreements instituting a State foun
ded on the two communities, were applied, after 
a fashion, for three years. It was not until 1963 
that the Greek Cypriot side put an end, through 
the use of force, to the constitutional order with 
the object of imposing its will on the Turkish 
community, its partner and eo-founder of the 
State of Cyprus, and the intention of reducing 
the Turkish Cypriots from the status of citizens 
to that of vassals. The Greek Cypriots prevented 
the Vice-President of the Republic, as well as 
the Turkish Cypriot ministers, members of 
parliament and officials from performing their 
duties, and unilaterally declared themselves sole 
representatives of the island. 

'Vhat was more, a systematic campaign of 
intimidation, massacres and expulsions was 
organised against the Turkish Cypriots in order 
to force them to accept under a reign of terror 
this violation of the constitution. There you have 
the reason for the formation of the hundreds of 
enclaves alluded to in Mr. Burckel's report, 
which were in fact merely open-air concentration 
camps for the Turkish Cypriots, who were 
leading the lives of prisoners in their own coun
try. This tragic situation lasted eleven years. 
Now what is wanted is to find a solution, a 
realistic, viable and lasting solution, which would 
make it impossible for such a tragedy to recur. 

Our view of such a solution is well-known. We 
still favour an independent Republic of Cyprus, 
having the status of a non-aligned State and 
organised in the form of a hi-regional federation, 
with both ethnic communities participating on 
an equal footing in the administration. 

What is important, and constitutes the real 
problem in Cyprus, is to try again to lay the 
legal and political foundations for a State within 
whose framework both communities could live 
in a climate of security and mutual confidence. 
Hence the territorial aspect of the Cyprus con
flict cannot be given precedence and should not 
relegate to second place the real problems that 
have to be overcome if a final solution is to be 
found. The only way to arrive at such a settle
ment is through intercommunal talks. 

From the outset Turkey set its face against 
any initiative designed to internationalise the 
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Cyprus question, in the firm conviction that the 
only effect would be to complicate the problem 
still further and hold up negotiations, which 
would be in nobody's interests and definitely not 
in those of the w· estern European countries. 

It would be a mistake to believe, as the report 
seems to imply, that Turkey is worried about 
Enosis and Greek designs on the Aegean mainly 
for fear of finding itself cut off from Europe. 
Such questions constitute in our view problems 
of direct concern to our most immediate national 
interests, I would even say, vital interests. What 
has been at stake for us in Cyprus throughout 
the last twenty years has primarily been the fate 
of a Turkish community. In the Aegean, it is 
the challenge to Turkey's natural rights, as an 
Aegean riparian State, by another coastal State 
which is the crux of the problem. True, if 
Turkey failed to win Europe's understanding on 
issues of such direct concern to its national life 
a~d concerning rights it deems legitimate, there 
might well result a certain estrangement which it 
emphatically does not want and would deplore. 
As I said, however, these are for Turkey 
primarily domestic matters. 

If you will allow me to express my personal 
opinion, I would say that no international issue 
has been so misunderstood as the problem of the 
Aegean. Over a long period of years, during the 
colonels' regime in Greece, it was impossible for 
us to establish a dialogue with Athens on this 
question, since the reply we were given was that 
there was nothing to discuss ; and the Greek 
Government in fact behaved as though, given the 
concepts that were being worked out under the 
new law of the sea, annexation of the Aegean to 
their country was already an accomplished fact. 
The dialogue was reopened with the government 
of Mr. Karamanlis two years ago. But through
out this entire period we were repeatedly told 
that there was nothing to discuss and no room 
for negotiation, the issue being a purely legal 
one, and that we should simply agree to bring it 
before the International Court at The Hague. On 
what provision of the law of the sea would the 
court be asked to pronounce ~ On an article of 
the 1958 Geneva Convention, we are told, which 
accepts the principle that islands also possess a 
continental shelf. 

Is that really so, and is the problem so simple ? 
The 1958 convention accepts a principle but 
does it not also provide that special cases should 
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be settled by negotiation ? Does not subsequent 
case law of the International Court confirm this 
latter provision ? Furthermore, as the question 
is still at the discussion stage at the Conference 
on the Law of the Sea, and has still not been 
resolved, will every single island or islet, regard
less of size and position, or whether populated or 
not, be entitled to claim a continental shelf ? 
On what rules of international law could the 
court base its judgment, and would it have the 
authority to anticipate the findings of the Con
ference on the Law of the Sea in the matter ? 

Moreover, is the question of the Aegean, as 
it is claimed, a purely legal one ? Is its present 
status, as established by the Lausanne Treaty 
of 1923, based on the rules of the law of the 
sea in force at the time ? In the Aegean, we find 
islands under Greek sovereignty only a few 
kilometres off-shore from Anatolia ; is that in 
conformity with the law of the sea ? In 1923, 
the very entangled interests of Turkey and 
Greece were settled in the context of a general 
political compromise, a political package deal. 
As the new law of the sea introduces fresh 
concepts in this particular sea, squeezed in 
between the long coastlines of two riparian States 
and unique of its kind, the solution will again 
have to be a political one. 

As regards the new concepts themselves, will 
the law of the sea enact, from a purely legal 
standpoint, that coastal islands, situated very 
close to the mainland and actually on an imme
diate geological extension of it, can deprive the 
continental State of all rights over its marine 
shelf ? At a time when even land-locked coun
tries claim a right to the riches of the seas, how 
can the Anatolian mainland be deprived of its 
rights in the Aegean, when there are ten million 
inhabitants on its Aegean coast ? 

It is a long and difficult task to elaborate 
all these points, and on being faced with this 
seemingly very simple proposal: "Let us bring 
our dispute before the International Court at 
The Hague", Turkey was placed at a disad
vantage in having to state a case that can only 
be understood in all its complex ramifications. 
I must say it was to our detriment. However, the 
question is better understood now, since the 
simultaneous appeals by Greece to the Security 
Council and to the Court at The Hague had 
the results we know. After so many efforts, 
and the concurrent resolution and decision by 
the Security Council and the Court of The 
Hague, Turkey secured acceptance for the idea 
that the problem should be settled by negotiation. 
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This was the spirit in which, to our satisfaction, 
the talks on the question of the Aegean conti
nental shelf were at last restarted in Bern at 
the beginning of November. The negotiations 
will no doubt take time. But Turkey hopes that 
they will reach a solution founded in equity, 
which is in fact the only valid criterion for a 
question unique of its kind. 

We have known happier times in which the 
tightly-entangled interests of Turkey and Greece 
were reconciled by a political compromise. Why 
should it not be possible to resolve our conflicts 
under present conditions ? The major interests 
of the two neighbouring countries make this 
imperative. I am among those who are persuaded 
we shall succeed. 

Let me now explain to you the reasons for the 
difficulties we are having to contend with in our 
relations with the EEC. 

I will remind you that Turkey is firmly 
attached to the principles of democracy as under
stood and applied in the countries of Western 
Europe, and I should point out that, in the 
already lengthy chronological period which has 
elapsed since the end of the second world war, 
Turkey has often been the only country in its 
region to remain attached to parliamentary 
democracy. 

We share the same pluralist philosophy of 
organisation of our societies and, in the light 
of geopolitical realities, the same destiny. And 
we trust that our political resolve, if it encoun
ters a matching political resolve on the part of 
our western partners, will suffice to help us over 
the difficulties we are at present wrestling with 
in the economic area. 

Whereas the Community can delay the appli
cation of its contractual obligations by spinning 
out the negotiations, Turkey is compelled to 
fulfil its own automatically. 

In recent years, despite the existence of our 
links of association, which rest on reciprocal con
cessions and advantages, the Community has 
shown greater generosity and understanding 
towards third countries in the agricultural 
sphere. The periodical review machinery does not 
function at all. Indeed, Turkey has been 
patiently waiting for more than three years 
for the first agricultural review to be completed, 
whereas under the terms of the agreements we 
should already be entering the third stage. 
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Today, Turkish public opmwn is getting 
increasingly restive about the usefulness of an 
association which works one-sidedly and in fact 
puts Turkey in a less favourable position than a 
number of non-associated countries. With regard 
to the free movement of workers, the Community 
purely and simply refuses to apply, even gradually 
and with safeguard measures, Article 12 of the 
Ankara agreement and Article 36 of the addi
tional protocol. It has shown no sign of flexibility 
in the matter. However, we believe that a 
balance will somehow have to be struck between 
the obligations and advantages stemming from 
Turkey's association with the Community. We 
incline to think that the difficulties will not 
prove insurmountable so long as there exists, on 
the part of the member countries and of Turkey, 
a political will to maintain these special links. 

As for political co-operation in Western 
Europe, we believe that its success on the 
southern flank depends not only on the political 
determination of the countries in that region, 
but to a large extent on the attitude and policy 
towards them adopted by Western Europe. 

The Nine are currently examining other 
applications by European countries for accession 
to the Common Market. It is possible that in a 
few years' time the Common Market may become 
a greatly enlarged organisation as a result of the 
accession of new member States, having rela
tively weaker economic structures. This will 
mean problems for economic integration, and we 
may come to look at the problems of solidarity 
and political co-ordination in a fresh light. 

I, for my part, associate myself unreservedly 
with the report's conclusion in paragraph 82 
that Turkey must, and I quote : "be associated 
as soon as possible and to the same extent as 
Greece with the European foreign policy and 
defence consultations ... " 

Before concluding, I should like once again to 
offer my sincere congratulations to the Rappor
teur, Mr. Burckel, on his report, so rich in 
substance, and indicating by its conclusions the 
direction and scope of important political orien
tations. It gives me pleasure to express my warm 
thanks to the Assembly of Western European 
Union and its President, Mr. Nessler, for their 
kind thought in inviting me to this session and 
receiving me here in my capacity of member of 
the Turkish Government. I want to say that my 
government appreciates to the full the signi
ficance of this gesture and the intention behind 
it. And I cannot refrain from repeating how 
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happy I am to meet again some very old and 
dear friends on this occasion. 

I am particularly glad to have been given the 
opportunity of explaining to your Assembly, 
albeit only briefly, some of my government's 
views on important problems affecting the 
Mediterranean region, which looms so large in 
European security and continental political 
equilibrium. I make bold to assert - and here I 
believe I am in full agreement with the Rappor
teur - that in present circumstances the role of 
this region is growing in importance. I should 
therefore like to reaffirm the Turkish Govern
ment's constructive intentions for solving the 
disputes with which we are beset. 

Conflicts between neighbours can and must be 
resolved. Mutual goodwill will enable us to settle 
our disagreements. These are the fundamental 
political realities which count. It is these which, 
in the final analysis, determine decisions. Here, 
the interests of Turkey and Greece make it 
imperative that relations of good neighbour
liness and co-operation be re-established between 
them. It is likewise of vital importance for 
Europe and the free world that agreement 
should prevail between them. 

Turkey will, as in the past, be fully mindful 
in its actions of these realities. It will, patiently 
and perseveringly, pursue a policy of peace and 
reconciliation in order to make possible solutions 
that are realistic, viable and lasting. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - As is 
customary in this Assembly, Mr. Minister, you 
have kindly agreed to expose yourself to the 
cross-fire of questions which the members of our 
Assembly may put to you. 

I would urge our colleagues once again merely 
to ask questions and not to seize the opportunity 
of making speeches themselves. 

I call Mr. Urwin. 

Mr. URWIN (United Kingdom). - First, I 
wish to congratulate the Minister on the wide
ranging and very objective address that he has 
given to the Assembly this afternoon. I want to 
address myself specifically to a very substantial 
part of his address which related to the dif
ficulties existing between Turkey and Greece 
over Cyprus. I take fully into account what he 
said in the early stages of his remarks about the 
ultimate solution of this very difficult problem 
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when he referred to the fact that the solution 
must be determined on an intercommunity basis. 
I believe that I picked up the interpretation of 
the Minister's words correctly. 

Bearing in mind the vast importance to NATO 
of an ultimate satisfactory conclusion to that 
dispute, and not least bearing in mind the 
importance of a solution for the Greek and 
Turkish Cypriot people who are most vitally and 
immediately affected, would the Minister sub
scribe to my belief that the solution, when he 
talks about deciding on an intercommunity basis, 
would be best reached without any intervention 
from either Western European Union or any of 
the other European institutions ? If any inter
vention at all is required, would he further 
agree that it should be on the basis of that which 
has already been procured through the good 
offices of the United Nations and its Secretary
General~ 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. FEYZIOGLU (Minister of State, Deputy 
Prime Minister of Turkey) (Translation). - I 
thank the last speaker for the kind things he 

· had to say about my address. I shall attempt to 
answer his specific questions. 

In my initial remarks I stated that the only 
means of arriving at such a settlement is by 
inter-community negotiations, by talks between 
the two communities. 

By that I meant that no solution can be found 
to this problem in large public bodies used for 
propaganda purposes with the sole object of 
casting mutual aspersions. I believe that the 
dialogue between Athens and Ankara can and 
should ease the way for concluding an agree
ment between the two communities. The coun
tries of Western Europe which have a genuine 
interest in my view, a vital interest, in securing 
a just, durable and viable solution to this prob
lem can help us by trying to adopt an attitude 
that does not encourage a continuance of the 
propaganda war between two nations, between 
the two communities, but an attitude cautious 
enough to enable agreement to be reached 
between the two communities. 

From the outset, Turkey has always proposed 
direct negotiations between Athens and Ankara ; 
even before the coup of 15th July 1974, at the 
time of the colonels, we proposed, at Ottawa, to 
the Greek Government of the day, negotiations 
between the two countries to solve all conflicts 
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- the Aegean, Cyprus, minority and other prob
lems - outstanding between us. We met with a 
blank refusal. After the events of 15th July, 
which had as a side-effect the restoration of 
democracy in Greece, the first gesture by the 
head of our government at the time was to 
propose to Mr. Karamanlis that an immediate 
start be made on direct negotiations with a view 
to solving all the problems on which we were 
divided; we again met with a refusal. 

Turkey's policy has always been unilateral and 
straightforward, insisting on a solution, the 
elements of which are familiar to you, being 
found by way of inter-community negotiations. 

If Western Europe is told: "We ought to 
negotiate, help us to do so", if Mr. Christophides 
goes off to Lima or to Colombo to accuse the 
western countries represented in this Assembly 
of having instigated at Brussels in the NATO 
headquarters the invasion of a small non-aligned 
country, saying that it was western imperialism 
that caused the occupation of the island, and so 
forth, and when our Greek friends accept a 
proposal by Soviet Russia for convening a large 
conference that would include all members of the 
Security Council, such attitudes are hardly com
patible. We say that a solution to the problem 
can only be found in negotiations between the 
countries and communities directly involved, and 
that only the countries which want peace in this 
area can help us. 

That is my reply. 

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

Mr. CORDLE (United Kingdom). - I refer 
to the Minister's remarks about the Common 
Market. In the event of an invitation being 
extended by the EEC countries to Turkey, would 
such an invitation be acceptable to his country ? 

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

Mr. FEYZIOGLU (Minister of State, Deputy 
Prime Minister of Turkey).- Do you mean an 
invitation to assume full membership 1 

Mr. CORDLE (United Kingdorn). - That is 
right. 

Mr. FEYZIOGLU (Minister of State, Deputy 
Prime Minister of Turkey). - For economic 
reasons, Turkey is not ready to make an appli-
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cation for full membership. Other countries are 
free to make such an application, but we do not 
intend to make an application based only on 
political considerations, as we feel that it would 
not be economically acceptable for Turkey to 
join the EEC as a full member at this stage. 

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

Mr. HUNT (United Kingdom). - Mr. Fey
zioglu has repeatedly expressed his opposition to 
any internationalising of the Cyprus problem. 
While he apparently will not forget for the 
moment the direct negotiations which he wants, 
would he care to give us his views on the 
desirability of a Balkan initiative following the 
meeting in Paris of experts from the five Balkan 
countries, Yugoslavia, Romania, Greece, Turkey 
and Bulgaria ? Does he see that kind of meeting 
as a useful and a sensible forum in which the 
current difficulties between Greece and Turkey 
might be discussed and, we hope, resolved 1 Is 
that perhaps a new initiative that might be 
helpful? 

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

Mr. FEYZIOGLU (Minister of State, Deputy 
Prime Minister of Turkey) (Translation). - I 
answer frankly that we cannot hope for a solu
tion to problems as complex as that of Cyprus or 
the conflict in the Aegean from a conference of 
Balkan countries having sometimes different 
regimes, standpoints and interests. But we 
accepted the invitation made by the Greek 
Government for convening representatives of all 
the Balkan countries to examine the means of 
establishing better co-operation among them at 
economic, cultural, technological and other 
levels. We think that this kind of co-operation 
between all the countries of the Balkans may be 
very useful. 

We have co-operated with these countries in 
the past and we shall continue to do so. We 
maintain excellent relations with all the coun
tries you have mentioned, in economic, tech
nological and cultural affairs. I do not think 
that this can be the best forum for discussing 
or resolving the Cypriot conflict and that of 
the Aegean, but we support co-operation between 
the Balkan countries. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Minister. Once again, the Assembly has 
listened to your words with great interest. 
(Applause) 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

7. Western Europe's policy towards 
Mediterranean problems 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee and Vote . on the draft Recom

mendation, Doe. 119 and Amendment) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
Assembly now has to hear the replies of the 
Rapporteur and the Chairman of the General 
Affairs Committee before proceeding to vote. 

Mr. BURCKEL (France) (Translation). - I 
should also like to thank the Turkish Deputy 
Prime Minister for his report. I do not intend 
to reply to each of the speakers, but merely 
thank them for having come forward. 

I think that everyone has taken due note of 
the problem that exists in this Mediterranean 
region and of the aims that we must set ourselves 
in the years to come. We also hope that, for once, 
men will evolve as quickly as ideas. The need is 
all the greater in that we are convinced that the 
security of Europe depends on the security of 
that part of the Mediterranean. 

I would also thank Mr. Radius for having 
raised the problem of the Western Mediter
ranean, but he knows quite well that, in this 
respect, another report will be complementing 
the present one at the next session. 

