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SEVENTH SITTING

Monday, 29th November 1976

OB.IJERS OF THE DAY

1. Opening of the Second Part of the Twenty-Se?ond
Ordinary Session of the Assembly.

2. Examination of Credentials. ‘

4. Adoption of the draft Order of Business for the Second
Part of the Session (Doc. 714).

8. Address by the President of the Assembly.

5. Détente and security in Europe ; Réle of the Atlantic
Alliance in the world today (Votes on the draft Recom-
mendations postponed from the First Part of the Session,
Docs. 703 and 711).

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

7. Changes in the membership of Committees.

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

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

1. Resumption of the Session and adoptkon
of the Minutes

The President announced the resumption of
the Twenty-Second Ordinary Session of Fhe
Assembly.

The Minutes of Proceedings of the Si#th
Sitting on Thursday, 17th June 1976, were

agreed to.

2. Attendance Register ‘

The names of Representatives and Substittﬁtes
who signed the Register of Attendance are given
in Appendix I |

3. Examination of Credentials

In accordance with Rule 6 (1) of the Rules‘of
Procedure, the Assembly took note of thl{:mr
from the President of the Parliamentary -
bly of the Council of Europe stating that the
Assembly had ratified the ecredentials |of
Mr. Beith as a Representative of the United
Kingdom in place of Mr. Steel. |

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 Delegation
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. Péronnet 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. Cermolacee ;

— 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. Austin, Mr. Haidasz and Mr. Oberlé
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.
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SEVENTH SITTING

5. Tribute

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

6. Address by the President of the Assembly

The President addressed the Assembly.

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

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

(Doc. 714)

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

8. Détente and security in Europe

Réle of the Atlantic Alliance in the world today

(Votes on the draft Recommendations postponed
from the First Part of the Session, Docs. 703 and 711)

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 II) by 31 votes
to 16 with 15 abstentions. (This Recommendation
will be published as No. 291) *.

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

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

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

9. European union and WEU

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the
General Affairs Committee and Voite on the draft
Recommendation, Doc. 720)

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

The Debate was opened.

Speakers : MM. Critehley, Miiller, Lord
Duncan-Sandys, MM. Amrehn, Grieve, Valleix,
Cermolacce, Mende.

Mr. de Bruyne, Rapporteur, and Sir John
Rodgers, Viee-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 fo on
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix IV) by 46 votes
to 2 with 7 abstentions. (This Recommendation
will be published as No. 293) 2.

Speaker : Mr. Riviére (explanation of 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

Members Alternates
Belgium : Mr. Bonnel
(in place of Mr. Kempinaire)
Italy : MM. Boldrini MM. Corallo
Fosson Maravalle
Maggioni Avellone
Pecchioli Calamandrei
Roberti Urso
1. See page 19. 1. See page 20.
2. See page 21.
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Italy :

United Kingdom :

2. GENEAAL AFrFaiRs COMMITTEE

Me'mlbers Alternates
MM. Ario%fio Mrs. Agnelli
Gonella MM. Pecoraro
Wocci Calamandrei
Sarti Treu
Segre Rubbi
Mr. Beith‘

(in p?ace of Mr. Steel)

3. CoMMITTEE ON SCIENTIFIC, TECHNOLOGICAL AND AEROSPACE QUESTIONS

Italy :

Netherlands :

United Kingdom :

Belgium :

Italy :

Netherlands :

Italy :

United Kingdom :

Belgium :

Italy :

MM. Bernini MM. Boldrini
Cavaliere Urso
Pinto Minnocci
Treu ‘ Pecoraro
Mr. van Kleef
| (in place of Mr. Waltmans)
Mr. Hawkins Mr. Craigen
(in plfuce of Mr. Craigen) (in place of Mr. Hawkins)
4. COMMITTEE ON BUDGFIARY AFFAIRS AND ADMINISTRATION
Mr. Bonnel
‘ (in place of Mr. Kempinaire)
MM. Antoni Mr. Rossi
Bonalumi Mrs. Faccio
Del Duca MM. Tremaglia
Orsinﬁ Giust