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

Sir John RODGERS (United Kingdom). -
The report which is before the Assembly and 
which is submitted by Mr. Burckel on behalf of 
the General Affairs Committee is a good one 
and should be commended to the Assembly. I am 
delighted to have here today two old friends 
from my Council of Europe days, Mr. Stavro
poulos, the Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs of Greece, and Mr. Feyzioglu, the 
Deputy Premier of Turkey. Both Ministers have 
left no shadow of doubt that there are long
standing problems between Greece and Turkey, 
and it is a tragedy for the free world, particu
larly for Western Europe, and of course for 
Greece and Turkey, that there has been so little 
progress in dealing with the problems which 
have bedevilled relationships between the two 
countries over so long. Mr. Feyzioglu has men
tioned that among the problems are questions 
of relationships with the EEC and the issue of 
the continental shelf in the Aegean. However, 
there is also the problem of Cyprus, and that is 
more immediate and more urgent. 
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Speaking, as I do, for the General Affairs 
Committee, I should like to urge a resumption of 
talks between the two sides as quickly as pos
sible. It is a pity that Mr. Clerides and Mr. 
Denktash are no longer in a position to continue 
the talks. We all want to see continuity of the 
sovereignty of Cyprus, with Cyprus a non
aligned sovereign State in its own right, and it 
seems inevitable that the only solution lies in 
some form of loose federalism. By that system 
there would be a federal government which 
would control foreign affairs, defence, communi
cations and currency matters while leaving 
housing, social services, education and so on to 
be dealt with individually by the two commun
ities. 

I do not say whether it would be helpful to 
have a further United Nations participation in 
getting the talks started or whether there could 
be a European initiative, either through the 
EEC countries or through the Council of 
Europe. However, I agree that it is important 
that the talks should be started and that there 
should be community conversations between the 
two sides as quickly as possible. That is our pious 
hope. 

Mr. Burckel's report was unanimously 
approved by the Committee. Some members, 
including myself and Mr. Urwin, who were 
required at home because of domestic problems 
in our parliament, were unable to be present. 
However, the report was unanimously agreed by 
all those present and I therefore hope that Mr. 
Urwin might feel able to withdraw his amend
ment. If he does not, I shall have to ask the 
Assembly to vote it down. I hope that the report 
will be accepted unanimously. I extend my 
thanks and the thanks of the Committee to Mr. 
Burckel for his excellent report. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I am 
intervening personally to clear up a slight mis
understanding. Yesterday, we heard the repre
sentative of the Greek Government and this 
afternoon we have heard the representative of 
the Turkish Government. I welcome the fact 
that, despite the underlying passions we know 
all about, both speeches were made in measured 
terms. It happens that Mr. Stavropoulos is a 
member of the Greek Government and attended 
this afternoon's sitting as an observer. He was 
not down on the list of speakers, but asks - and 
I presume he does so in an entirely conciliatory 
spirit - whether he can make a very brief state
ment to put an end to the matter. We are not 
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going to reopen the debate. You have made it 
quite clear, Mr. Stavropoulos, that you wish only 
to say a few words. 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Trans
lation). - No! 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Stavropoulos, you may speak for a minute or 
two. 

Mr. STAVROPOULOS (Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of Greece) (Translation). - I 
thought we had come to an arrangement ... 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Trans
lation). - Then I will also ask to speak after
wards! 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - This is 
becoming impossible. 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Trans
lation).- Yesterday, two of my colleagues spoke 
as well as two Greek parliamentarians. In all 
fairness I ought to speak immediately after 
Mr. Stavropoulos. 

Mr. STAVROPOULOS (Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of Greece) (Translation). - It 
was agreed yesterday that I could say a word 
or two. I understand that you are in a hurry, 
Mr. President, and I shall limit myself to one. 
(Laughter) This is the second time I have heard 
His Excellency Mr. Feyzioglu, as well as other 
speakers, say something that could be taken as 
a very bad joke - words to the effect that, 
speaking about the invasion of Cyprus, this 
invasion delivered the island from tyranny and 
led to the re-establishment of democracy in 
Greece. 

I assure you that we could have had the 
colonels for two or three years more without any 
invasion of Cyprus. 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Trans
lation). -No! 

Mr. STAVROPOULOS (Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs of Greece) (Translation). -
Yes. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - This is 
not reopening the debate ; it is a historical 
point, and incidentally rather controversial. 
Mr. Stavropoulos has had his say. 

8- IV 
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Mr. Inan, you are here as an observer, please 
let me conduct the proceedings the way they 
should be. 

We shall now consider the draft recommen
dation in Mr. Burckel's report. 

Amendment No. 1 has been tabled by Mr. 
Urwin to leave out paragraph 2 of the draft 
recommendation proper. 

I put the amendment to the vote by sitting 
and standing. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and 
standing) 

'l'he amendment is negatived. 

\V e shall now vote on the draft recommen
dation as a whole. 

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 
cast. However, if the Assembly is unanimous and 
there are no objections to the draft recommen
dation and no abstentions, we can save the time 
needed for a vote by roll-call. 

Are there any objections to the draft recom-
mendation L. 

Are there any abstentions ?... 

I note that there are some abstentions. 

We shall therefore take a vote by roll-call. 

The roll-call will begin with the name of 
Mr. Pecchioli. 

The voting is open. 

(Sir John Rodgers, Vice-President of the 
Assembly, took the Chair in place of Mr. Nessler) 

(A vote by roll-call was then taken) 

Does any other Representative wish to vote L 

The voting is closed. 

The result of the vote is as follows 1 
: 

Number of votes cast .... 53 
Ayes ................... 25 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 

The draft recommendation is adopted 2• 

1. See page 35. 
2. See page 37. 
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Mr. LEWIS (United Kingdom).- On a point 
of order, Mr. President. May I ask you to explain 
the rules? According to that result the absten
tions won, yet you declared that the recom
mendation was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT. -According to the rules 
before me, I am afraid that the abstentions do 
not count in the voting. It is twenty-five for and 
one against. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- On a point 
of order, Mr. President. You have just said that 
the abstentions do not count in the voting, but 
they presumably count for the purpose of 
ascertaining whether a quorum is present. 
Perhaps, therefore, you could correct your 
ruling. 

The PRESIDENT.- They do count, but they 
do not count for the vote, whether they are in 
the majority or not. 

Mr. URWIN (United Kingdom). - On a 
further point of order, Mr. President. It is clear 
that the decision was taken by what is a 
minority vote. How does that stand as far as 
the record of the Assembly is concerned ? 

The PRESIDENT.- As I understand it, the 
record will show that twenty-five were in favour, 
that one was against, that there were twenty
seven abstentions and that the motion was 
<'arried. 

8. European security and East-West relations 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 

Doe. 126 and Amendments) 

Mandate of the Standing Armaments 
Committee - Motion for an Order tabled 

by Mr. Delorme and others 

(Doe. 128) 

The PRESIDENT.- The next Order of the 
Day is the presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments on European security and East
West relations, Document 726 and Amendments. 

I call Mr. de Koster, Rapporteur of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments. 

Mr. de KOSTER (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, if ever 
it was clear that WEU, and this Assembly in 
particular, had an important job to do, then it 
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is today, when debates dealing with a variety of 
topics have run on so much that, to my great 
regret, we are almost two-and-a-half hours 
behind schedule and I shall be unable to reply 
to those speaking on this report. I regret this 
very much, and offer them my apologies. I did 
indicate some months ago that I would have to 
leave around six o'clock this evening, and I am 
very sorry that I shall have to miss a no doubt 
lively debate on this report. 

In a democratic community like ours it is of 
course important to say firmly that we shall 
continue to defend democracy, that democracy 
represents one of our highest values, that - as 
was shown a few moments ago in this chamber 
- we can come to decisions in our own way, 
and that our populations can decide what 
governments they want. It does sometimes seem 
that courage is needed to stand up for this 
system in a world where it can clearly be seen 
in the United Nations that the democracies are 
now in a minority. Not all republics that call 
themselves democratic can be regarded as such 
by our lights. 

Six weeks ago in one of these democratic 
republics elections were held ; since 99 % of the 
voters - 98 % of the population - voted for 
the same list, it was a real people's festival of 
dm:1ocracy. That is not democracy. Under these 
conditions it is obvious that power is still what 
matters in the international community, in the 
forum, and that military power - and alongside 
this one must nowadays also mention economic 
power, especially the power of decision over 
scarce raw materials - is a major factor both 
in creating tension and in the relaxing of tension 
that we so sorely need. 

\YEU needs to keep careful watch over the 
process of armament and disarmament, though 
unhappily we hear less about the second. We 
must let no opportunity slip to co-operate in 
lessening the burden of defence, because in our 
countries there is so much else which, in a world 
of rampant inflation and unemployment, 
demands priority treatment. 

Within this framework of the defence of our 
erucial values, values we dare not jeopardise, 
this report is one of a series. We do not want 
a return to the cold war. We look critically on 
all unnecessary stepping-up of armaments ; but 
we have a duty to maintain the military balance 
so far as possible, because we cannot but con
elude that in the conventional sphere the Soviet 
Union is already several times stronger than we 
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are. It is precisely with this in view that 
I have given figures in the report for the future 
balance - though it might be better to talk of 
imbalance. I have once again set these figures 
out clearly, one set against the other. 

In this connection, too, I would like to draw 
attention to paragraph 14, in which I have 
quoted Dr. Kissinger. He reminds us that the 
Soviet Union has always felt the need_..to have 
a conventional military superiority. It seems 
quite plain, too, that too marked a preponderance 
on the part of the Warsaw Pact can result in 
political pressure. 

Round about a month ago was the fourth 
anniversary of our starting the talks about a 
balanced reduction of forces - MBFR. When a 
great statesman, today President of one of our 
member countries, was talking to Brezhnev at 
that time about their families' futures and he 
asked whether his son, then still at school, would 
one day be able to play a useful part in the 
MBFR talks, Brezhnev's answer was "Your 
grandson should be able to make a good living 
out of them, too". I hope Brezhnev's gloomy 
forecast will not be fulfilled. 

Here, I would like too to call attention to the 
fact that the Soviet Union is preparing in yet 
another way for the possibility of a third world 
war. In the Soviet Union - and some neutral 
countries in Europe are doing the same, though 
I believe the WEU countries are lagging far 
behind - the last year has seen a great stepping
up of civil defence. This does not, of course, 
form part of MBFR, but it is something that I 
thought worth mentioning. 

On the negotiations in Vienna, I have the 
following points to make : a phenomenon that 
we have seen in East-West negotiations is that 
of the Soviet Union remaining immovable for a 
long period and then suddenly being ready to 
take a step forward just when everyone has 
given up hope. This was the case, especially, in 
the bilateral talks with the United States, a 
power respected and recognised as such by the 
Soviet Union. 

Evidently, I hope that something of the kind 
is going to happen in Vienna. 

Another aspect I ought to highlight here is the 
fact that in the Soviet Union the taking of 
decisions is done by a mere handful of politi-
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cians. It may well be that it is impossible for the 
Soviet Union at one and the same time to be 
constructive in negotiations on both MBFR and 
SALT. If this is in fact so, it should become 
clear at the moment when the SALT talks -
and this should happen in October 1977, because 
that is when the present agreements terminate 
- end in success. 

I have focused attention, in the report, on the 
fact that there has been a growing number of 
Warsaw Pact nuclear weapons targeted on 
Western Europe in recent times. There are two 
European countries that are nuclear powers. 
Yet discussions on strategic nuclear arms are 
going on, and they take place between the Soviet 
Union and the United States. Even if the United 
States delegation, on its way to or from Moscow, 
calls in at Brussels and tells its NATO partners 
what is going on, this does not I believe mean 
that, as Europe too becomes more and more 
"nuclear" and as the countries of Western 
Europe become greatly at risk, the situation can 
be accepted by the WEU member States. I 
emphasise once again the increasingly important 
role, on the Soviet side, of the SSX-20 missile. 

This is why- and I attach special importance 
to this - I have, in paragraph 28 of the report, 
called for a Euro-strategic sub-committee so that 
Europe can have a say, albeit through the voice 
of the United States, on these problems which are 
so enormously important to us all. 

"East-West" must also mean, of course, that 
we look at how far the Helsinki final act has 
oeen applied. The report examines the way the 
confidence-building measures have been carried 
out. Things have got under way very slowly in 
Moscow, for instance in respect of prior 
announcements about manoeuvres which in the 
beginning did not reach us at all, though I must 
assume that there were in fact manoeuvres dur
ing that period. Afterwards, some information 
was given, and a few Warsaw Pact countries 
even invited observers. I have learned from these 
observers that they were not able to observe 
very much, and that the facilities made available 
to them were fairly limited. On the other hand, 
I will sound a note of optimism, in that although 
originally we believed that there would be no 
information forthcoming from the Warsaw Pact 
countries, and no facts, we have in fact been 
given information even though only to a modest 
extent. 

·with your permission, I will touch now on 
something that really has more to do with the 
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work of the General Affairs Committee, that of 
free movement. It is however worth looking at 
for a moment, because in a couple of areas there 
have - though this involves primarily the 
Federal Republic and the bilateral arrangements 
it has managed to make with a number of 
Warsaw Pact countries - been some exchanges. 

It is certainly interesting that over several 
months last year five million citizens of the 
Federal Republic visited the GDR, although 
honours will only be even when a similar number 
of people from the GDR have been to the Fed
eral Republic. One topic I hope will also be 
discussed in Belgrade is freedom of movement 
for people between the Warsaw Pact countries 
themselves. It is interesting, in this connection, 
to report that if a Bulgarian family wants _to 
go to Romania to visit members of the family 
there they are not allowed to stay with those 
relatives - they have to sleep in a hotel, which 
entails a lot of expense ; in other words, such 
exchanges between people living in Warsaw Pact 
countries are made quite impossible because they 
cost too much. This, too, is something I think 
the West should give attention to. 

The University of Georgetown is at this 
moment doing a computer analysis of data on 
implementation of the Helsinki final act. These 
data are giving a definite mathematical picture, 
and will I think be very interesting to look at. 
I can imagine that if one finds that a given 
foreign newspaper which used to sell ten copies 
in Moscow now sells a hundred, it would be 
possible to talk of there having been a 900 % 
increase in exchanges of this kind. Even in a 
city like Moscow it is very hard ind~e~ to come 
by a foreign newspaper ; a?d even If It sho~d 
be made possible for Russians to buy foreign 
newspapers, the price is almost prohibitive. 

A number of amendments have been submitted, 
one of which relates to the account I would like 
to see rendered in Belgrade of progress in the 
MBFR talks in Vienna. I would point out that 
during discussions on the final act, both in 
Helsinki and in Geneva, many speakers for the 
West emphasised the importance of progress in 
the MBFR talks. Originally there was a link 
between the two, a link that was broken by 
Kissinger without consulting the West ; that 
was something we had to put up with. But even 
at the time the final act was signed, there were 
strong comments from a large number of Heads 
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of State and Government about the Warsaw Pact 
countries which came down to saying that while 
Helsinki was important, real detente could only 
come about when there was also a slowing down 
of the excessive arms race. 

This is why I feel it important for the We~t 
to stress this side of things when a balance IS 

being struck in Belgrade. An amendment seeking 
to do away with this has been defeated by a 
large majority, and I am glad of this. We, as 
good democrats, do however take account of the 
comments made in committee by minorities, and 
for this reason I have agreed to this minority -
small though it is - having its viewpoint set 
out in the report. I feel that this way of doing 
things, in itself, is positive. 

The Luxembourg Prime Minister made a par
ticularly good speech this morning. Usually, 
Ministers read out manuscripts written by 
highly-competent civil servants, but Mr. Thorn 
did not do that. He did not limit himself to that, 
and he gave us a lot of information. He said, 
besides, that Europe must be strong enough to 
prevent decisions dangerous to our democracy 
being taken because of political pressure. Europe 
has, it is true, got over the wounds it dealt itself 
in two world wars and memories of those two 
world wars are1imited olliy to the most tenacious 
among us - even those who took ~n activ~ part 
in the second world war are gettmg decidedly 
grey-haired ; but those who fought in that war 
know that if in 1936 a number of Western Euro
pean countries had decided on even a limited 
amount of rearmament, then World War II 
might quite well have been avoided. One of our 
jobs is to see to it that any shift in power 
relationships in Central Europe does not have 
disastrous consequences. No price is too high for 
preventing a third world war. It is also our job 
to give advice to our governments. By doing so, 
we are accepting a share in the responsibility 
should our countries prove not to be strong 
enough to withstand the political pressures I 
have mentioned. 

A busy member of parliament appreciates the 
honour of being appointed as a Rapporteur to 
WEU, but he would be incapable of doing his 
work without the help of the very competent 
staff of this organisation. In my case, I would 
like to voice my gratitude to Mr. Whyte. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT. - On behalf of the Assem
bly I should like to thank you, Mr. de Koster, 
for the clear and concise way in which you 
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presented the report and opened our debate, on 
behalf of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments, on this important subject of 
European security and East-West relations. 

There is a motion for an order inviting the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments 
to follow attentively the implementation of the 
mandate given to the Standing Armaments 
Committee, Document 728, which was tabled in 
the name of Mr. Delorme and others. I under
stand that Mr. Radius will stand in for Mr. 
Delorme and speak on the subject. Under Article 
30 of the Rules of Procedure, this motion may 
be put to the vote without being referred to the 
Committee. Is there any opposition to holding 
a joint debate on this motion at the same time as 
on the report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments 1 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- This order 
was not circulated, although the amendments 
were circulated. Could you, Mr. President, give 
us some indication of the text of this draft order Y 
Could you give us some indication of how you 
would hold a joint debate, if we agreed to it 
straight away 1 I understand that there are also 
some amendments from Mr. Riviere and from 
some of his colleagues. May we be told what we 
shall do and in what order we shall eventually 
vote Y That will assist the Assembly in coming to 
a decision on this matter. 

The PRESIDENT. - The motion was 
circulated. Copies have been on the desk outside 
since Monday. Therefore, it has been freely 
available to you and to other members of the 
Assembly. I am afraid that I do not have a copy 
of the motion before me, so that I cannot read 
it out. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - Assuming 
that we agree to give precedence to this matter, 
what would be the order of the debate, Mr. Pre
sident, and how would you propose to conduct 
such a debate on the original text, the draft 
order and the amendments ? In what order would 
they be taken and voted on ? 

The PRESIDENT. - We suggest to the 
Assembly that we should hold a joint debate but 
not take it in any specific order. Those who wish 
to speak to the motion may do so, those who wish 
to speak on the paper may do so and those who 
wish to speak on both may also do as they wish. 
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Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- I am sorry. 
I am asking in what order the Assembly will 
vote. 

The PRESIDENT. - I understand that we 
shall deal first with the amendments to the 
paper, secondly with the recommendations and 
thirdly with the draft order. 

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Translation).
Mr. President, as a co-signatory of the draft 
order I should like to ask a supplementary 
question. 

The meaning of this draft order surely cannot 
be that from now on this matter will no longer 
fall within the competence of the General Affairs 
Committee. At least, that is how I understood it 
when I signed it. 

The PRESIDENT. - I do not have the 
French text of the draft motion before me. It 
invites the Committee, and it refers the matter 
back to the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments. I think that that answers the point. 

I now call on Mr. Radius to speak to the 
motion. 

Mr. RADIUS (France) (Translation). 
Mr. President, would you like me to speak to the 
draft order at this stage ? 

The PRESIDENT. - For the sake of 
Mr. Roper, you may speak as briefly as possiblt> 
and tell him what it is all about. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom).- Before I 
interrupted you, Mr. President, you were about 
to ask the Assembly to give Mr. Radius permis
sion to do that. That has not yet been done. 

The PRESIDENT.- I do not think I have 
to ask the permission of the Assembly. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I under
stand that you asked whether there were any 
objections. 

The PRESIDENT. - I did not ask for 
objections. 

It would be in order if I were to ask the 
Assembly now if it agreed to a joint debate on 
the motion at the same time as on the report of 
the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and standing) 

Would you like me to take the vote again 
and count it ? 
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Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - We have 
just had the vote. It was clearly defeated. Two 
people voted in favour ; five or six voted against. 

The PRESIDENT.- If the Assembly is will
ing to accept those figures, the proposition has 
been defeated. 

May I go back a little Y Does the .Assembly 
agree that we hold a joint debate on the paper 
from the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments and on the motion 1 That is the first 
question. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and standing) 

Fifteen members voted for the motion and 
thirteen voted against it. Therefore, we shall hold 
a joint debate. 

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Translation).
Mr. President, I should like the floor, for an 
explanation of vote. I should like to say that my 
vote for the motion, as I intended it, did not 
mean that the matter should be taken out of the 
hands of the General Affairs Committee. 

I wish to make that clear. 

The PRESIDENT.- There is some doubt as 
to the exact figures. This time, I shall ask the 
Clerks to count. I am sorry to have to trouble 
members but this is an important matter. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and standing) 

Thirteen members have voted for the motion 
and fifteen have voted against. Therefore, we 
shall not hold a joint debate. 

That brings me to the first speaker in the 
debate on the report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments, Mr. Riviere. 

Mr. RIVIERE (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the few 
comments that I feel impelled by Mr. de Koster's 
report to make follow on from those that I had 
the honour of putting to the .Assembly during 
the debate on the report submitted by Mr. de 
Bruyne last Monday. 

The recommendation adopted by the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments, by a 
procedure whose haste I deplore, presents all the 
defects that I condemned when I congratulated 
Mr. de Bruyne on not having been guilty of 
them. 

The first of these is to purport to be addressing 
the WEU Council while in actual fact address
ing others, to wit, the member governments and 
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ultimately, through them, chiefly the North 
Atlantic Council. The fact that the WEU Council 
should use this kind of presentation as a pretext 
for not replying to the recommendations made 
to it does not seem to have discouraged the Rap
porteur, whose absence I regret. 

However, this type of approach also has draw
backs of another kind. It means, in fact, deny
ing that the WEU Council has any real powers, 
and simply using it as a letter-box for docu
ments intended for others. Where those others 
are the North Atlantic Council, this method 
puts French parliamentarians in a very real 
quandary, as we know that that body carefully 
distinguishes between the decisions that it is able 
to take in cases where all members of the Atlantic 
Alliance participate in its work, and those which 
it takes without French agreement, ever since 
France's withdrawal from the integrated military 
structures of NATO. 

In the circumstances, it does not seem pos
sible to me for a French parliamentarian to 
address a recommendation to the NATO Council 
with the object of associating in an enterprise 
designed to relieve the WEU Council of the 
exercise of the powers conferred upon it by the 
modified Brussels Treaty, with a view to trans
ferring them to another organisation, in which 
France's participation is of a less permanent 
kind. 

This first point leads me to support a first 
amendment to the beginning of the substantive 
recommendation, requesting the Council to urge 
member governments to ensure that the North 
Atlantic Council makes careful preparation for 
the meeting to be held at Belgrade in 1977. I 
would add that in this particular case prepara
tion for the conference on security and co-opera
tion in Europe was undertaken in the European 
framework of political consultations among the 
Nine, and I do not see why, when all the mem
bers of WEU take part in these, WEU should 
address itself to NATO. 

The first amendment ipso facto carries with 
it two other amendments concerning para
graph 1 (b) of the substantive recommendation. 
The first proposes to replace the expression "all 
members of the Alliance" by the words "all 
members of WEU" since, obviously, the WEU 
Council cannot address itself to members of the 
Atlantic Alliance who are not at the same time 
members of WEU. The amendment further seeks 
to replace the word "Alliance" in para
graph 1 (b) (ii) by the words "jointly-defined". 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

llfr. Riviere (continued) 

F'irst of all, the amendment is aimed at preserv
ing the policy of European construction and co
ordination within the framework of both the 
Nine and the Seven. Second, one may wonder 
what the content of an Alliance policy might be. 
An Alliance as such has no policy other than to 
apply the treaty that gave birth to it, unless it 
includes a decision-making organ, as is the case 
with WEU, created by the modified Brussels 
Treaty, but as is not the case with NATO, which 
was not created by the North Atlantic Treaty. 

By referring to a "jointly-defined policy", the 
recommendation would be strengthened, since it 
would require WEU members to defend the 
jointly-defined policy as a whole, whether in the 
context of NATO, political consultations amung 
the Nine, or WEU. Such a wording in no way 
prejudices any preference for one or other of 
these institutions. The change should obviously 
be accompanied by one to the second paragraph 
of the preamble, in order to define its scope. 
That is why I suggested adding the words 
"\Vestern European Union and the European 
Economic Community" after the words "Atlantic 
Alliance". 'l'hat is self-explanatory. 

The scope of these comments is, I think, far
reaching, for they concern the overall orientation 
followed for many years past by the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments, the effect 
being to deny to the WEU Council the pre
rogatives conferred upon it by the modified 
Brussels Treaty in defence matters and foreign 
policy. 

As I told you the day before yesterday, I am 
firmly decided, and a number of my friends are 
of the same mind, not to give my vote any longer 
to recommendations addressed to organisations 
other than the Council of WEU. Unfortunately, 
these comments are not my only ones, and I 
must ask you similarly to amend para
graph 1 (b) (iii) of the draft recommendation 
submitted by the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments by deleting, at the end of 
the paragraph, the words "and to report on the 
progress or lack of progress of the negotiations 
on mutual and balanced force reductions". 

We know in fact that the French Government 
has always refused to take part in these negotia
tions, which it regards as extremely dangerous 
because they considerably weaken the deterrent 
capability of the Atlantic Alliance by demon
strating that the European countries are quite 
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willing to forgo any real effort in the defence 
field. The effect of this would be to increase 
considerably the relative power of the United 
States and the Soviet Union, and so give them 
the possibility of settling among themselves the 
fate of the whole of Western and Eastern 
Europe, and all matters of policy, strategy or 
disarmament in Europe. 

No one could wish more than I that political 
agreements on the lines of those concluded at 
Helsinki should, in the last analysis, bring about 
real disarmament, but disarmament is not a 
means of achieving political detente, particularly 
in the case of disarmament by those who are 
precisely the least well-armed. But the effect 
could be to reinforce the hegemony of the great 
powers over the medium-sized and smaller ones. 
Any tentative disarmament not aimed at general 
and complete disarmament is by its very nature 
a dangerous undertaking for those who have only 
limited military resources. 

The reasons for my asking you to delete para
graph 3 of the recommendation are of the same 
order. What indeed does paragraph 3 mean -
and this is in my view the most important clause 
of all - if not a negotiation between Western 
Europe and the Soviet Union involving total dis
armament of the former against partial disarma
ment by the latter, in certain categories of 
nuclear weaponry ? In particular, it implies the 
relinquishment of the French nuclear force 
without any quid pro quo. 

If Western Europe were to forgo having 
nuclear weapons on its soil in exchange for 
renouncement by the Soviet Union and its allies 
of nuclear weapons targeted at Western Europe, 
its own nuclear powers would immediately cease 
to be nuclear and would lose the essentials of 
tlteir potential deterrence without any compar
able loss to the Soviet Union, which would retain 
its nuclear weapons, with the sole proviso that 
they were pointed in other directions. 

The Soviet Union's nuclear forces could be 
very swiftly redeployed, and Europe would then 
have lost everything and be at their tender 
mercies. That is not, I think, what either the 
Rapporteur or the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments have in mind. 

Finally, the last passage that I propose for 
amendment is the last paragraph in the preamble, 
to which I propose adding, amongst the effects 
expected from detente, the one which would 
enable the division of Europe into antagonistic 
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military blocs to be attenuated. The purpose is 
to underline that what I am after is not in the 
slightest any disarmament, more apparent than 
real, whose effects on Europe could only be 
disastrous unless accompanied by a genuine 
process of detente directed at breaking up the 
military blocs. We ought, on the contrary, to set 
out from detente and proceed as far as possible 
in that direction before examining what effects it 
might have in the military area. 

Thus, behind all the amendments I am moving, 
is a twofold opposition to the orientation which 
Mr. de Koster and the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments have imparted to the 
recommendation on which you are to vote today. 

First, I am radically opposed to any policy 
involving the abandonment of WEU, its Council 
and, ultimately, its Assembly. I propose, on the 
contrary, that since we function in the WEU 
framework, we ask the Council to exercise its 
powers to the full so that Europe may keep at 
its disposal the only existing truly European 
organisation in the defence area. 

Secondly, I call upon the Assembly to reject 
any policy of military abandonment and con
sequently of abandonment pure and simple, such 
as is gaining ground in our various countries and 
whose effect can only be to increase Europe's 
dependence, probably, at an initial stage, on the 
United States but in due course vis-a-vis the 
Soviet Union which, in the last analysis, is readier 
than the United States to seize upon any slacken
ing in the European will for defence. 

The policy proposed by Mr. de Koster in fact 
involves total renunciation of any defence of 
Europe by the Europeans, relying instead upon 
the good will of the Americans to make up the 
deficiency. 

The policy that I propose is to maintain and 
build up the military strength of Europe, to 
enable it to play its proper part not only in the 
process of detente but in that of defence too, in 
agreement with our American allies, to be sure, 
but quite independently of them. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Riviere, 
for your contribution to the debate. 

It is getting late. I propose to call one more 
speaker, Mr. Watkinson, then to adjourn and 
resume the debate at 10 o'clock tomorrow morn
ing. 
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Mr. WATKINSON (United Kingdom).- The 
report is a balanced and dispassionate account 
of the present state of East-West relations and 
is in strong contrast to that presented to this 
Assembly by my colleague Sir Frederic Bennett 
at the last meeting of WEU. In his report 
"Detente and security in Europe", it seemed to 
me that Sir Frederic was presenting an extremely 
pessimistic view of the results of the Helsinki 
agreement and to be giving support to the thesis 
that the West had been dangerously deluded. In 
so far as it was a warning against excessive 
expectations, this view should be welcomed ; but 
anyone who approached Helsinki realistically 
would have accepted that there could be no 
miracles overnight. Indeed, there have been none. 

Perhaps certain commentators set their 
expectations too high. Perhaps people were led to 
believe that we were on the road to Utopia in 
international relations. We all know that that is 
not the case. Helsinki provides no panacea. What 
detente means is that there may well be certain 
specific areas in which West and East can get 
together and seek a diminution of tension. Much 
as I might wish that Helsinki had global 
significance, the brute fact of the matter is that 
it is specific in character. 

It would be incorrect to interpret the post
Helsinki world as one in which western morale 
has collapsed and in which the status of the 
USSR has been advanced. It is necessary to strike 
a balance and to consider, for instance, the 
shambles in which Soviet policy in the Middle 
East now finds itself, the continuing Chinese
Russian conflict and the claims being made by 
the communist parties in Europe for an 
independent stance. 

It is also worth quoting, as did the Rapporteur, 
from the remarks of Dr. Kissinger in his Alastair 
Buchan memorial lecture, in which he said that ~ 
"the Soviet Union suffers endemic weakness in 
its industry and agriculture ; recent studies 
indicate that this chronic inefficiency extends 
even into their military sector." It is, therefore, 
very easy to concentrate on the threat which is 
posed from the East, to underestimate the dif
ficulties which the East itself faces and, at the 
same time, to play down the strength of the 
West. 

In that same lecture, Dr. Kissinger pointed out 
the overwhelming superiority of the United 
States vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. I endorse the 
remarks made by Dr. Kissinger because, as a 
member of the Committee on Defence Questions 
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and Armaments, I visited NORTHAG in Central 
Europe and at the end of our briefing from the 
NATO personnel there one of the principal 
spokesmen pointed out: "I hope I have made it 
clear that a balance between NATO and the 
'Varsaw Pact cannot be struck by mere com
parison of manpower, combat units or equipment. 
Qualitative factors that cannot be reduced to 
numbers, such as training, morale, leadership, 
tactical initiative and geographical positions, are 
also of vital importance and indeed may be 
dominant." It is important for the Assembly not 
to underestimate the qualitative advantages 
which we have even now in Central Europe. 

That is not to say that I advocate that we 
underestimate the imbalances which exist there, 
but at the same time we must take into account 
the advantages which accrue to us. On deter
rence, it is worth emphasising some of the positive 
factors which have emerged since Helsinki. The 
first factor to be drawn to the attention of the 
Assembly is that it would be incorrect to say that 
the West has been lulled into a false sense of 
security. There has been no move to disarm 
unilaterally. 

Secondly, it is worth pointing out that the con
ference did not endorse the Soviet domination 
of Eastern Europe. The USSR wanted it but did 
not get it. And written into the final act is 
respect for the sovereignty of all participating 
States, irrespective of their political, economic 
and social systems. This respect for the 
sovereignty of other States must extend to Soviet 
allies. I note that the Polish constitution of 1976 
introduced a note of sovereignty and indepen
dence of the Polish people. This is a development 
worth noting. The Rapporteur has pointed out 
that there have been some positive steps in respect 
of advance warning of manoeuvres, and of 
observers being able to watch what is going on 
in those manoeuvres. Admittedly it is only 
tentative at this stage, but it is a step in the 
right direction. Also, under basket 3 of the agree
ment some advances have been made in respect 
of co-operation in humanitarian and in other 
fields. The Rapporteur referred to this fact, 
though it is still difficult for newspapers to be 
obtained in the East. Nevertheless, there is some 
significant improvement in this area. 

The Rapporteur also pointed out what has 
been borne out : that there has been some easing 
in travel and emigration. And there is an 
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important passage in the final act in which it 
is established that there is a formal link between 
peace, good relations and respect for human 
rights. Thus, this enables governments to raise 
with the Soviet Government and other parties 
issues such as the problems facing dissident 
groups. When Mr. Ponomarev was in our coun
try, the government were able to draw to his 
attention the strong feeling which exists in our 
country about the problems facing dissidents. 
The important factor about Helsinki in this 
area is that it has now been written into the 
agreement that respect should be shown for dis
sidents, for those who disagree. 

The important fact is that, while progress may 
be slow, nevertheless those in the eastern sector 
are able to use, and are using, the Helsinki agree
ment as a means whereby they can express their 
views and opinions. 

In conclusion, I would say that detente cannot 
mean an end to the ideological battle. We in the 
West believe in free discussion and, therefore, 
must be prepared to go on arguing our case I!S 
against theirs, but we must also remain clear 
about the ulterior motives of the Soviet Union 
and its objectives and be prepared to defend 
ourselves if that be necessary. Those who set 
expectations of Helsinki too high have been 
disappointed. It is clear that progress will be 
slow. Nevertheless, we should not be disillusioned 
by Helsinki. We should move forward, and I 
hope that we shall be able to make progress at 
Belgrade next year. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Mr. Watkin
son, for your very helpful contribution. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdorn).- On a point 
of order, Mr. President. I wonder whether, for 
the better conduct of our business in future, you 
might be able to help me with a ruling from the 
Chair which would clarify a certain amount of 
misunderstanding that occurred earlier this 
afternoon when we voted on a resolution. I 
believe that twenty-five voted in favour of it, 
with one against, and that twenty-seven 
abstained. It might be that members of the 
A.ssembly, in reading Rule 34(4), which states 
that only affirmative and negative votes shall 
count in calculating the number of votes cast, 
added together twenty-five and one, and, seeing 
that that was less than one-half of the Assembly, 
suggested that there was therefore no quorum. 

I should be glad if you would rule that, taking 
Rule 34(4) together with Rules 35 and 36, the 
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reference in Rule 34(4) to only affirmative and 
negative votes counting really has significance 
only for the quality of the majority obtained, as 
described in Rule 35(a), (b) and (c), and that as 
far as the ascertainment of a quorum is con
cerned the positive and negative votes and stated 
abstentions all count in determining how many 
members are present. It is, of course, the num
ber of members present, not the number of 
affirmative and negative votes cast, which 
determines whether or not a vote is valid. I 
should be most grateful, Mr. President, if you 
could confirm that that is the case, to prevent 
any possible misunderstandings in future. 

The PRESIDENT. - I apologise for any 
shortcomings of the Chair, but I was pitchforked 
into it without any warning and without even 
knowing the business of the day. The President 
was in the Chair when we started. My under
standing is that the normal method of voting is 
by sitting and standing, and that a roll-call vote 
can be claimed by ten members. This was not the 
case in this instance. 

As that was not the case we added the votes 
- which were not very easy to take - cast by 
sitting and standing. 

As to the actual vote itself, the President was 
in the Chair at the time but, as I understand it, 
subject to correction, having now read the rules 
twice, the presence of members voting in the 
affirmative or against, or abstaining, is taken 
into account in determining whether or not there 
is a quorum ; but that is not taken into account 
in deciding how the vote has gone. One does not 
add one section to another but takes only for and 
against. 

I should like to reserve this, and you may like 
to ask the President tomorrow whether he will 
confirm my ruling. You have asked an important 
question and it ought to be answered author
itatively. I have given you the best answer I 
can, but I would not be absolutely sure that it 
was an authoritative one. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - Further 
to that point of order, Mr. President. I am most 
grateful for your ruling, which corresponds with 
my own interpretation of the rules, but in view 
of the fact that there was misunderstanding I 
thought it important to get this on the record. 
It might be useful, if you thought it appropriate, 
to bring the matter to the attention of the Presi-
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dent, who will be able to consult the verbatim 
record of these proceedings and can, if necessary, 
make a statement tomorrow morning when he 
comes to present the minutes of today's sitting 
for confirmation. 

The PRESIDENT.- I am most grateful to 
you, Mr. Roper, for that very helpful suggestion. 
I have to leave to go to a meeting of the Bureau 
at any moment, and I shall put the matter to him 
and tell him what has happened. 

Mr. de NIET (Netherlands).- Mr. President, 
am I right in concluding that your view and that 
of Mr. Roper is that to decide whether a majority 
of the members of the Assembly have taken part 
in the voting one must add those who have said 
"Yes", those who have said "No" and those who 
have said "Abstention", and that this decides 
whether or not there has been a quorum ; but 
that in order to decide whether a proposal has 
been accepted or rejected one counts only those 
who have said "Yes" and those who have said 
"No 1" 

The PRESIDENT. - That is my interpreta
tion, Mr. de Niet, but I think it would be best, 
since this question has now been raised, that the 
President himself should confirm this tomorrow. 
I shall ask him to do that as he was in the Chair 
at the time in question. 