Mr. van Kleef
(in place of Mr. Waltmans)

5. COMMITTEE ON RUL#:S oF PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES

Mr. Borghi MM. Cavaliere
Mrs. Facei Maravalle
MM. Giust Del Duca
Sgherri Romano
Mr. Jessel Mrs. Taylor
(in plz#ce of Mrs. Taylor) (in place of Mr. Jessel)

6. COMMITTEE FOR FRELA’I‘IONS WITH PARLIAMENTS

Mr. Bonnel
| (in place of Mr. Kempinaire)
MM. Arfé Mr. Borghi
De Poi Mrs. Papa De Santis

11. Date and #ime of the next Sitting

The next Sitting was fixed for Tuesday, 30§h November, at 10 a.m.
The Sitting 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!:

Belgium
MM. Adriaensens
Bonnel
Dequae
Leynen
Schugens
de Bruyne (de Stexhe)
Tanghe

France

MM. Depietri (Boucheny)
Boulloche
Burckel
Cermolacce
Delorme
Péridier
Riviére
Schleiter
Schmitt
Valleix

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Ahrens
Alber
Amrehn
Lenzer (Dregger)
Enders
Biichner (Gessner)
Kempfler

MM. Lemmrich
Marquardt
Wende (Mattick)
Mende
Miiller
Richter
Schmidt
Schwencke
Sieglerschmidt

Italy

MM. Bernini
Boldrini
Cavaliere (Bonalumi)
Calamandrei
Corallo
De Poi
Fosson
Gonella
Maggioni
Pecchioli
Pecoraro
Roberti
Sarti

Segre
Treu

Luxembourg
Mr. Abens

The following Representatives apologised for their absence :

France

MM. Brugnon
Cerneau
Grangier
Kauffman
Péronnet
Radius
Vitter

Federal Republic of Germany
Mr. Vohrer

Mrs. Wolf

Italy

MM, Arfé
Minnoeci

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. Cornelissen
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 II

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

MM.

Sir

Alber

Amrehn

Beith

Cavaliere (Bonalumi)
Channon

Critchley

De Poi

Dequae

Lenzer (Dregger)
Frederic Bennett (Farr)

Noes :
. Abens MM. Cermolacce
Adriaensens Dankert
Ahrens Enders
Depietri (Boucheny) Marquardt
Boulloche de Niet
Péridier
bstentions :
. Bernini MM. Corall
Boldrini Delorme
Bonnel Hard
Brown Lewis
Calamandrei Pecchioli

................. 31
................. 16
................. 15
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.
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SEVENTH SITTING

APPENDIX III

Vote No. 2 by roll-call on the draft Recommendation on the rdle of the Atlantic Alliance in the

world today (Doc. 711)1:

L P 33
NOBS .ot e e 10
Abstentions ........ ..ottt e 18
Ayes
MM. Abens MM. Enders MM. van Kleef (Reijnen)
Adriaensens Fosson Richter
Ahrens Biichner (Gessner) Roberti
Beith Gonella Roper
Cavaliere (Bonalumi) Maggioni Sarti
Boulloche Marquardt Schugens
Brown Wende (Mattick) Pawelczyk (Sieglerschmidt)
Critchley de Niet de Bruyne (de Stexhe)
Dankert Pecoraro Urwin
Delorme McNamara (Lord Peddie) Stoffelen (Voogd)
De Poi Péridier Mrs. Taylor (Whitehead)
Noes :
MM. Alber MM. Burckel MM. Mende
Amrehn Cermolacce Miiller
Depietri (Boucheny) Lemmrich Tanghe
Leynen
Abstentions :
MM. Bernini MM. Dequae MM. Margue
Boldrini Lenzer (Dregger) Page
Bonnel Sir Frederic Bennett (Farr) Pecchioli
Channon MM. Faulds Sir John Rodgers
Corallo Grieve MM. Schmitt
Lord Darling of Hillsborough Hunt 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:

. e 46
Noes ..o e e 2
Abstentions ........ .ot i i i e 7
Ayes
MM. Abens Lord Duncan-Sandys (Farr) MM. Page
Adriaensens MM. Biichner (Gessner) van Kleef (Reijnen)
Ahrens Grieve Richter
Alber Hardy Sir John Rodgers
Amrehn Hunt MM. Sarti
Beith Kempfler Schleiter
Cavaliere (Bonalumi) Lemmrich van QOoijen (Scholten)
Bonnel Leynen Schugens
Brown Maggioni Schwencke
Channon Margue de Bruyne (de Stexhe)
Critchley Marquardt Tanghe
Dankert Mart Treu
De Poi Wende (Mattick) Urwin
Dequae Mende Valleix
Enders Minnocei Stoffelen (Voogd)
Miiller
Noes :
MM. Depietri (Boucheny)
Cermolacce
Abstentions :
MM. Bernini MM. Calamandrei MM. Riviére
Boldrini Corallo Segre
Pecchioli

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 SEVENTH SITTING

RECOMMENDATION 291

on détente and security in Europe

The Asgembly,
Affirming that true East-West détente 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 political 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 détente,
as this concept is interpreted in the West, a relative reduction of military strength in Western Europe
has occurred vis-a-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 détente ;

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 :

(@) 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. Give sly eonsideration to the conditions in which the modified Brussels Treaty could be applied
should one ‘¢ member countries fall prey to direct or indirect military intervention from outside.

19



TEXTS ADOPTED SEVENTH SITTING

RECOMMENDATION 292
on the réle of the Atlantic Alliance in the world today

The Assembly,

Recalling the decisive réle 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 its
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 régimes ;

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 May 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,

ReEcoMMENDS 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 19756 — The Auditor’s
Report and Motion to approve the final accounts
(Doc. 715 and Addendum); Amendment of Article 9
of the Financial Regulations of the Assembly (Doc.
718) (Presentation of and Debate on the Reports of the
Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration
and Votes on the draft texts, Docs. 717, 715 and Addendum
and 716).

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

8. Western Europe’s policy towards Mediterranean prob-
lems (Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the
General Affairs Commitiee, Doc. 719 ; Address by Mr.
Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of
Greece).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

The Sitting was opened at 10 am. 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

(Doc. 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

(Doc. 715 and Addendum)

Amendment of Article 9
of the Financial Regulations of the Assembly

(Doc. 716)

(Presentation of and Debate on the Reports of the

Commiittee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration

and Votes on the draft texts, Docs. 717, 715 and
Addendum and 716)

The Reports of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration were presented by
Mr. Dequae, Chairman and Rapporteur.
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The Debate 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
Financial Regulations of the Assembly in Docu-
ment 716 was agreed to unanimously. (This
Resolution will be published as No. 60) 2.

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 Affairs of the French
Republic, addressed the Assembly.

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

1. See page 25.
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5. Western Europe’s policy towards
Mediterranean problems
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the
General Affairs Committee, Doc. 719; Address by

Mr. Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs of Greece)

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

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

Mr. Stavropoulos replied to questions put by
MM. Schwencke, Urwin, Burckel, Channon.

The Debate was opened.
Speakers : MM. Roberti, Dankert.

The Debate was adjourned.
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6. Designation of Greek and Turkish
parliamentary observers to the WEU Assembly

(Motion for a Resolution with a request for urgent
procedure, Doc. 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. Burckel 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.