Mr. de NIET (Netherlands). - That is not 
necessary. The rules are precise. It is not a 
question of interpretation. 

The PRESIDENT. - That disposes of the 
matter for the time being, I hope. The debate is 
adjourned. 

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

The PRESIDENT. - I propose that the 
Assembly hold its next public Sitting tomorrow 
morning, Thursday, 2nd December, at 10 a.m. 
with the following Orders of the Day : 

1. Relations with Parliaments (Presentation 
of and Debate on the Report of the Com
mittee for Relations with Parliaments, 
Document 724). 

~. European security and East-West relations 
(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments and Vote on the draft Recommenda
tion, Document 726 and Amendments). 
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3. Mandate of the Standing Armaments Com
mittee - Motion for an Order tabled by 
Mr. Delorme and others (Document 728 and 
Amendment). 

4. Anti-submarine warfare (Presentation of 
and Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments, 
Document 725). 

5. Address by Mr. Wischnewski, Minister of 
State for Foreign Affairs of the Federal 
Republic of Germany. 

6. Anti-submarine warfare (Resumed Debate 
on the Report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments and Vote on the 
draft Recommendation, Document 725). 

Are there any objections L 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - In view, 
Mr. President, of the number of items on the 
agenda for tomorrow, including the important 
address by the Minister of State for Foreign 
Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany, 
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Mr. Wischnewski, will the Bureau of the Assem
bly give urgent attention either to the sitting 
opening at 9 a.m. rather than 10 a.m. or to 
making arrangements for the continuation of the 
debates in the afternoon ? Otherwise, we shall 
have an absurd amount of indigestion. 

The PRESIDENT.- I am afraid that I am 
not in a position to give a ruling on that question. 
At present, the officers inform me that the sitting 
will open at 10 o'clock. I doubt whether we would 
be able to inform all the staff and everybody 
else involved that they should arrive earlier at 
9 o'clock, so I think we had better leave the time 
for the opening of the sitting at 10 o'clock. We 
can discuss your suggestion, Mr. Roper, at 
10 o'clock as to whetherthe sitting should extend 
into the afternoon. 

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

Does anyone wish to speak ?... 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 6.20 p.m.) 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Sit
ting is open. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- In accor
dance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the Minutes of Proceedings of the previous Sit
ting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? ... 

I call Mr. Roper. 

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I should 
be glad if a correction could be made to the 
minutes of the last sitting, which, as you say, 
Mr. President, have been distributed, because 
you will see that at Item 9 of the minutes it 
is stated that the date, time and Orders of the 
Day of the next sitting were announced. If, 
however, you look at the verbatim report of the 
last sitting, you will see that I spoke on that 
item, but my intervention is not recorded in the 
minutes. It would appear to be normal in the 
activities of this organisation that the fact that 
I spoke should be mentioned. 
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Secondly, further to that point, Mr. President, 
you will see that in replying to my remarks 
the acting President, Sir John Rodgers, told 
me that I would be able to raise this matter with 
you this morning. Although I suspect that he 
was not in order in so doing, I should like your 
permission at least to point out to you, Sir, that 
we are an Assembly primarily concerned with 
matters of defence, but unfortunately, owing to 
the organisation of the business of the Assembly 
in this part-session, neither of the two major 
reports from the Defence Committee - that of 
Mr. de Koster, who is not present this morning, 
and that which I had the honour to submit -
will have adequate time for debate. I ask you, 
Mr. President, to bring this remark to the atten
tion of the Presidential Committee and to 
request that in future proper time may be allo
cated for debates on defence, which are one of 
the major reasons for the existence of our 
Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Your 
comments have been noted, Mr. Roper. 

While it is quite clear that our field is a 
limited one, it is very difficult for politicians 
not to encroach on other fields. All the same, 
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we can extend the session, should that prove 
necessary. We shall see towards half past twelve ; 
if need be, we shall hold an additional sitting 
this afternoon. That should satisfy you. 

Are there any other comments t.. 

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 Proceedings 1• 

3. Relations with Parliaments 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee for Relations with Parliaments, Doe. 724) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The first 
Order of the Day is the presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Committee for Rela
tions with Parliaments, Document 724. 

I call Mr. Delorme, Rapporteur of the Com
mittee for Relations with Parliaments. 

Mr. DELORME (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I come 
before you again to report to you on the work 
of the Committee for Relations with Parliaments. 
I shall also be reporting on the results of inter
ventions by our colleagues following decisions 
taken by ourselves, notably the options taken by 
our Committee on the recommendations approved 
by your Assembly, which have been the subject 
of a number of parliamentary questions and, I 
may say, of a number of replies too. 

It is interesting to find that questions by our 
members are increasingly eliciting replies from 
the appropriate ministers and governments, 
which is most encouraging ; it means that we 
ought to persevere. 

My presentation today differs from that 
accompanying previous reports. The fact is, we 
have tried to enliven a presentation that often 
tends to be abstract and dry as dust ; as what 
we bring you is a statistical paper, our endeav-

1. See page 40. 
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our has been, with the unanimous support of 
our Committee, to present you with a working 
document, which is why my report goes into 
the terms of reference given me by the Com
mittee. 

Need I remind you that prior to 1968 we were 
only a working party? That we have since 
become a fully-fledged committee and now make 
every effort to communicate to the Assembly 
studies of parliamentary methods and activities 
and, in particular, parliamentary activities and 
powers at European level ? We have had too 
a series of studies and reports presented by my 
friend Mr. Peronnet on regional assemblies and 
n.ational, regional and European parliamenta
rians. 

I should now like to give you a picture, based 
on a survey we carried out of the position of 
members of parliament in respect of the infor
mation available in parliaments. The first chapter 
is entitled "Members of parliament and defence". 
The report goes on to give an account of our 
traditional activities, and the results which I 
have the honour of bringing to your notice. 

As regards members of parliament and defence 
matters, an assembly such as that of WEU is 
in our view a privileged forum to which parlia
mentarians from member States can bring 
valuable, concrete information on the state of 
defence in their own countries from which the 
broad lines of a European defence policy can 
be worked out for submission to national execu
tives. 

Your Rapporteur therefore considered it use
ful and necessary to study the role of parlia
mentarians in the defence policy of each member 
country and ascertain the means available to 
him for fulfilling this role. From that basis, 
it would perhaps be po~ble to decide how a 
national parliamentarian can handle defence 
matters at European level and what contribu
tion he should make to plans for European 
security. 

Many members of the WEU Assembly have 
been enthusiastically dealing with defence mat
ters for years. With various means, but above 
all with faith and enthusiasm, they have been 
tackling all these matters from the most prag
matic angle, which is no doubt an element of 
the realism shown in the Assembly's studies and 
recommendations. The aim of the study now 
before the Assembly is not to "theorise" about 
this realism but on the contrary to make it more 
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effective by making us aware of the contributions 
we can bring to Europe and exchange with one 
another. 

The time available to your Rapporteur was 
too short for him to expand and develop these 
considerations in full. He therefore proposes to 
submit a plan for study and research which he 
intends to complete with the assistance of fellow 
members. 

The next report will give the results of this 
enquiry and seek to set out a few guidelines 
for improving our work. Proper co-ordination 
of defence problems must be based on co-ordi
nated democratic action by representatives of the 
nations of Europe which are members of WEU. 

Let us take a quick look at the member of 
parliament's scope in defence matters. At first 
sight, defence does not appear to be any dif
ferent from other legislative or political subjects 
and therefore seems to come within the general 
scope of members of parliament. Closer stud~ 
shows that in almost all political systems defence 
occupies a specific place in the constitutional 
order. It is thus possible, by examining the 
various traditional duties of members of parlia
ment, to see what place they occupy in national 
security matters in each country. 

Parliamentary powers definitely form a whole 
and it is arbitrary - although traditional - to 
divide them up. Nevertheless it is a fairly prac
tical approach to take each aspect separately. 

Without wishing to give you a professorial 
lecture on the role of parliamentarians. it is 
customary to distinguish three parliamentary 
functions: legislation, supervision, information. 
For each country, therefore, the extent and 
Importance of the role of members of parlia
ment in the exercise of these functions in the 
very specific sector of defence will be assessed. 

In the case of the legislative functions, in most 
European countries, defence is considered an 
essential prerogative of government in view of 
its continuing nature, speed of implementation 
and magnitude of the means involved. Most 
constitutions, written or unwritten, make the 
Head of State or of Government responsible 
for defence with supreme command over the 
armed forces. This is the case in France, the 
United Kingdom, Belgium and Italy, and also 
in the United States. 
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However, the development of parliamentary 
democracy in the last 150 years has led to the 
powers of the executive being limited to the 
strict field of defining and setting in motion 
the military means of defence. Because defence 
involves the use of force, places at stake the very 
life of the nation and lays constraints upon the 
population, it must be made subject to rules 
which guarantee its effectiveness without it 
becoming a threat to democratic institutions. 

The role now incumbent on parliaments, and 
thus their members, has therefore developed in 
three legislative respects : prior authorisation 
to the government to set in motion the military 
aspect of defence ; definition of conditions in 
which the population may be called upon to 
defend thefr country ; the status, rights and 
duties of regular servicemen. 

Preliminary information obtained by your 
Rapporteur on these three points shows that 
solutions, and thus the role of members of par
liament, differ widely from one country to 
another. They will be studied in detail in the 
next report. ParJiamentary authorisation for 
declaration of war, for instance, varies consider
ably and has been ,affected radically by the 
formation of nuclear deterrent forces. 

I need merely mention the notorious "hot 
lines", with their telephones of red or some other 
colour, which are able in certain cases to initiate 
operations, i.e. to open hostilities. 

As regards the defence obligations of the 
population, the prescribed responsibilities of 
members of parliament vary from country to 
country, as also for the status of servicemen. 
Here too, where fundamental freedoms are con
cerned, a comparative study may prove interest
ing. It would complement the many investi
gations that have already been made ; I myself 
acted as Rapporteur for 111. report by the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments on 
the use of reserves, their real existence, and any 
original features they present in each of our 
countries. Consequently, this is another area 
where we might usefully help to enlighten our 
Assembly and above all clearly define the role 
that each can play. 

Then we have the supervisory function, the 
most important of all. Insofar as action on 
defence matters is essentially a matter for the 
government, parliaments have given priority to 
supervision. This is where members of parlia-
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ment individually or collectively have important 
duties. 

There are two aspects to supervision : polit
ietal, linked with supervision of government 
action as a whole, and administrative, to verify 
the efficiency and realism of defence activities. 

Here too procedure in the various western 
countries, although there are many points in 
common, involves original solutions which should 
be studied in greater detail. 

The scope of members of parliament is both 
varied and important, ranging from the apparent 
absence of any organised means at the one 
extreme - and I have already mentioned how 
my friend Mr. Roper told me at our previous 
meeting in Brussels that while I had in one 
respect got things slightly wrong, in another 
respect he had excellent news for us about one 
of the reports tabled in the Assembly here that 
had been chosen as a discussion topic by one 
of the parliamentary committees in his own 
House - to the role played by the parliamentary 
commissioner for the armed forces in the Federal 
Republic of Germany, not to speak of the special 
powers of the defence committees in States such 
as France, Italy, Belgium, the Federal Repub
lic, etc. 

Interesting lessons may certainly be drawn 
at European level for improving the conditions 
in which the action of members of parliament 
is exercised in defence matters and, let me add, 
we may try and co-ordinate these harmoniously 
so that, as in the field of armaments where we 
are attempting to achieve unification, we may 
among the Seven find some means of harmonis
ing our systems and our parliamentary pro
ceedings. 

Finally, information plays an important role : 
it has three fundamental aspects. 

At national level, members of parliament are 
a privileged contact with defence policy whose 
various aspects and technical structures are not 
well-known to the public that often bears the 
heaviest burden. Defence, or the need for defence, 
is almost always the subject of a general con
sensus, ·and members of parliament with sover
eign power must maintain this consensus 
throughout the nation. How can this be done ? 
Here again the solutions adopted by each WEU 
State deserve consideration at European level. 
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Still at national level, members of parliament 
also have the privilege of conveying the nation's 
feelings on defence matters to the executive. The 
defence apparatus is inherently cumbel"SSme and 
difficult to change. In expressing the desires 
and feelings of the people, members must urge 
the executive to keep a permanent watch on its 
thinking and the means of implementing its 
policies. 

To take only France as an example today, the 
action taken before the war by President Paul 
Reynaud in favour of an armoured force may 
be recalled, or more recently that of a large 
number of members of parliament from all 
parties for adapting to the present state of 
society the conditions of national service, changes 
in rules governing military discipline and 
improved conditions of military service. 

Thirdly, information : here I come to the 
point our Committee considers the most impor
tant, for information and its dissemination 
are, I believe, of capital importance to our 
Assembly. It must be local, it must be national, 
it must be European to remain fully effective in 
face of the crushing strength of a possible threat. 
Who can better ensure· a link and co-ordination 
between these two aspects than the parliamen
tarians who have been appointed by their 
respective parHaments to form the WEU 
Assembly? 

I have had what may possibly be called the 
effrontery of asking in my own parliament for 
the mass media - radio and television - to 
devote one hour a week to Europe, its problems 
and its defence. 

I do not want to go out on the end of a limb, 
but if you asked the ordinary man in the street, 
in the Avenue du President Wilson, the simple 
question "What is WEU? ", that would not be 
what the radio quiz calls the "64,000 dollar 
question", but it might be if you were to ask 
how many nations are represented in our Assem
bly, or even put the same question to some of 
our fellow members. 

The point is, there is at the "grass roots" a 
certain lack of information, or at any rate it 
could do with some improvement. Indeed, now 
that we are about to debate the problems of 
Europe and tackle the most burning issue, the 
one which in the coming months will confront 
each and every one of us with questions of 
ba:sic principle, that is to say elections to the 
European Parliament by universal suffrage, 
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obviously the whole gamut of defence questions 
is also going to arise. 

Reading Mr. Tindemans' report, you notice 
that the proposals it puts forward quite simply 
imply that our Assembly will be incorporated 
in another body, and cease to exist. 

So there are problems of information. There 
is much for us to do in this connection. We 
also have to shoulder our responsibilities. The 
role p1ayed by our Assembly in defence lllilitters 
is often little known and perhaps misused by 
our own governments. We range far afield in 
quest of systems and reforms and often forget 
what we have on our own doorstep, just as we 
overlook the fact that our own civil code already 
contains the very solutions that are being pro
posed, and ignore what parliament did fifty 
years ago. 

But to come back to the defence problem, it 
is true that our Assembly possibly fails to fulfil 
its role to the utmost, precisely because, for a 
start, people forget the circumstances in which 
it was created. I have mentioned a sensitive mat
ter, elections to the European Parliament by 
universal suffrage. I remember what happened 
in 1954-55 when the problem arose which even 
split certain political parties, that of the EDC. 
And I remember that our Assembly was created 
as a direct result of the stillbirth of the organisa
tion they were trying to set up at the time. 

Consequently, we need increased information, 
and also need to develop all possible means of 
achieving this end. 

I shall only skim through Chapter 11 of my 
report. The questions with which we ply our 
respective governments do occasionally elicit 
important answers. These answers could be dis
seminated, and reported, for example, in the 
press. So I turn now to the press. 

We have the advantage of having a Prea~ 
Counsellor in WEU. We appreciate his work 
and his function. I have a feeling that we could 
make better use of him and of all the services 
that he can provide us with. I say so in my 
report. I think our Assembly should give some 
thought to the dissemination of information, let 
us say simply to the publicity we could give to 
our work. Our Press Counsellor could pass on 
to the media news items concerning our action 
and questions about the Assembly's activities. 
The members of the Assembly could pass on to 
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the press services information about the publica
tions in which they would like to see a reference 
to the speeches they make or the questions we 
deal with here. I am only throwing out a sug
gestion. 

It would not mean automatic publication -
I say so quite objectively - but it would make 
the activities of members of our Assembly better 
known in their own constituencies. These are sug
gestions that would require the active participa
tion of the secretariats of the regional delega
tions ; some are worth trying. 

Resolutions 45 and 49 and Orders 35 and 44, 
of 1970-71 and 197 4, asked that procedure for 
hearings - e.g. of our Rapporteurs - be 
adopted by the foreign and European affairs 
committees and by the national defence commit
tees of our respective parliaments, and that 
relations with parliaments be developed and 
intensified and, where possible, extended to 
other interested institutions. 

To sum up, your Rapporteur feels that one 
of the tasks of member countries' delegations 
could be to arrange for such hearings, and 
another could be to widen the Assembly's rela
tions with parliaments. The Committee proposes 
that its Chairman, and possibly its Rapporteur, 
together with the members of its secretariat, 
should attend a meeting of each delegation in 
order to set up such machinery. I would add 
that we are sending each delegation a question
naire to serve as the basis for an information 
exercise for your Committee, though it will also 
be useful to you, in your own parliaments, for 
putting questions, that may be sometimes indis
creet, to your committees. 

I have finished now, Mr. President. I shall be 
happy to give any further particulars that may 
be asked for by any of my friends here in WEU. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr. RADIUS (France) (TransJation). - I 
have nothing to add, as Mr. Delorme's report 
is a very full one. 

I can only express a twofold wish, on the 
one hand, that his appeals may be heard and, 
on the other - and here I share his position -
that all our colleagues will read this report with 
attention, speak in their national parliaments 
and do everything possible to spread this informa
tion - this publicity, as it were - about our 
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Western European Union, which needs such 
publicity in the interests of the union itself and 
of peace. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Note is 
taken of Mr. Delorme's report. 

4. European security and East-West relations 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. '126 

and Amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
Order of the Day is the resumed debate on the 
report of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments on European security and East
West relations and vote on the draft recom
mendation, Document 726 and Amendments. 

In the resumed debate, I call Mr. Dankert. 

Mr. DANKERT (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, the draft recommendation 
accompanying the report by Mr. de Koster has 
a fault familiar to us all. It says, in forceful 
terms, how we should behave towards the Rus
sians in the current and coming negotiations, 
but says nothing at all about what we should 
do to make relations better. 

The report itself - on which I would compli
ment Mr. de Koster if he were here- is a good 
deal more balanced. I would, therefore, describe 
it as a good report, even though here and there 
I have comments to make. The report provides 
us with an enormous number of statistics. I will 
not deny that these figures are useful ; yet it 
would not be sensible to take these figures as 
giving a picture of the security situation in 
Europe. The Rapporteur, too, is evidently aware 
of this, seeing his comments on the still undimin
ished technologiool superiority of the West and 
the lack of flexibility in the decision-making 
procedures and structures of the Kremlin. 

There are one or two comments I want to add, 
but first I will say this : where the situation in 
Central Europe is concerned, I, too, admit the 
numerical superiority of the Warsaw Pact. The 
question is, what this numerical superiority 
means for us and for Moscow. I believe finding 
the answer to this is far more difficult than just 
listing the totals of tanks, troops and so on. 
It is certainly possible to offer a number of 
partial answers, and I shall try to give you 
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some. Anyone looking at the world with the 
suspicion that is usual in the Kremlin and 
having to plan how many divisions the Soviet 
Union will need in the years ahead, will undoubt
edly allocate a sizable number to keeping the 
situation in Eastern Europe under control. If 
the same man has to evaluate the East-West 
relationship from the military viewpoint, I think 
he will, to be safe, count in the East European 
divisions available to him only to a limited 
extent, and will tend to make up for this weak
netti by extra effort on the Russian side. 

My second comment is that another factor that 
is undoubtedly to the West's advantage - and 
which is obliquely referred to in the report -
is the ponderous bureaucratic structure of the 
Soviet Union, one that 1also embraces the military 
apparatus. The flexibility that is needed to cope 
with crisis situations, the freedom of manoeuvre 
that lower-echelon commanders need to be able 
to act effectively, the individual responsibility 
which has for instance, made western pilots into 
such excellent fliers, are all qualities the Soviet 
system lacks, or at least does not exhibit to 
anything like the extent we do. 

My third comment is that we quite cheerfully 
lump together all the forces available to the 
Warsaw Pact, though we know that the Soviet 
Union equips its allies' troops appreciably less 
well than it does its own, and that it is common 
practice, when renewing equipment, to leave 
old gear with the Warsaw Pact units. 

This brings me to the general remark that 
statistics cannot be translated into a relationship 
of strength. Only careful anoalysis will show 
exactly what the relationship is. Figures do not 
tell us anything at all about security, which is 
a far wider concept. So I think we must stop 
continually presenting the threat in terms of 
tanks, aircraft and ,artillery. Not only because 
this gives us a false picture, but because this 
false picture has a demoralising effect on public 
opinion, which provides the basis for our defence 
efforts in the West. Nothing is more dangerous 
in the West than to demoralise the public. People 
begin to think, after they have been frightened 
for a few years with statistics about Russian 
arms production, that if the threat really is so 
formidable, then what is there left to do 
about it 1 We have to be very careful about this. 
We must not always be pointing to the Warsaw 
Pact, and if we do it is as well to say something 
at the same time about our own military efforts, 
about the improvements in quality achieved on 
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our side, and about the quality of the co-operation 
in our alliance and of society in our alliance. 

We must underline, too, that with our defence 
posture parity is not an absolute essential, and 
that we can keep our political and military end 
up with less effort than it takes the Warsaw 
Pact countries. I am glad to know that Mr. de 
Koster shares this opinion, from hearing his 
comment that we can be satisfied with main
taining the present day real level of defence 
effort. 

As I said a moment ago, security is a much 
wider concept than defence effort. I doubt you 
would want to give me the time to develop this 
idea further, so I will keep to just one aspect, 
that of the MBFR talks. These negotiations are 
making slow progress, we know. But as long 
as people are talking, they are not fighting. In 
the past I have voiced my doubts about the need 
for absolute parity ; yet achieving this total 
parity has been the starting-point for the nego
tiators. I have misgivings about this, much 
though I appreciate the difficulty for the West 
of abandoning this starting-point because it 
would mean the West enshrining the Warsaw 
Pact's numerical superiority in a treaty. This 
we cannot do of course. The West cannot give 
up the option of parity in the MBFR wne. The 
question is, however, whether this rules out per
centage reductions; I believe that a solution 
can be found. 

The West cannot agree to reductions being 
made on the basis of national sub-ceilings. 
Reductions in the second phase of the negotia
tions apply to all those directly concerned, taken 
together, or they are not made at all. 

The de Koster report does not mention, though 
I think there was every reason to do so, indigna
tion at the behaviour of our common ally France. 
This country has, by deciding to pull out 10,000 
troops from the Federal Republic, not only 
substantially strengthened the relative position 
of the Federal Republic in the defence of the 
West, but - and this is far more serious -
has, by refusing to allow French troops in 
Germany to be counted for the purposes of the 
MBFR ceiling, in fact created a situation in 
which the MBFR talks can move forward only 
if the West is prepared to bow to the Russian 
hobbyhorse of imposing national sub-ceilings. I 
have ·already said that these national sub-ceilings 
are unacceptable ; they must remain unaccept-
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able. To this I would add that present French 
policy is the same. So I hope that Paris will in 
the end manage to find some way of getting 
rid of this question of national sub-ooill.ings. 

Finally, I want to say something about the 
recommendation. As I have said, I find its lan
guage a little on the strong side. A number of 
amendments have been put forward, toning it 
down, and I might be able to vote for the 
recommendation if some of the amendments 
were accepted. Yesterday, the Rapporteur did 
not show himself all that keen on this. It seems 
to me that at all events paragraph 1 (b) (iii) 
will have to be dropped. This - and I have 
submitted an amendment on this point - in
volves separating MBFR from the conference 
on security and co-operation in Europe, because 
- as the Rapporteur emphasised yesterday -
these two sets of talks were made totally self
contained by a decision of the West itself. 
Although politically they naturally have a great 
deal to do with ~eh other, it is not necessary 
to link them again formally. Moreover, and this 
seems much more important, the Rapporteur 
hunself says that he sees a link between MBFR 
and SALT. I, too, think that there is such a 
link. Why, then, does the recommendation try 
to tie MBFR and .CSCE together again Y 

An amendment has been tabled by Mr. Riviere, 
No. 2. I find that I can wholly support the first . 
two parts of this, but not the third which has 
to do with maintaining an independent French 
nuclear force. The result is that procedurally 
I find myself forced to table an amendment of 
my own which is identical to the Riviere amend
ment where the first two paragraphs are con
cerned, but does not of course follow it in respect 
of the third. I hope that by accepting these 
amendments the .Assembly will make the recom
mendation what I would like it to be. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (TranslaJtion).- I call Mr. 
La Combe. 

Mr. LA COMBE (France) (Tmnslation). -
Mr. President, Ladies arul Gentlemen, Mr. de 
Koster's report is one which really expresses a 
tremendous amount of distrust - tremendous 
distrust of the eastern bloc countries ; and un
fortunately this is not quite in line with what 
we might have been entitled to hope from the 
Helsinki conference. I utter the words Helsinki 
conference because, as you are aware, much ado 
was made about this conference and a certain 
feeling of hope was born among the peoples. 
Unfortunately, we are bound to admit that the 
results have proved somewhat meagre. 
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Who is to blame ? I will begin, if I may, with 
the eastern bloc countries. It is obvious that, as 
long as the Soviet Union continues to keep its 
dool"S closed and to maintain the attitude which 
it adopts towards the rest of the world, the 
distrust expressed in Mr. de Koster's report will 
only grow deeper. Indeed, as long •as the dool"S 
remain shut in the realm of the family, in the 
realm of the press, in the realm of books and 
culture, in the realm of movement and transport, 
and in the realm of tourism, as long as the 
peoples do not enjoy reciprocal rights to talk to 
each other, fiool and lasting peace, the peace for 
which we hope, is not near at hand. 

Obviously, that is the negative aspect of the 
Soviet and satellite regimes but, seen from 
another angle, should we in Western Europe 
maintain the same attitude Y Should we harbour 
the same feeling of distrust 1 That is a question 
which may legitimately be asked, and I think 
that Mr. de Koster's report expresses a somewhat 
excessive degree of distrust. 

The last speaker held it against France that 
this country was perhaps inclined to stand aloof 
from the efforts the West is making to assure 
peace. He must not believe that France is 
opposed to peace. Far from it ! I would, however, 
simply remind you that our country is perhaps 
in a bad position on the world's chessboard, as 
it has suffered •a number of invasions in the past 
few centuries and that the distrust felt by France 
is quite legitimate. Accordingly, when France 
attempts to retain some measure of independence 
both from the West and from the East, I think 
that a number of those who are sitting on these 
benches will be able to understand the reason 
quite easily. 

On the one side, you have the formidable arma
ments of the Russians, who are stationed a few 
hundred kilometres away from our frontiers, and 
on the other you have far-distant America which 
has, indeed, twice come to "get us out of the 
mess", but which is all the same rather a long 
way off. In consequence, France's attitude, if we 
look at things from a very general standpoint 
and without dwelling unduly on the minor inci
dents of everyday political life, is perfectly 
explicable. 

That is why a little while ago I tabled Amend
ment No. 3, which expresses just this slight 
degree of independence vis-a-vis the Atlantic 
Alliance and this modest attempt by France 
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to preserve a certain measure of independence, 
not just for France but for Europe as a whole. 

I do believe that when I plead in favour of 
some measure of independence for Europe, I am 
at the same time pleading the cause of peace, 
so that we are able both to voice those reproaches 
which have to be addressed to the Soviet regime 
and yet to persevere untiringly with the dialogue, 
however many obstacles arise to hamper the 
attempts to talk. 

I am going to comment very briefly on 
Amendment No. 3 which I have tabled, so that 
I do not have to revert to the subject when it 
comes up for discussion. This amendment reflects 
a concern that has already found expression on 
many occasions in the course of the Assembly's 
discussions. Its purpose is to ensure that the 
recommendation made by the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments should in fact 
be addressed d·irect to the Council of Ministers 
of WEU instead of being made the sole concern 
of the North Atlantic Council. 

Mr. de Koster's text, as at present drafted, 
·assigns vital duties to the North Atlantic Coun
cil, whereas it leaves only subsidiary tasks to 
the WEU Council of Ministel"S, which mainly 
consist in bringing pressure to bear on France 
to participate in the negotiations on force 
reductions at Vienna and to give up its nuclear 
deterrent without any safeguards. 

It seems to me more in keeping with the proper 
role of WEU than with that of NATO to co
ordinate the action to be taken by European 
States in connection with the meeting to be held 
at Belgrade as a follow-up to the Helsinki con
ference. Indeed, active concrete consultations are 
already taking place at this moment in the 
European Community to prepare for the Bel
grade meeting. WEU's contribution to these 
consultations would be decisive because, with 
the responsibilities that this organisation holds 
in the military sphere, it could complement from 
the angle of security and defence the delibera
tions being conducted in the EEC framework, 
which generally reflect a too exclusive concern 
with economic or trade matters. 

Furthermore, it seems to me necessary to point 
out that •a recommendation addressed to the 
North Atlantic Council by the WEU Council of 
Ministers has no chance of receiving an answer. 
As it showed in its reaction to Recommendation 
288, the WEU Council in fact refuses to react 
to texts of this kind. As for the North Atlantic 
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Council, iJt does not react either, since our 
Assembly is not juridically entitled to submit 
them. 

If this ·amendment were not to be adopted, 
the Assembly would be obliged to v<Yte on a use
less text which would remain unanswered. Such 
is the tenor of this amendmelllt. 

Coming back to my initial remarks, I think 
that the balance of our Assembly must be main
tained by remonstrating with the eastern coun
tries about their aJttitude and, at the same time, 
by persevering untiringly in our action. As my 
friend has said, it is better to talk than to fight. 
(Applause) 

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

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I should 
begin by expressing my own sympathy with the 
Rapporteur, Mr. de Koster, who unfortunately 
is not able to hear what I have to say. I can 
only hope that he will have a chance to read 
what I say. I would begin by making a few 
remarks on the subject of the military balance, 
whi~h is treated in Mr. de Koster's report in a 
very balanced way, although, of course, trying 
to collect numbers on this subject is, as Mr. Dan
kert has indi0ated, a very difficult task which 
always creates ambiguities. 

Like my colleague Mr. W atkinson, who spoke 
yesterday, I think that the quotation from Dr. 
Kissinger which is given in paragraph 14 of the 
report is a very clear one and assesses the real 
situation. He uses these phrases : "Let us not 
paralyse ourselves by a rhetoric of weakness ... 
The fact is that nowhere has the West been 
defeated for lack of strength". There is a danger 
of remarks being made on some occasions in the 
United States, where different branches of the 
armed forces bid against each other to get a 
larger share of the defence budget, which paint 
the threat unduly black. 

That is a temptation which occurs occasion
ally in countries on this side of the Atlantic also 
where, for interests of domestic policies, the 
threat is sometimes painted unduly black by 
political leaders. This, however, is not the occa
sion to go into that. 

No one doubts that there is a problem, but it 
would be wrong for us to overstate it and to have 
unduly coloured descriptions of it. One does not 
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need to ask only the question "How much is 
enough ?" One also wants to know "Enough to 
do what ?" - because one needs to work out 
exactly in what situation we should be needing 
these forces and what kind of forces might be 
necessary. 

Considerations of numbers, characteristics and 
capabilities of opposing forces are necessary for 
designing an optimal force structure and an 
optimal posture, but that in itself is not suffi
cient. A posture consists of more than simply a 
force structure. It ·also includes the policies and 
practices that govern the use of those forces, the 
morale of troops, their quality and the quality 
of their exercises. In many respeets, the way 
things are used is just as important as what they 
are, the more so wlien they are used ineffectively. 
It is some of these qualiiative factors that are 
often missing from the purely numerical military 
balances which appear all too often. I very 
much appreciate, therefore, what has been said 
by the Rapporteur, in particular in quoting 
from Dr. Eissinger. 

I should like to say a few words on the 
section dealing with the SALT negotiations. It 
is sometimes suggested that, aa these are negotia
tions between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, they are no concern of ours, but if the 
strategic deterrent were to fail it would be 
Western Europe which would be more likely 
to suffer than any other continent. It might be 
that the Soviet Union could survive a first strike. 
It is certainly spending enough on civil defence 
now. It may be that with its vast distances the 
United States too could, in some limping way, 
survive a first strike. It is much more difficult 
for us to see how Western Europe could survive 
even a first strike. Therefore, quite clearly 
strategic armaments limitations are of essential 
importance for us on our continent. 

Mr. de Koster speaks of the Jl(l8sibility of 
limiting deployment of cruise missiles as one 
way to ensure a SALT agreement. This is a.n 
interesting point, but it must be pointed out that 
the Soviet Union already has such missiles 
deployed and there are some problems of balance 
in this respect. I should like to refer to one of 
the developments in missile technology which, I 
believe, is of even more critical importance in 
this field but which, unfortunately, is not refer
red to in Mr. de Koster's report. 

It is the development of what are called 
MARV ed (not MIRV ed) missiles - those with 
manoeuvrable re-entry vehicles. This device does 
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not merely have a ballistic missile going to one 
part of the world or another. Once it approaches 
its target it will have terminal guidance mech
anisms very similar in some ways to those 
which exist in the cruise missile, enabling it to 
come to a much more precise target. Those 
MARV ed missiles are at present being built by 
the United States and, one assumes, by the 
Soviet Union. 

But I have recently been reading in the Amer
ican journal Foreign Policy a most interesting 
paper by Congressman Downey of New York, 
who has had access to members of the House 
Armed Services Committee for a good deal of 
American briefing on this material. This paper 
warns that the MARV ed missile is one of the 
most destabilising factors as far as the future 
effective use of the deterrent is concerned. 
Therefore, we have a common interest that in 
the SALT II and SALT Ill negotiations a ban 
should be imposed upon the further development 
of MARVed missiles, because if we go over that 
horizon it will be more difficult for us to main
tain stability and there will be increased risk 
that our continent will be the victim of the tech
nologies of these superpowers. 

Further, I should like to say a word on the 
section which Mr. de Koster referred to as 
EUROSALT - that is, strategic armaments 
limitation talks dealing with weapons in Europe, 
forward-based systems as well as the deterrents 
of Britain and of France. This is a very stimu
lating se0tion of his report. There is, indeed, a 
gap between discussions on technical forces and 
ground forces within MBFR and discussions 
between the superpowers as far as strategic 
armaments are concerned. But I do not think 
that the forum suggested by Mr. de Koster of 
a sub-oommittee of the bipartisan SALT between 
the United States and the Soviet Union is neces
sarily the most effective way to discuss these 
Eurostrategic problems. 

I think that this is something to which we as 
an Assembly will have to return. Nonetheless, I 
am glad that this has been put before us by 
Mr. de Koster in his report. 

Finally, like those who have spoken earlier, 
and particularly Mr. Dankert, I wish to come 
to the question of the MBFR discussions. Mr. de 
Koster yesterday referred to Mr. Brezhnev's 
reoont remark that there would be work for our 
<'hildren and our grandchildren in MBFR. That 
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may be the case. It will be a long and continuous 
process. But that is not a reason why we should 
not attempt to make some progress in the reason
ably near future. Quite clearly, unless military 
detente accompanies poNtical detente, the pos
sibility of further political detente will be 
significantly reduced. I am, however, in agree
ment with Mr. Dankert, and on this occasion 
with Mr. Riviere and his 0olleagues, in that I am 
not altogether happy about the linkage between 
the MBFR negotiations and the Belgrade con
ference. I think that MBFR was kept very 
separate from Helsinki, and I believe that it 
would be right to maintain this separately from 
the important conference that will take place 
next year in Belgrade. I shall, therefore, want to 
support Mr. Dankert's amendment to delete that 
particular part of the recommendation when we 
come to the vote. 

As far as the Belgrade conference is concerned, 
I would say this. I was rocently in Moscow, and 
in discussions with the Russians it became quite 
clear that they see detente as a matter of State
to-State relations. But they believe, quite rightly 
and quite openly, that the ideological struggle 
between different philosophies and different sets 
of ideas should go on. I recognise that and I 
respect it, but I expect them to respect it too 
because, if we are to have in our countries a 
debate of ideas and an ideological struggle, this 
is something which should go in two directions. 
One must ensuro in that respoot that basket 3 
of the OSCE is respected and that there is not 
merely a nominal presence of western news
papers in Eastern Europe but also an opportun
ity for the ideas of our societies to be discussed 
and known in that society, as well, of course, as 
ideas of theirs to be known in the West. This 
must be a dialogue if there is to be an effective 
"ideological struggle" - to use the Russians' 
words - and an ideological discussion. 

~his is an important report. I 'am glad that 
we have had a chance to debate !it. I hope very 
much that, with the amendment proposed by 
Mr. Dankert, we will be ruble to accept the 
recommendation. (Applause) 

5. Address by Mr. Wischnewski, Minister 
of State for Foreign Affairs of the Federal 

Republic of Germany 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- We shall 
adjourn the debate in order to hear the address 
by Mr. Hans-Jiirgen Wischnewski, Minister of 
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State for Foreign Affairs of the Federal 
Republic of Germany. 