1. 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.
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APPENDIX

Names of Representatives or Substitutes who signed the Register of Attendance?!:

MM. Adriaensens
Bonnel
Dequae
Leynen
Schugens
de Bruyne (de Stexhe)
Tanghe

France

MM. Depieiri (Boucheny)

Burckel

Cermolacce

Delorme

Péridier

Radius

Riviére

Valleix

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Alber
Amrehn
Enders
Kempfler
Mende

MM. Miiller
Schwencke
Vohrer
Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf)

Italy

Boldrini
Calamandrei
Cavaliere (Bonalumi)
De Poi
Fosson
Gonella
Maggioni
Minnoeci
Pecchioli
Pecoraro
Roberti
Sarti

Treu

Luxembourg

MM. Abens
Margue
Mart

The following Representatives apologised for their absence :

France

MM. Boulloche
Brugnon
Cerneau
Grangier
Kauffmann
Péronnet,
Schleiter
Schmitt
Vitter

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Ahrens
Dregger
Gessner
Lemmrich
Marquardt
Mattick
Richter
Schmidt
Sieglerschmidt

Netherlands

MM. Cornelissen
Dankert
de Niet
de Koster (Portheine)
van Kleef (Reijnen)
van Ootjen (Voogd)

United Kingdom
MM. Beith
Brown
Channon
Critchley
Craigen (Lord Darling of
Hillsborough)
Sir Frederic Bennett (Farr)
Grieve
Hardy
Jessel (Hunt)
Lewis
Mendelson
Page
McNamara (Lord Peddie)
Hawkins (Sir John Rodgers)

Italy

MM. Arfé
Corallo
Orsini

Segre
Netherlands
Mr. Scholten

United Kingdom
Mr. Faulds

1. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italios, 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,

DEcipEs 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 1st 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 (Resumed Debate on the Report of the General
Affairs Committee, Doc. 719).

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

8. 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

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 the Appendix.

3. Western Europe’s policy towards
Mediterranean problems

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General
Affairs Committee, Doc. 719)

The Debate was resumed.

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

Mr. Tanghe, Vice-President of the Assembly,
look 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, Doc. 727)

Speaker : Mr. Urwin (point of order).

In aceordance 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 tabled by Mr. Burckel and
others,

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

Urgent procedure was not adopted.

The Motion for a Resolution was referred 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, Doc. 719)

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, Doc. 722)

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

The Debate was opened.
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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 was closed.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
Recommendation in Document 722,
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The draft Recommendation was agreed to
unanimously. (This Recommendation will be pub-
lished as No. 294) 1,

1. Date and time of the next Sitting

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

The Sitting was closed at 6.05 p.m.

1. See page 29.
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APPENDIX

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

Belgium MM. Schwencke MM. van Kleef (Reijnen)
. Vohrer van Ootjen (Voogd)
MM. Adriaensens Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf) Cornelissen
Bonnel
Dequae
Le;lnen Italy United Kingdom
Schugens MM. Bernini .
Plasman (de Stexhe) Boldrini MM. gelth
Tanghe Cavaliere (Bonalumi) C;'lown
Calamandrei Annon
Corallo Critchley
France Foss Cratgen (Lord Darling of
sson Hillsborough)
MM. Brugnon Minnocc Sir Frederic Bennelt (Farr)
Burckel Pecoraro
e T MM. Faulds
Péridier reu Grieve
Radius Hardy
Valleix Luxembourg Cordle (Hunt)
MM. Abens Lewis
Federal Republic of Germany Margue Mendelson
Mart Page
MM. Amrehn McNamara (Lord Peddie)
Enders Sir John Rodgers
Haase (Gessner) Netherlands MM. Roper
Kempfler MM. Dankert Urwin
Mende de Niet Whitehead
The following Representatives apologised for their absence :
France Federal Republic of Germany Italy
MM. Arfé
MM. Boucheny MM. Ahrens De Poi
Boulloche Alber Gonella
Cermolacce Dregger Maggioni
Cerneaun Lemmrich Orsini
Delorme Marquardt Pecchioli
Grangier Mattick Roberti
Kauffmann Miiller Sarti
Péronnet Richter Segre
Riviére Schmidt
Schleiter Sieglerschmidt Netherlands
Schmitt MM. Portheine
Vitter 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 koc bodies in worldwide,
Atlantic, Western European and smaller regional frameworks ;

Aware of the defence aspects of many oceanographic activities,

RecommeNDS THAT TRE 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 :

(@) 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 & common programme and strategy for policing the 200-mile economie 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 (Presentation of and Debate on the Report
of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aero-
space Questions and Votes on the draft Recommendation,
Doec. 721 and Amendments).

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

8. Relations with Parliaments (Presentation of and Debate
on the Report of the Commattee for Relations with Par-
liaments, Doc. 724).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes

The Minutes of Proceedings of the 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

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the
Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions, Doc. 721 and Amendments)

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

The Debate was opened.

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

The Debate was adjourned.
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4. Address by Mr. Thorn, Prime Minister and
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg

Mr. Thorn, Prime Minister and Minister for
Foreign Affairgs 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

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions, Doc. 721 and Amendments)

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.
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APPENDIX

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

Belgium MM. Biichner (Sieglerschmidt)
. Vohrer
MM. Adriaensens Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf)
de Bruyne (Dequae)
Leynen
Schugens Ttaly
Plasman (de Stexhe) MM. Bernini
Hulpiau (Tanghe) Boldrini
Cavaliere (Bonalumi)
Calamandrei
France Corallo
MM. Cermolacce ﬂz’sson .
Delorme P g%?lll;}
La Combe (Kauffmann) Pecc 0
Radius ©COraro
Riviére g
Valleix reu
Federal Republic of Germany Luxembourg
MM. Abens
MM. Amrehn Margue
Enders Mart
Haase (Gessner)
Kempfler
Marquardt Netherlands
Mrs. von Bothmer (Mattick) Mr. Cornelissen

The following Representatives apologised for their absence :

Belgium MM. Schmitt
Mr. Bonnel Vitter
France Federal Republic of Germany
MM. Boucheny MM. Ahrens
Boulloche Alber
Brugnon Dregger
Burckel Lemmrich
Cerneau Mende
Grangier Miiller
Péridier Richter
Péronnet Schmidt
Schieiter Schwencke

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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MM.

Dankert

van Kleef (de Niet)
de Koster (Portheine)
Scholten

Stoffelen (Voogd)

United Kingdom

Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Beith)

MM.

Sir
Mr.
Sir
MM.

Italy

MM.

Brown

Channon

Critchley

Craigen (Lord Darling of
Hillsborough)

Farr

Faulds

Grieve

Hardy

Hunt

Lewis

Watkinson (Mendelson)

Frederic Bennett (Page)

Bagier (Lord Peddie)

John Rodgers

Roper

Urwin

Whitehead

Arfé

De Poi
Gonella
Minnocei
Orsini
Roberti
Sarti

Noutherlands

Mr.

Reijnen



ELEVENTH SITTING

Wednesday, 1st December 1976

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Safeguarding Europe’s energy supplies — new sources
of energy (Resumed Debate on the Report of the Com-
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques-
tions, Doc. 721 and Amendments).

2. Relations with Parliaments (Presentation of and Debate
on the Report of the C ittee for Relations with Par-
liaments, Doc. 724).

8. European security and East-West relations (Presenta-
tion of and Debate on the Report of the Commiliee on
Defence Questions and Armaments, Doc. 726 and
Amendments) ; Mandate of the Standing Armaments
Committee — Motion for an Order tabled by Mr.
Delorme and others (Doc. 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.

8. Western Europe’s policy towards Mediterranean prob-
lems (Resumed Debate on the Report of the General
Affairs Committee and Vote on the draft Recommen-
dation, Doc. 719 and Amendment).