On behalf of this Assembly, I bid you wel
come, Mr. Miillster. We are always interested to 
listen to the representatives of the Federal 
Republic of Germany in a forum which came into 
being through a treaty that restored to your 
country, at a moment when it was entering the 
concert of nations, appropriate and now very 
extensive means of assuring its defence and con
tributing to our jront security. 

For that reason, whenever a representative of 
the Federal Republic of Germany comes to this 
rostrum, the Assembly hears him with particu
larly keen attention ; and in that spirit I too am 
preparing to listen to you with the closest atten
tion. 

Will you kindly come to the rostrum, Mr. 
Minister, to make your statement. 

Mr. WISCHNEWSKI (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affa'lirs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, I must thank you for the invita
tion to take part in this debate. I am very glad to 
have the opportunity of putting to you one or 
two ideas on the present state of European 
politics ·as seen against the background of world 
events, from the viewpoint of the Fedeml. Repub
lic of Germany. 

The new Federal Government will be taking 
office in the next day or two. It will keep 
steadfastly to the paBt line of foreign policy on 
the aarumption that the general state of tension 
between East and West and between North and 
South will continue to .determine international 
events and needs to be resolved. 

The Atlantic Alliance is and remains vital for 
us in two ways : as the guarantor of our security, 
and as the indispensable backing for our policy 
of detente. We are therefore determined to con
tinue playing an active part in the Alliance. We 
know that we are at one with our partners in 
considering that security and detente are the 
two main objectives of the Alliance. 

The continuing political and ideological dif
ferences between the countries with a communist 
regime and the free democracies of the west can 
be kept under control only by a realistic policy 
of detente. The danger of a nuclear catastrophe 
gives both sides convincing grounds for exercis-
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ing reason and restraint. Confrontation must be 
replaced, wherever possible, by co-operation and 
trust. 

It would however be dangerous to overlook 
the continuing causes of tension which can at 
any time lead to a conflict situation in East
West relations. It is on this basis that the 
western participants are negotiating in Vienna 
for a mutual 'and ballanced reduction of forces. 
The allies taking part in the MBFR talks have 
as their aim the creation of a more stable balance 
of forces in Central Europe, and with this in 
mind have suggested establishing approximate 
parity in the form of common collective ceilings 
for the ground forces of both sides within the 
reductions area. They are convinced that success 
in this field would be an important oontribution 
towards the reduction of tension and the streng
thening of peace and security in Europe. 

Disarmament and control of armaments on a 
world scale must be given the highest priority. 
For one thing, the efforts to achieve detente, 
peace and security will end in failure if the 
armaments race continues unchecked. For 
another, the squandering of scarce resources is 
a burden on mankind in every part of the world. 

Disarmament and control of armaments cannot 
be ends in themselves ; they must help to secure 
peace. It ought to be possible to lower the 
burden of armaments, and at the same time to 
maintain or create as s!Jable a balance of wrces 
as possible both worldwide and in individual 
parts of the globe. To do this, it is necessary to 
remove the political causes of tension. It also 
needs mutual confidence that agreements which 
have been entered into will be respected, backed 
by appropriate, effective supervisory measures. 

In our efforts to strengthen security and co
operation in Europe we must make use of the 
possibilities ,afforded by the final act at Helsinki. 
In so doing we must not allow our vision rto be 
distorted by what has not been achieved to date 
as regaTds implementation of the final act. It 
represents 'a programme for the future and we 
must press for its implementation, precisely 
because it is here that our basic political values 
are reflected. 

No State that has signed the final act should 
overlook the fact that its will to achieve detente 
will be judged by what it does to carry out the 
measures contained in the act. What is at stake 
is the credibility and continued existence of the 
policy of detente, which is still an essential part 
of our whole policy. 
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In the second major field of tension, the most 
serious problems are those caused by the unequal 
distribution of material wellbeing amongst the 
peoples of the world. The third world is rightly 
disappointed that the gap between most develop
ing countries and the rich industrialised nations 
has become not smaller but even greater. Organ
isation of the commodity markets, increased 
exports of industrial products by the developing 
countries, more aid for the least developed coun
tries have become particularly urgent problems. 

In the current negotiations at the United 
Nations, at the Conference on World Trade and 
at the Conference on International Co-operation 
in Paris the problem is not just one of finding a 
new strategy for development aid. The objective 
is a just and balanced world economic order 
which ensures that the developing countries are 
fully integrated into the world economy. If we 
do not succeed in getting the North-South 
conflict moving on constructive lines there will 
be disturbances, in a world economy based on 
a division of labour, which in the last resort will 
be a threat to the peaceful coexistence of nations. 

Changes in the price of oil in recent years 
have shown the extent to which international 
conflict springs from the endeavour to obtain a 
fair distribution of resources, and to ensure the 
economic and, ultimately, the political stability 
of the western nations. The recession in the world 
economy has also hit the oil-producing countries. 

Fortunately however there are also encourag
ing signs that the will to co-operate has grown 
throughout the world. 

The Federal Government will make its con
tribution to achieving real progress towards a 
sensible rearrangement of economic relations 
between industrialised and developing countries. 
In the current negotiations on new forms of 
industrial co-operation, which are urgently neces
sary in the interests of both parties, we do not 
however look for salvation through worldwide 
dirigism. 

It would be a mistake to believe that the 
market economy works solely in favour of the 
industrialised countries. A worldwide economic 
dirigism would destroy the efficiency of the 
world economy, cripple world trade and destroy 
the conditions required for effective development 
aid, and so run counter to the interests of the 
developing countries. 
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We are not pessimistic, but we reckon that the 
North-South dialogue will demand from all con
cerned much stamina, patience and willingness 
to co-operate. In the end we shall have to arrive 
at a result which is ooceptable to all, for there 
is no alternative to such a policy. 

In view of the size of ,the problem and the 
play of forces in the modern world, uniting 
Europe is and will remain the great historic task 
of the European countries. Each country on its 
own would be condemned to remain without 
influence in the very matters which will decide 
our future. Only European union, goal of the 
present stage in the policy of unifying Europe, 
offers the chance of a lasting political merger 
and of establishing an effective political entity 
and which will really match the scale of world 
policy problems. 

However, anybody who wants to see in Europe 
a third foree between the superpowers is deluding 
himself or is starting from a faLse analysis 
of the political situation in the world. Relations 
between Europe and America are characterised 
by shared ideas about freedom and human rights. 
Even if Europe were to pool all its military 
resources, it could not provide a counterweight 
to the military might of the Soviet Union. A 
united Europe will be a Europe which is politi
cally and economically stronger, and thus more 
capable of defending itself. But it will not be an 
alliance alongside the Alliance, burt rather bring 
a strengthening of the one Alliance, through 
increased European efficiency. 

Undoubtedly the interests of Europe and 
America are not identical in every respect. By 
reason of its geographical situation, its lack of 
sources of energy and raw materials and its 
historical relations with the third world, Europe 
certainly has interests which differ from those of 
the United States. What is decisive, however, 
are the bonds which stem from common demo
cratic traditions and basic values. All attempts 
to define a European identity by making a 
distinction between Europe and the United 
States must therefore fail. 

The security of Europe is based for as far 
ahead as one can see on the A1liance with the 
United States and Canada. But security is also 
one of the essential preconditions of European 
unification. The countries of Europe must, as is 
stated in the declaration on the European iden
tity in December 1973, "make constant efforts to 
insure that they have adequate means of defence 
at their disposal". 
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Concern for our common security is thus one 
of the questions which directly affect European 
union. The Federal German Government agrees 
with the proposals of the Belgian Prime Minister, 
Mr. Tindemans, for a regular exchange of views 
on European defence problems and on the Euro
pean aspects of multilateral security negotia
tions, and for increased co-operation on arma
ments among the Nine. A European foreign 
policy must one day include defence policy ; and 
a European economic policy cannot ignore the 
problems of the armaments industries. 

We attach especial importance to co-operation 
on armaments. Here too we must find solutions 
which match up to the specifically European 
security problems, shaped as these are by the 
needs of the Atlantic Alliance and the aim of 
European unification. In our opinion the 
recently created European programme group 
should be at the centre of this co-operation on 
armaments. The European programme group 
was set up in order that, with French co-opera
tiOn, a fresh start could be made on improving 
European co-operation on armaments ; it works 
in the spirit of the Atlantic Alliance, and it is 
meant to establish the basis for a dialogue with 
the United States about achieving a more equit
able balance between the supplies of arms by the 
European and by the American aJ.lies. Every
thing the Europeans undertake together must 
contribute effectively to the greater security of 
the West. 

The WEU member governments decided in 
May 1976 to entrust WED's Standing Arma
ments Committee with the task of preparing, 
by the end of the present year, a programme for 
a study of the problems of the European arma
ments industry and a description of its proposed 
method of work. The modified Brussels Treaty 
which set up WEU combines in a very con
structive way the two objectives which must 
guide Europeans in their efforts to strengthen 
the European component of NATO- consolidat
ing the Atlantic Alliance and uniting Europe. 
The WEU Treaty forms part of the Paris 
Agreements of 1955, which made the Federal 
Republic of Germany an equal partner in NATO 
and WEU. WEU has from the outset relied on 
the military structures of NATO. It ought to 
be possible both to use the possibilities available 
in the Standing Armaments Committee and to 
make the efforts necessary to centralise Euro
pean co-operation on armaments within the 
framework of the European programme group. 
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The WEU Assembly, too, keeps its eyes on 
the twin objectives of European security and 
unification. Your Assembly is making its con
tribution to mobilising both the aspirations and 
the material forces of our peoples in pursuit of 
these two objectives. Because its efforts are 
directed towards the twin needs of European 
security and progress in the unific~~;tion of 
Europe, the Assembly has a unique position in 
European politics. The special role played by 
the WEU Assembly was honoured in the speeches 
at the commemorative meeting held in Bonn in 
May 1975 on the occasion of the Assembly's 
twentieth anniversary. 

Today the Community of the Nine is on the 
way to becoming a truly political community. 
One important step is the firm decision to hold 
direct general elections to the parliament of the 
Ji.Juropean Community in 1978. For the first time 
there will be a European Parliament whose legit
imacy is European, and not national. In taking 
this decision we are carrying out oo obligation 
undertaken in the Treaties of Rome. We must 
not expect immediate and spectacular results, 
for direct elections do not solve the problem of 
the powers of the European Parliament. A direct 
.I!Juropean mandate will however mean a con
siderable increlliSe in authority. A member of 
parliament who has been elected for Europe 
cannot be debarred from discussing any problem 
which concerns Europe. We are entitled to 
expect that his European authority will confer 
on him a corresponding political influence. 

In his report on European union, Mr. Tinde
mans raised in a much discussed footnote the 
question of the future role of the WEU Assem
bly. He raised the question on the assumption 
that the powers of the European union and of 
the European Parliament would be extended to 
cover those matters which have so far been 
discussed by the WEU Assembly. 

I am glad that this House welcomes direct 
elections to the European Parliament and that 
you are urging your governments to move ahead 
on the basis of the Tindemans report. I would 
particularly like to congratulate the Rapporteur 
on his excellent report on European union and 
WEU. I agree with him that the WEU Assembly 
has not lost its raison d'etre simply because the 
Community has, by instituting direct elections, 
taken a decisive step towards a democratically
constituted Community ; and I do so for two 
reasons. 

First, the treaty establishing WEU is still 
there. It is part of the general network upon 
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which the security of Western Europe is based. 
As I have already pointed out, the Federal 
Republic of Germany became an equal partner 
in NATO and WEU thanks to the Paris Agree
ments of 1955, of which the treaty creating WEU 
forms part. The Assembly is still required under 
the treaty to watch over the application of the 
modified Brnssels Treaty. 

Secondly, from the very beginning the WEU 
Assembly has been more than Article IX of the 
modified Brnssels Treaty, on which it is based, 
would by itself suggest. Indeed, it can, through 
its well-informed reports 'and debates covering 
all aspects of security - military, political, eco
nomic and technological, probably provide valu
able new ideas for NATO as well as for the 
European Oommunity, and it will retain this 
function. 

The particular set of political forces that 
permeate the complex problems of European 
security, lying as it does between the Atlantic 
Alliance and the European Community, calls for 
parliamentarians who can keep their eyes on 
both. They will probably work more closely with 
their colleagues in the European Parliament as 
the discussion of security policy develops in the 
European Parliament. Your special contribution 
however will be then as now to have, as a result 
of the mandate conferred upon you by the WEU 
Treaty and your twenty years of experience, an 
overall view of the way in which European 
security interests tie in closely with NATO. Your 
ideas penetrate into the thinking of the Alliance 
-as a specifically European contribution which 
continuously keeps before our allies the political 
reality of unification in Europe. At the same 
time your ideas should be a valuable contribution 
to the shaping of public opinion on foreign 
affairs in the Community, which must not be 
allowed to develop in disregard of the f.acts 
concerning security in Europe. 

In the present state of world politics, which 
is determined more and more by powers of 
continental scale and, in negotiations, by large 
blocs, the European Community is having, under 
the pressure of the outside world, to back up its 
policy of unification by joint action abroad. At 
the same time it is being pressed on all sides to 
speak with one voice on the international stage 
and to exert its full weight. Acting as a Com
munity in external affairs is a decisive element 
in creating European union. 
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In the shaping of its external relations and the 
establishing of political co-operation inside 
Europe, the Community has developed a set of 
instrnments with which to prepare joint action 
abroad. The Community's achievements in the 
field of foreign affairs to date have accustomed 
the world to the process of European unification. 
But they have also aroused expectations both 
inside and outside Europe. The Nine do not find 
it easy to live up to these expectations. Our 
decision-making apparatus in the Community, 
and even more so in the individual member 
States, has not kept pace with worldwide political 
developments. This is nothing new ; instances 
can be soon again and again in history. We are 
in the middle of the difficult process of adjusting 
our structures to the new realities. 

I believe that you, who are at one and the 
same time European and national parliamenta
rians, have a very special role to play in this 
difficult process. You will have to arouse greater 
understanding in the national parliaments of the 
need for a common European foreign policy 
which - as with any European policy - will 
always or at least in very many cases have to 
be a compromise. I believe that many of the 
frequently cited instances where, on the inter
national scene, European policy has broken down 
- I am thinking in particular of certain votes 
taken in the United Nations - came a:bout 
simply because, in our national parliaments and 
our political parties, there is still a lack of 
understanding for the initial steps towards a 
Jl}uropean foreign policy that are being taken 
today. In this connection I have no desire to 
spare governments. I wish to make that quite 
clear. 

The preparations being made for direct elec
tions will certainly strengthen the political party 
federation. It would be an important contribu
tion to the nascent European foreign policy if 
the Europe8!n political party groupings were to 
decide that, in the national parliaments, a line 
of foreign policy agreed by the nine governments 
will not be questioned without overwhelming 
cause. Unity in dealing with the outside world 
is today an important element in Europe's soli
darity. 

The Community's problems are proving to be 
more difficult than the founding fathers of 
Europe imagined. The Community is still far 
from being the single economic area we have 
been trying to achieve. Under the pressure of the 
world economic crisis, the economies and living 
standards of the Community countries have 
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grown apart, and action to bring them closer 
together again is now a prime objective of Euro
pean policy. It is difficult to find procedures 
for arriving at joint decisions, which are often 
blocked because of internal interests peculiar to 
this or that country. Since we can only build a 
Europe in which the partnem have equal rights, 
concepts like the ~blishment of a directorate 
or similar proposals are inappropriate, as they 
give an unfair prepondenance in the decision
making process to the larger or more highly
developed countries. In this situation the Euro
pean Council, created two years ago, must 
manage to prove itself as the highest political 
authority. Finally, the second wave of new mem
bers which will, later on, join the Community 
will make the establishment of a single economic 
area and of an effective decision-making process 
even more difficult. The Community will, 
however, have to cope with this problem together 
with the acceding States, even if this means, 
perha'Ps, seeking new solutions. Mr. President, 
only a Europe which has achieved solidarity 
will in the long run be a unified and democratic 
Europe. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Mr. Min
ister, I thank you for your statement, which was 
so full and in certain respects so exhaustive. 

As is customary, you are ready to expose 
yourself to the crossfire of questions which will 
be put to you by members of the Assembly. 

I call Mr. Peridier. 

Mr. PERIDIER (France) (Translation). -
l\Iy question needs no commentary, Mr. Minister, 
as it is very clear : do you consider that the 
withdrawal of 10,000 men belonging to the 
French armed forces from the territory of the 
Federal Republic, in order to equip them with 
tactical nuclear weapons, constitutes a streng
thening or a weakening of joint defence ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Minister. 

Mr. WISCHNEWSKI (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - The Federal Govern
ment quite appreciates the need for structural 
changes being made in the French army. The 
Federal Government has had excellent contacts 
with the French Government as regard the mat
ter raised by Mr. Peridier. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Hulpiau. 

Mr. HULPIAU (Belgium) (Translation). -
I was glad to hear the remarkable address by the 
Minister, Mr. Wischnewski. A large part of his 
address was devoted to the problems of arma
ments, defence and security. It is in this context 
that I venture to submit two concrete questions 
for his attention. 

The first, which is in certain respects similar 
to that asked by Mr. Peridier, is as follows : do 
you consider, Mr. Minister, that the withdrawal 
of British forces from the Am1y of the Rhine, of 
which notice has been given, would constitute a 
significant weakening of joint defence ? Has this 
proposal been referred to the WEU Council Y 

A second question : do you consider that the 
mandate given to the WEU Standing Arma
ments Committee can contribute to strengthening 
Europe's share in common defence within the 
framework of the Atlantic Alliance ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Minister. 

Mr. WISCHNEWSKI (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation).- May I say quite categor
ically that while the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom did refer to the financial bur
den involved for the United Kingdom, this re
mark was not linked with the announcement of 
the withdrawal of United Kingdom troops serv
ing with the British Army of the Rhine. I want 
to make this point quite clear. 

As regards the second question, I would 
answer this with a definite "Yes". 

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

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). - I thank 
the Minister for that last answer. I do not now 
need to ask the first of my two questions, but 
my second is as follows. While honouring the 
modified Brussels Treaty, would the Federal 
Republic of Germany be prepared to consider 
developments 'and modifications of the role and 
membership of the Western European Union 
Assembly to ensure more effective links and co
operation between national parliamentarians in 
the fields of defence and security questions in 
our seven countries, if such proposals were put 
forward by the Assembly Y 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
the Minister. 
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Mr. WISCHNEWSKI (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - The Federal Govern
ment will always be ready to support any pro
posal which is likely to improve co-operation 
between representatives of the national parlia
ments, and in particular where questions of 
security and defence are concerned. 

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

Mr. FAULDS (United Kingdom).- I should 
like to ask the Minister, perhaps in more detail, 
about the subject which he seemed to me to skirt 
over. The WEU organisation is concerned pri
marily with the security of the West. Nothing 
is more essential to the security of the economies 
of the West than an assurance of energy supplies 
and good relations with the raw material pro
ducers of the world. In this context many of us 
- I must be honest with the Minister of State -
feel profoundly disturbed by the attitude 
adopted by Chancellor Schmidt at the recent 
discussions of the Nine, and his attitude towards 
the North-South negotiations in Paris. His 
attitude seemed unhoolthily in line with that of 
the United States, which is not as exposed as 
are most of the economies of the West on the 
question of raw material supplies. 

It seemed to us that trade and aid concessions 
towards the developing world should have been 
made with an intention - this was openly 
discussed - of mollifying the Arab oil pro
ducers. Such a conciliatory gesture on debt relief 
and on price guamntees for raw materials for 
the developing world might have helped those 
very people in OPEC such as Sheikh Y amani 
who are trying to restrain the demands of other 
OPEC members for a rise in oil prices. It is 
significant and disturbing that the OPEC meet
ing planned for 20th December in Qatar is likely 
to be postponed. Would the Minister care to 
comment in more detail on this most crucial 
matterY 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. WISCHNEWSKI (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of t"M Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation).- Yes, I shall be very glad 
to comment. 

As a start I should like to state that the ' .. Federal Chancellor has a thoroughly pOSitive 
attitude towards the North-South dialogue; last 
vear when efforts to get this dialogue going were . ' 
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first being made, he committed himself very 
firmly to the Federal Republic's making its con
tribution towards making this dialogue possible. 

The fact that no decision was reached in The 
Hague at the .Jast meeting of the European 
Council was due to a number of roosons. Firstly, 
it so happened that all the heads of government 
were unanimous - yes, unanimous - that an 
increase in the price of oil affects the production 
capacity of the industrialised countries, and 
consequently their capacity to help the develop
ing countries. It was noted that for the OECD 
countries an increase of 10 % in the price of oil 
means a difference of approximately $14,000 
million and that there are quite a number of 
countries - some of them represented here today 
- which as a result of such a situation would 
find themselves in serious difficulties. I think 
that it is not only the right but the duty of the 
heads of government to speak quite frankly on 
this problem in order to draw the attention of 
those who are responsible for discussing questions 
of higher oil prices to this state of affairs to do 
so bearing in mind the fact that oil prices have 
quadrupled in the last three and a half years, 
with the result that not only a number of indus
trial countries but in particular a large number 
of developing countries too are now in difficul
ties. 

In order to achieve a result applicable as far 
as possible to the whole of the world, all the 
large industrialised countries must be given an 
opportunity to state their views on this qu~on. 
Everybody understands that at the present time 
the United States is not in a position to do this, 
but that by February or March next year it will 
be much easier. 

May I remind you that the idea of postponing 
the dialogue did not come in the first place from 
the group of industrialised countries but 
originated with the developing countries, and 
was based on their realistic assessment of the 
situation with which they are faced. I believe 
a solution ought to be found in which the most 
powerful industrialised country in the western 
world can be fully involved. The Federal Govern
ment will try for its part, to contribute towards 
a result which helps the developing countries to 
solve their problems, but which on the other hand 
does not weaken the industrialised countries to 
such an extent that they are no longer in a 
position in which they can really meet their 
obligations to the third world. 

The PRESID"ENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Jessel. 
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Mr. JESSEL (Umted Kingdom). - Concern
ing the elections to the European Parliament 
which are due to take place in 1978, may I ask 
the Minister to give his opinion on what the 
effects would be if either one or two of the nine 
countries comprising the Community failed to 
make the necessary arrangements for elections 
in time, so that the next parliament, from 1978 
to 1982, continued to have nomina;ted members? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. WISCHNEWSKI (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - What really matters is 
the agreement that the elections will take place 
in 1978. All the governments hope that ratifica
tion and the requisite national legislation - for 
national legislation will of course still be required 
in order to establish the relevant electoral law -
will have been completed in time for elections 
actually to take place in 1978. Should that not 
be possible, there will in many member countries 
of the European Community be great disappoint
ment among large sections of the public. That is 
why we hope that all countries will be in a 
position to ratify the agreement and complete 
their national legislation in time to enable the 
elections to be held in 1978. If it had to be, a 
delay of a few weeks or months would not matter. 
But that all the nine European countries should 
vote at the same time is a matter of enormous 
political importance, and we must in no circum
stances dispense with it. Moreover, I take it as 
axiomatic that one must avoid the European 
Parliament being placed in a situation where it 
has members of differing status - some of them 
directly elected by the people and others who 
have been delegated. I hold those colleagues who 
lrave been delegated in high esteem ; but, if one 
country were to use one method and •another a 
different one, that would result in debates which 
would not, I believe, be helpful to the develop
ment of Europe. 

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

Mr. MENDELSON (United Kingdom).- My 
question arises out of the last answer but one 
given by the Minister. I particularly welcomed 
the first part of his answer but I should like to 
follow the second part, of which I was more 
critieal. When he said that not only the Chancel
lor of -the Federal Republic was very critical of 
the proposed further increase in oil prices, he 
was speaking for many of us in the British 
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House of Commons, because the Prime Minister 
of the United Kingdom, Mr. Callaghan, in a 
major speech in London on a major public 
occasion, was one of the first to issue this warn
ing. The Minister was absolutely right in saying 
that the poor, underdeveloped countries have 
suffered even more severely than the advanced 
industrial countries as a result of the last very 
high increases. 

I wish to intervene because I think it would 
be unfortunate if the Minister went away with 
the impression that the agreement that many 
of us gave to the first part of his answer should 
be carried through to the second part. When my 
colleague, Mr. Faulds, referred to the ~ 
tur'bance in the minds of many parliamentarians 
about the slow development of the conference 
that is to deal with aid and a new trade agree
ment for the underdeveloped countries which 
often depend for their entire future prospoots 
upon these negotiations, it ought to be said that 
progress is woefully irregular •and woefully slow. 
The Minister ought to take away the impression 
that people who go along with him in his refer
ence to the oil kingdoms are deeply dissatisfied 
about the attitude of many of our governments 
in not doing much more to make a better agreed 
solution possible without delay and urge him 
and his colleagues to make haste in helping those 
underdeveloped countries with largesse, friend
ship and courage. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I would 
request members simply to ask questions and not 
to state their viewpoints. 

The interest aroused by your contributions to 
the deba;te, Mr. Minister, lead me to ask if you 
will also answer two additional questions which 
have been put down at the last minute. 

Do you wish to reply first to Mr. Mendelson T 

Mr. WISCHNEWSKI (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation).- May I begin by saying 
that I am glad Mr. Mendelson is obviously in 
full agreement with the first part of my answer. 

As for the second part, I do not see any 
difference of opinion between us. I am. in favour 
of speeding things up as much as possible. But 
my opinion remains unchanged. I am in favour 
of matters developing as quickly as it will be 
possible to bring the United States into the 
decision-making pl"()C('i~S as well. I do not believe 
there can be any worldwide settlement without 
the United States taking part in the decision-



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Wischrwwski ~continued) 

making. Provided this condition is met, I am 
in favour of speeding things up as much as 
possible, so as to get results as soon as possible. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mrs. von Bothmer. 

Mrs von BOTHMER (Federal Republic of 
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, the 
Minister spoke of the relative strengths of the 
two big blocs, and of the role of Europe. He 
stressed that only a strong and united Europe 
could be a worthwhile partner of the western 
alliance, and that means of the United States too. 
There is no doubt about that. Whalt I would 
like to know, however, is how the United States 
itself sees thris stronger, united Europe, should 
it emerge - and this would also presuppose 
unification in, for example, matters of defence. 
Can the Minister tell us whether the United 
States has a positive ,attitude towards a Europe 
which, strengthened in this way, would stand 
beside it ? I put this question because I have to 
date heard no pronouncements on this matter 
from the United States. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. WISCHNEWSKI (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Little information has 
come out of the United States since the pre
sidential elections. The President-elect of the 
United States has however given his views on 
his relations with Europe in an interview. He 
said quite clearly that he had sympathy for the 
efforts being made to unite Europe, that he took 
it- for granted that consultations would be 
stepped up - and added in so many words that 
it would of course be wholly agreeable and 
acceptable to him if the Europeans wished to 
speak with one voice when dealing with the 
United States. Such is the firm information 
available on the new American President's 
attitude to European questions. 

I am sure that we shall have an opportunity 
of hearing more about this after 21st January 
1977 ; but I am convinced that on the question 
of a positive relationship between the United 
States and a Europe in the process of unifica
tion there will be no great change in the attitude 
so far adopted in the Un~ted States. 

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

7* - IV 
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Mr. de NIET (Netherlands).- Regarding the 
matter raised in the last question, does not the 
Minister agree that it is rather fanciful to speak 
about that whole subject Y We were here listening 
to Mr. Thorn yesterday, and we have read the 
newspapers. The only message that is very clear 
is that Europe is not speaking with one voice, 
and will not do so in the near future, about any 
really important subjects for the future except 
the one that the Minister has mentioned - and 
that is a simple farce, if I may say so. 

Apparently, the Minister has told us that 
European Ministers were all agreeing in The 
Hague just a few days ago that there is a very 
serious link between the price of oil and the 
extent of what Western Europe - even the 
richest countries of Western Europe - can do 
about aid for and solidarity with the poor parts 
of the world to help mitigate their situation. I 
know that that is the theory, but I see that there 
are big countries in Western Europe, rich and 
powerful countries, which have not reached half 
the percentage of aid - the capital flow from 
public sources - agreed upon in the forum of 
OECD years ago. They never reached an 
important and imposing percentage even when 
growth was still taking place. Therefore, the 
political will is not present. Thus, we are also 
stuck about the credibility of what we have to 
say in North-South relationships in UNCTAD 
and so on. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call the 
Minister. 

Mr. WISCHNEWSKI (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation).- I do not share the view 
that what we say in international conferences is 
not to be believed. Some people may, however, 
be more hesitant than others to say something, 
because they assume that what is said must in 
fact be carried out. I, too, greatly regret that 
the recession in the industrialised countries of 
the West has contributed to a situation in which 
quite a number of countries have fallen far short 
of the 0.7% target. I hope that economic 
developments in the coming year will be such 
that all the industrialised countries will make 
fresh efforts to reach the 0. 7 % target as soon 
as possible. You may rest assured that the 
Federal Government will make every effort to 
draw closer to this target as soon as possible. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you, Mr. Minister, for your kindness and for the 
competence with which you have answered the 
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questions put to you. I would add that, :for 
many of our colleagues, points which had still 
been obscure have now been made clearer to us; 
and you have enlarged in an admirable manner 
on the Federal Republic's view on the problems 
that concern us. 

On behalf of the .Assembly, I would convey to 
you once again our very warm and unanimous 
thanks. (Applause) 

(Sir John Rodgers, Vice-President of the 
Assembly, took the Chair in place of Mr. Nessler) 

6. EurP~ean security and East-West relations 

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. 726 

and Amendments) 

The PRESIDENT. - The debate now con
tinues on Mr. de Koster's report. 

I give the :floor to Mr. Cermolacce. 

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation). 
- Mr. President, in the text submitted :for dis
cussion in this Assembly, its Rapporteur, Mr. de 
Koster, propounds a number of themes which 
are both mischievous and devoid of any :founda
tion. Unfortunately, we have only too often had 
occasion to hear them in this House. 

The :first theme is that of the threat posed 
by the alleged over-arming of the Soviet Union, 
both qualitatively and quantitatively. To but
tress this allegation, tendentious statistics are 
presented. An attempt is thus made to prove 
that the States of the Warsaw Pact supposedly 
enjoy overwhelming military superiority in 
Europe. In these statistics, however, we never 
:find any explicit mention of the 5,000 aircraft 
that the United States oon transfer very swiftly 
to Europe or of the 7,000 tactical nuclear mis
siles, which give the NATO :forces a :fire-power 
that is far greater than is attributed to it by 
the Rapporteur. 

The most striking example of this propaganda 
may be :found in the very numerous comments 
about the appearance of a :few warships :flying 
the Soviet :flag in the Mediterranean. Yet the 
armoured cruiser Kiev, about which so much 
fuss is at present being made, is a vessel of very 
modest size when compared with the enormous 
aircraft-carriers of the Sixth Fleet, which are 
permanently in the Mediterranean. 
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The second theme advanced by the Rappor
teur concerns the cohesion of the Atlantic 
Alliance. Throughout his analysis of the work 
performed by the different East-West con
ferences on detente and disarmament, Mr. de 
Koster seems to have no concern other than to 
preserve the cohesion of NATO. Under cover of 
a declared resolve to participate in the dis
armament process begun at Vienna and at 
Helsinki, the Rapporteur's main concern is to 
:forestall by all possible means any centrifugal 
tendency within the Atlantic Alliance. Indeed, 
in his eyes, the main interest of the negotiations 
on force reductions and of the Belgrade negotia
tions is not the reduction of tension and the 
slowing down of the armaments race, since he 
asserts in paragraph 15 that : "The real problem 
facing the West as far as the defence effort is 
concerned is that of maintaining the effort at 
the present level...". 

On the contrary, what Mr. de Koster hopes 
for is that NATO will keep its homogeneity 
throughout the disarmament negotiations and 
that its character as a military bloc will never 
be affected by their results. 

Here there is a blatant contradiction. The 
Rapporteur cannot claim to accept the present 
trend towards disarmament whilst elsewhere he 
is urging that the cohesion of the Atlantic 
Alliance be maintained. In :fact, the proposals 
concerning the negotiations on force reductions 
in Europe are only so much eyewash. When 
Mr. de Koster calls on the NATO countries to 
persevere with firmn€SS along the lines at pre
sent followed in the Vienna negotiations, he is 
in fact expressing the hope of seeing these nego
tiations bogged down for good. What is holding 
up all progress in the Vienna negotiations is, 
in particular, the refusal by the United States 
and its allies to accept genuine ceilings for the 
forces of each European country. It is clearly 
apparent in these negotiations that NATO is 
seeking to keep its structure as a military bloc 
intact, thus preventing any independent action 
by States in the disarmament process. 

The third theme, which has been repeated so 
often in this Assembly and which the Rappor
teur uses again for his own ends, is that of the 
socialist countries' alleged £ailure to apply the 
Helsinki agreements. Questions may arise, :for 
nothing can be settled in a day, on one side 
or on the other. None the less, since Helsinki 
the socialist States have offered the countries 
of little Europe more opportunities than ever 
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before of co-operating in the economic, scienti
fic, technological and cultural spheres. 

The proposals recently made by Comecon to 
the European Economic Community provide 
the most concrete and important illustrwtion 
of this unwavering determination to promote 
co-operation. 

Accordingly, how is it possible to speak of a 
refusal to apply the agreements reached at the 
conference on security and co-operation in 
Europe Y Indeed, what irks the Rapporteur -
and incidentally many of his friends as well -
is his inability to use the Helsinki agreements 
as much as he would wish to bring pressure to 
bear on the sooialist countries and to interfere 
in their internal affairs. 

This determination to increase the lack of 
understanding between European countries with 
different social systems finds perfect expression 
in paragraph 1 of the recommendation, where 
the Rapporteur calls upon the NATO countries 
to oo-ordmate their action in order to transform 
the third basket agreements into a veritable war
machine directed ·against the socialist countries. 

The Rapporteur affects not to be openly 
opposed to the negotiations on detente and dis
armament. In fact, his proposals are, as a whole, 
designed to hold them up and obstruct them. 

It is, moreover, symptomatic that there is 
a tendency to pass over in silence certain nego
tiations which, if they were to succeed, might 
bring in their wake e:rtremely favourable results 
fur Europe. Thus, no mention is made of the 
negotiations at the Geneva Conference, although 
it has a number of constructive decisions to its 
credit and, in particular, the ban on biological 
weapons. Nor is any position taken up as regards 
the world conference on disarmament recom
mended by the United Nations General As:lem
bly, which might provide an opportunity for the 
different States to express their views clearly 
and publicly, uninhibited by their membership 
of different military blocs. 

The whole text presented by Mr. de Koster 
is clearly negative and dangerous. At no point 
does it part company with cold war logic, which 
is characterised by excessive armament and the 
division of Europe into military blocs. It totally 
fails to recognise the general desire of the Euro
pean peoples to bring about comprehensive and 
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controlled disarmament. On this terrain we 
cannot follow in the Rapporteur's footsteps. 

The PRESIDENT. - I now give the floor 
to Mr. Scholten. 

Mr. SCHOLTEN (Netherlands). - Thank 
you, Mr. President. 

(The speaker continued in Dutch) 

(Translation). - I listened to Mr. de Koster's 
report with great interest. It is an excellent 
report, containing useful information, and I 
congratulate Mr. de Koster on it. I am very 
sorry that alterations in our agenda have made 
it impossible for Mr. de Koster to take part in 
the debate himself. 

My feeling is that the language used in the 
report is a little strong. The recommendation 
speaks, in paragraph 1 (a), of "a full report", 
and in paragraph 1 (b) of "any proposed new 
items", while in paragraph 2 it refel'B to "con
cessions" the USSR must make. These are, it 
seems to me, clear e:xoamples of the fairly robust 
approach taken by the report. I have moved 
an amendment to the text of the recommenda
tion, in an attempt to improve it, and I would 
be glad if the Rapporteur or his representative 
could see their way to accepting this. 

In paragraph 4 of the report we are told that 
"detente certainly cannot be divisible". This 
indivisibility might perhaps be put in more con
crete terms than it is in the report. We must 
distinguish between worldwide detente in the 
geographical sense, on the one hand, and on the 
other showing that this is not a matter solely 
of military and political detente, but also of eco
nomic and cultural relations and co-operation 
in the humanitarian sphere as we conceive this ; 
the Helsinki third basket, in fact. I do not think 
the report stresses this enough. 

Helsinki made it possible to discuss certain 
humanitarian issues which could scarcely be 
broached before. That is a major gain. Anyone 
who expects rapid results is hound to be dis
appointed. Detente is a long-term thing. The 
third basket is pushing up against a number 
of sensitive thresholds in Eastern Europe and 
the USSR. The West must not go to Belgrade 
simply with a list of what the Soviet Union has 
not done - it must go with more positive inten
tions, though these need not rule out vigilance. 
Bearing in mind the amount and nature of 
armaments in the East, such vigilance is neces
sary. There is, of course, a connection between 
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Belgrade and Vienna, between CSCE and 
MBFR. We cannot get a1l that far in Belgrade 
if matters are at a standstill in Vienna. But 
the relationship the report makes is not I think 
the right one. When it says that the NATO 
countries "had linked" the CSCE and MBFR, 
it is as well to recall that on 8th December 1972 
the North Atlantic Council said, in these words, 
"While considering it inappropriate to establish 
formal and specific links, these Ministers reaf
firmed their view that progress in each set of 
the different negotiations would have a favour
able effect on the others". 

This is quite different from what the report 
says ; the report goes rather too far in estab
lishing a formal link. When, furthermore, it 
calls for a full report on the "lack of progress" 
for the Belgrade meeting, I must rejoot this 
out of hand, and so I shall firmly support the 
amendment from Mr. Dankert seeking to delete 
this passage from the draft rooommendation. 
Too close a tie-up between the two conferences 
would not square with the statement by the 
North Atlantic Council I have just quoted, and 
I do not think it will help the process of detente 
in Europe. This is an immensely important pro
cess, not perhaps for us personally or for poli
tical personalities in the USSR and Eastern 
Europe, but for all the peoples of Europe who 
want to live their lives in peace and security. 

This security is under threat. In this connec
tion, I think paragraph 3 of the recommenda
tion is interesting and important. The report 
makes a plea for setting up a forum where the 
Euro-str3!tegic nuclear weapons systems can be 
discussed. I will gladly endorse this notion. But 
I doubt whether the arrangement suggested in 
paragraphs 28 and 29 is sufficiently realistic. 
I feel that France, ~ecially, needs to be more 
closely involved. A discussion on how to arrange 
for Europe to take a part would be well worth
while. The strategic weapons mentioned in the 
report are targeted on Western Europe, and 
Mr. de Koster reiterated this in his introductory 
speech. It is a complicated matter, particularly 
since the American weapons form a dominant 
component on the western side and since the 
various weapons systems are closely interlinked 
in the NATO strategy. MBFR and SALT II 
talks do not seem the right place for this more 
especially European problem. If SALT II comes 
to a successful conclusion, then SALT Ill -
though with Europe, and especially France, tak-
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ing part - might provide a good solution. Or 
there might be a special forum, alongside the 
SALT negotiations. I am in favour of our Assem
bly in particular looking at these specific 
questions, which are vitally important for our 
part of the world, for the European continent 
and, most of all, for Western Europe. (Applause) 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. 
Scholten. 

I now give the floor to my colleague 
Mr. Mendelson. 

Mr. MENDELSON (United Kingdom). -I 
wonder whether you want us to continue the 
debate at this stage, Mr. President, and whether 
you will have time to take all the votes and 
amendments, in view of the fact that it is now 
12.15 p.m. Have you any advice for us ? 

The PRESIDENT. - I should advise you 
to make your contribution now. There is only 
one other speaker af·ter you. We shalJ. deal with 
the points you have raised after that. 

Mr. MENDELSON (United Kingdom).- The 
debate in which we are now engaged ought, in 
my judgment, to have come in the middle of 
the week's proceedings and before we adjourn 
the work of the Assembly I wish to put on 
record my very great regret ·that, because of 
circumstances that were both inevitable and 
beyond his control, this debate has had to take 
place in the absence of the Rapporteur, Mr. de 
Koster, whose knowledge and very great experi
ence of defence and international political affairs 
are well known to us all. 

I hesitate to discuss critically the details of 
Mr. de Koster's report in his absence. I there
fore do not propose to do so to any great extent, 
because it is not possible for him to reply and 
because it is unrealistic to criticise the report 
without being able to hear the reply of the man 
responsible for it. I therefore hope that there 
will be a future opportunity, with our Rappor
teur present, for us to return to this important 
sub jet. 

On the political sitUIIJtion which forms the 
background to the report, we must realise that 
any aspect of European security must be embed
ded in world security as a whole. This is not 
a very controversial statement ; it is one that 
wiLl find general agreement. As I have been 
following French political affairs for very many 
years, it therefore surprises me that Mr. Riviere 
and other well-informed members of the Freneh 
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parliament wlio take an interest in these affairs 
should so often try to advise us apparently from 
a fairly isolationist point of view. 

One of the French contributors to the debate 
this morning felt obliged to say that it would 
be rather strange to think that France did not 
care about peace because she had a certain point 
of view about the position of her own nuclear 
force. He went on to say that there was, of 
course, no need to assure this or any other assem
bly that France cares very much. There is no 
need to tell us that, although I would not accept 
that all those who take part in the political life 
of France are equally concerned about the force 
de frappe. I do not 'believe that we can take at 
all seriously an assertion from a representa
tive of a French political party that it is almost 
treasonable to suggest that it is desirable for all 
Western European countries to hope for a suc
cessful outcome of the major nuclear negotia
tions between the United States of America and 
the Soviet Union because the result would be 
to leave Europe naked and disarmed. The 
implication was that, if the two major powers 
were to come to a strategic nuclear agreement, 
far from greatly increasing the security of all 
West European countries - as ml all hope it 
would - there would not be, if the French were 
to take part in such an agreement, an indepen
dent French force de frappe and this woulrlleave 
Europe naked and disarmed. 

Does anybody in the French political party 
which supports that point of view seriously ask 
us to believe, in an assembly of this kind, that 
there is any Frenchman concerned with these 
matters who considers that France would uni
laterally use nuclear weapons against the Soviet 
Union Y I hardly believe that one could find 
anyone in French politics who would take such 
a lunatic point of view. I do not know of anyone 
in Britain who believes that Britain could on 
her own use nuclear weapons 'against anyone. 
The whole thing is dangerous nonsense. 

The reality of the situation is that there are 
weapons at the disposal of a number of countries 
which have never been tried in real war, where 
people on both sides do not know what the actual 
physical consequence would be if these weapons 
were ever used. This is a new and tremendous 
fact of life in the second half of the twentieth 
century which sets it apart from all other periods 
of recorded history. In such a situation we must, 
year by year, hope and pray that there will be 
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enough wisdom among those in charge of our 
affairs to make quite certain that aJt no time in 
the future will these weapons ever be used by 
anyone on either side against the other. It is 
beyond my comprehension how anyone can talk 
as if it did not matter to the people whom we 
represent whether or not we do everything we 
can to see that these negotiations between the 
Soviet Union and America succeed. 

Therefore, I put on record that the first task 
of all of us is so to conduct ourselves that we 
make a major contribution to the success of 
realistic negotiations between the major partner 
of our Alliance, the United States of America, 
and the major partner of the eastern alliance, 
the Soviet Union. Looking at one of my primary 
tasks as a British parliamentarian, which, as 
has been classically said, is to secure the security 
of the people of Britain, that is one of my first 
preoccupations. 

Secondly, we ought to see to it toot what we 
discuss here makes sense to the mm-experts in 
our own countries. Here many of the underlying 
attitudes of the de Koster report, details of 
which I do not want to discuss in Mr. de Koster's 
absence, are only superficially realistic. They are 
too pessimistic because they start from a datum 
line of exaggerated optimism. To take one 
example - the expectations concerning the post
Helsinki situation - I was one of those who 
for more than ten years argued in the British 
House of Commons that the British G<'vernment 
ought to take part in the conference on Euro
pean security, and for ten years many people 
opposed my point of view. 

In the end, the decision that Britain should 
take part in such a conference was made not 
by a government of my own party, the Labour 
Party - not that that matters at all - but 
was made on behalf of Britain by a Conservative 
government. The Foreign Secretary at that time 
was Sir Alec Douglas-Rome, now Lord Home. 
In recommending that we in Britain should take 
part in the conference on European security, and 
first recommending to us British participation, 
he had these words of wisdom to say in the 
House of Commons : "We should take part as 
long as we do not have any exaggerated expecta
tions of the result of the conference". That was 
a Conservative Foreign Secretary on first recom
mending the holding of the conference. He never 
went into it with the exaggerated hopes that 
many of those who never wanted the conference 
now pretend to have had and who now try to 
diffuse exaggerated pessimism because hopes 
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that never existed and were always impossible 
are not now being fulfilled. 

I say before concluding that I am second to 
none in wishing to reap the maximum benefit 
for freedom, for freer exchang€8 and for human 
rights as the results of the holding of the secu
rity conference. But I am profoundly opposed 
to pretending that a limited instrument like the 
security conference could be burdened with the 
task of solving a whole series of accumulated 
international problems that have not been solved 
in thirty years and could never have been the 
subject matter of the security conference. There 
is no doubt at all that the main task, as we 
pursue our work in this situation, is to see to 
it that we pursue both better relations and 
security. 

And here we have a right to ask concrete 
questions. Just 'because all my life I have worked 
for co-operation with countries in Eastern 
Europe having political systems different from 
our own, I want today to ask one question that 
I have recently put to a number of Soviet 
diplomats wherever I have met them, a question 
that we are entitled to ask of them : "What is 
the reason for the enormous amount of aNna
ments that the Soviet Government are accu
mulating at the present time ?" 

During the whole time since I entered public 
life, and in periods when the security of the 
Soviet Union could have been held to be rB~ther 
less secure than it has now been for many years 
and than it is today, the Soviet Government have 
never produced as many armaments as they are 
producing today. Looking back today upon my 
own thirty years of public life, I am certain 
that the Soviet Union is safer than it has ever 
been before and there is nobody who has any 
hostile intention towards her. 'Yet the Soviet 
Union is spending these tremendous sums of 
money on heaping armB~ments upon armaments 
in every possible sector. 

There seems to be no clear justification for 
that except the answer we occasionally hear that 
the Soviet Union wants to be a;ble to be con
sulted everywhere. That seems to me a very 
poor answer. I have often criticised excessive 
arms expenditure in the West. It is very impor
tant that we should ask those in the Soviet Union 
who make policy why they think it necessary 
to have increased arms expenditure at a time 
when there is no danger to their own security 
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and when, in my judgment, there is no danger 
to international peB~Ce. 

Finally, I consider that a number of the 
amendments moved by Mr. Dankert deserve sup
port, and if it comes to a vote, I shall vote for 
them. But it would be far better if we found 
opportunities for further consideration of the 
many important points raised in the report and 
debate. Whatever might be the view today about 
the precise details under discussion, I hope it 
will not be done too hurriedly and that we shall 
have either enough time today or more time on 
a future occasion to return to this vital subject. 
(Applause) 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. 
Mendelson, for the clarity with which you have 
expressed your point of view. 

I come now to the last speaker in this debate 
before calling the Chairman of the Committee, 
and I would ask Mr. Cavaliere to be as brief as 
he can. 

Mr. CAVALIERE (Italy) (Translation). -
Mr. President, on this matter I shall be expm&
ing the view of the Italian Christian Democrats 
which is all the more needful as, due to the fact 
that my colleague Mr. Maggioni happened to 
be unable to attend the proceedings in Commit
tee, it went by default. May I rather seize the 
opportunity, Mr. President, of requesting that 
yourself and the Committee Chairman always 
bear in mind that the Italian Delegation unfor
tunately express among themselves different, 
sometimes opposing, views ; so that, for instance, 
it is quite impossible to have a Christian Demo
crat standing in for a Communist, or vice versa, 
because the groups' attitudes would be com
pletely falsified. 

Such being the case, Mr. President, I will say 
only a few words on the present topic, not 
because it is not of vital importance but because 
I have a feeling it has been discussed long 
enough. Time is getting on, and I have no wish 
to try anyone's patience. 

I want to start with an axiom. : everyone of 
us has a pre-eminent interest in the security, 
independence and freedom. of his own country, 
which he represents in this Assembly. There
fore, startdng from this hard and fast fact, every
one of us must try and find a way of safeguard
ing the security and independence which we 
hold dear. I think it self-evident that none of 
the WEU member countries is capable of looking 
after its own defence and security off its own 
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bat. This has been self-evident from the begin
ning, so much so that this political organisation 
was made so big and vigorous, that it has not 
yet completed its task and should, and will, long 
continue to perform it. Not even the richest 
countries would be able, unaided and imperturb
ably, to look after their own security. So the 
best way of doing so has to be found, and 
it is that of European union. Clearly, if we unite 
our efforts, the goals we have all set ourselves 
can be attained. And in this prospect we also 
have to bear in mind who we have to defend 
ourselves against, by hypothesis, who is liable 
to attack our security. This is important, because 
I think it impossible to accept from anyone the 
opinion that we have to adopt the same stance 
towards both the superpowers, the Soviet Union 
and the United States. Such an opinion is unten
able because it conflicts with our history, our 
interests and a clear-eyed and objective vision 
of reality. 

Obviously, therefore, in the light of these 
hard facts, we have got to find the right way 
of being able to take care of the security of 
every West European country and Western 
Europe as a whole. Keeping this purpose in mind 
does not mean straying from the path of nego
tiation and peaceful coexistence. Rather, detente 
has always been the principle imbuing every 
member country of WEU and the European 
Community itself. As the Thapporteur Mr. de 
Koster has reminded us, detente has been pursued 
through bilateral contacts between the two 
superpowers and between the EEC and WEU as 
a whole and the wo:dd of the States signatories 
to the Warsaw Pact. 

Some progress has been made, we even man
aged to arrive at the final act of the Helsinki 
conference. But let us not lose touch with reality. 
The reality is that even if progress has been 
made towards detente, we find ourselves up 
against a Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact 
countries having a conception totally different 
from our own, of the State and, I might add, 
of the individual too. We are up against coun
tries that call themselves democratic but are 
certainly no such thing in the meaning we give 
to the term. I should also remind the meeting 
that in this respect WEU and the EEC hold very 
strong views from which we have never departed 
and to which we admit no exception. I remem
ber, for instance, the EEC's firm attitude 
towards the Greece of the colonels when they 
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ignored the calls being made for •a return to the 
principle of democracy, the pluralistic principle 
par excellence. What we are up against are 
countries which, if they had every concrete fac
tor in their favour and asked to join the EEC, 
could not be admitted because they have con
spicuously dictatorial and monolithic State 
structures. 

That is one point we must always stand firm 
upon and never lose sight of . 

As regards, for example, the point about the 
Helsinki final act, concerning the respect of civil 
rights, I refute what one speaker said yesterday, 
that nowadays dissidents would encounter broad 
understanding and be entitled to citizenship. 
All I need do is recall that the attitude of the 
leaders of the USSR ends up by making us even 
give credit to General Pinochet for exchanging a 
few political prisoners. This being so, we must 
stand pat on our positions, not only keeping our 
sights on the bearing on which WEU came into 
being and along which this Assembly has always 
striven - towards Europe's political union, for 
which a big step forward will be taken in 1978 
with the direct elections for the European Par
liament, but also not forgetting what the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic 
of Germany reminded us of - for which I feel 
I owe him thanks - I mean, even when - soon, 
as we hope - we have fully attained European 
unity, in a Europe capable of expressing more 
than can be done •at present in respect of defence 
and security, we shall still need the collaboration 
of our natural ally, the United States. So, to 
come here and make speeches about our having 
to remain equidistant from the Soviet Union 
and the United States is to lend ourselves to 
the designs of those who would like to see us 
divided in order to facilitate Russia's man
oeuvre to remain ever more preponderant in 
European and world realities. 

I have listened to what our British colleague 
said about the •armaments race in the Soviet 
Union being truly impressive. We cannot lag 
behind for the sake of the detente we all aspire 
to. Anyhow, the news given by the British 
Representative chimes with what we were told 
yesterday by the United Kingdom Under
Secretary of State for Defence, who reported 
some highly significant facts. 

What are we to conclude from all this 7 That 
at times Mr. de Koster's motivations may even 
be thought to be not quite founded and accept
able. But they are to be completely accepted, 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Cavaliere (continued) 

and I assert that the Italian Christian Democrats 
subscribe to them, and therefore do accept them. 
(Applause) 

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

7. European security and East-West relations 

Anti-submarine warfare 

Mandate of the Standing Armaments 
Committee - Motion for an Order tabled 

by Mr. Delorme and others 

(Reference back to Committee of the Reports 
of the Committee on Defence Questions and 

Armaments and withdrawal of the Motion for an 
Order, Does. 726 and Amendments, 725 and 728 

and Amendment) 

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

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). - In 
the absence of our Rapporteur, Mr. de KOISter, 
I wish to make three procedural points. First, 
I must move a motion for an order in the name 
of Mr. Delorme, which would invite the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and AI"lllaments to 
follow attentively the implementation of the 
mandate given to the Standing Armaments 
Committee. 

I also wish to move back both the de Koster 
report and the Roper report to the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments for fur
ther consideration. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In the 
absence of the Rapporteur who was unable to 
attend the sitting, I consider the proposals by 
the Chairman of the Committee to be very vvise. 
The document has been very carefully prepared 
but nonetheless deserves to be brought up to 
date and, as we have an opportunity of improv
ing it, I for my part can see no objection to 
adopting the suggestion made by the Chairman 
of the Committee. 

Are there any objections L 

Mr. DELORME (France) (Translation). - I 
should just like to have the position made quite 
clear vvith regard to the motion for an order 
that I had the honour of submitting. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I shall 
put it to the vote. 

Mr. DELORME (France) (Translation). -I 
should like to mention that, after the very 
pertinent comments made yesterday by Mr. de 
Bruyne, an a:mendment was tabled to my motion 
for an order and the amendment now forms part 
of my proposal. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- We shall 
vote on the motion for an order vvith the amend
ment, but since the report as a whole vvill be 
further studied and new proposals made at a 
future session ... 

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom).- I am 
reluctant to complicate matters. However, I 
should like the Assembly to vote on the amend
ment as I believe that the matter should go to 
the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments and not to the General Affairs Committee. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I s1mll 
read Amendment No. 1, submitted by Mr. De
lorme, to the motion for an order ; it reads as 
follows : "after the words : 'invites the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments' 
insert 'and the General Affairs Committee, each 
within its own sphere of responsibilities"'. 

I pwt this amendment to the vote by sitting 
and standing. 

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

The amendment is negatived. 

I shall put the motion for an order to the 
vote. 

Mr. DELORME (France) (Translation).- In 
view of the absence of Mr. de Bruyne and the 
comments that have been made, I vvithdraw the 
motion for an order which I have had the honour 
of submitting. I am fully entitled to do so. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank 
you. 

The report as a whole is therefore referred 
back to the Committee, which may, if not recast 
it, as it is well drafted, at least complement it 
in the light of the many events that will take 
place between now and 1977. 

The fate of Mr. Roper's report vvill be the 
same, an enviable one since it remains on the 
agenda for our forthcoming business. 
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8. Close of the Session 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
Assembly has now come to the end of the 
business for the Second Part of the Twenty
Second Ordinary Session. 

I should like to add that this business has 
proved very satisfactory from every point of 
view. We have heard some extremely interesting 
speeches and some eminent guest speakers. 
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We have adopted a number of recommenda
tions in circumstaneilS that were entirely normal. 
This session is therefore a red-letter occasion. 

I declare closed the Twenty-Second Ordinary 
Session of the Assembly of Western European 
Union. 

The Sitting is closed. 

(The Sitting was closed at 12.50 p.m.) 
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