7. European security and East-West relations (Resumed
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, Docs. 726 and Amendments and 728).

8. Safeguarding Europe’s energy supplies — new sources
of energy (Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doc. 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 the 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, Doc. 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 the 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 tabled by Mr.
Vohrer ;

After paragraph 4 of the draft recommenda-
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 demoeratic
decision on the siting of nuclear plants ;”

The three Amendments were agreed to.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
amended draft Recommendation.

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 Recommendation was
agreed to. (This Recommendation will be pub-
lished as No. 295) .

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
Commiittee and Vote on the draft Recommendation,
Doc. 719 and Amendment)

The Debate was resumed.

Mr. Burckel, 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). L]

The Debate was closed.

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

1. See page 36.

2-10v
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Leave out paragraph 2 of the draft recom-
mendation proper.

The Amendment was negatived.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
Recommendation in Document 719.

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

The draft Recommendation was agreed o on
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix II) by 25 votes
to 1 with 27 abstentions. (This Recommendation
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,
Doc. 726 and Amendments)

Mandate of the Standing Armaments
Committee — Motion for an Order tabled
by Mr. Delorme and others

(Doc. 728)

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. Riviére, 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. Roper.
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?!:

Belgium MM. Haase (Gessner) Netherlands
Kempfler )
MM. Adriaensens Marquardt MM. Cornelissen
Van Hoeylandt (Bonnel)  Mrs, von Bothmer (Mattick) Dankert
de Bruyne (Dequae) MM. Richter de Niet _
Leynen Biichner (Schwencke) de Koster (Portheine)
Schugens Pawelcayk (Sieglerschmidt) Scholten
Plasman (de Stexhe) Vohrer Stoffelen (Voogd)
Breyne (Tanghe) Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf)
United Kingdom
Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Beith)
France Ttaly MM. Brown
MM. Pignion (Boulloche) MM. Bernini Channon
Brugnon Boldrini Critchley .
Burckel Cavaliere (Bonalumi) McNamra (Lord Darling of
Cermolacce Calamandrei Hillsborough)
La Combe (Cerneau) Corallo Farr
Péridier Fosson F a}llds
Radius Maggioni Grieve
Riviére Pecchioli Hunt
Schmitt Pecoraro Lewis
Segre Mendelson
Treu Hawkins (Page)
Federal Republic of Germany _ Watkinson (Lord Peddie)
Sir John Rodgers
MM. Ahrens Luxembourg MM. Roper
Amrehn Urwin
Enders Mr. Margue Whitehead

The following Representatives apologised for their absence :

France MM. Lemmrich Luxembourg
Mende
M. BD‘;}"’heny Miiller MM. Abens
e Schmidt Mart
Grangier c
Kauffmann Ttal
Péronnet y
Schleiter MM Arfs Netherlands
Valleix De Poi ..
Vitter Gonella Mr. Reijnen
Mi .
Federal Republic of Germany Orsin?ccl United Kingdom
MM. Alber Roberti
Dregger Sarti oMr. 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 (Doec. 719)1:

= 25
NOBS o vttt i i e 1
Abstentions . ....... o i i e 27
Ayes
Mr. Amrehn MM. De Poi MM. Hawkins (Page)
Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Beith) de Bruyne (Dequae) de Koster (Portheine)
MM. Cavaliere (Bonalumi) Farr Radius
Van Hoeylandt (Bonnel) Fosson Riviére
Burckel Grieve Sir John Rodgers
La Combe (Cernean) Hunt MM. Breyne (Tanghe)
Channon Kempfler Treu
Critchley Maggioni Kliesing (Mrs. Wolf)
Margue
Noes :

Mr. Cermolacce

Abstentions :
MM. Adriaensens MM. Haase (Gessner) MM. Scholten
Ahrens Lewis Schugens
Bernini Marquardt Biichner (Schwencke)
Calamandrei Mrs. von Bothmer Segre
Corallo MM. Mendelson Pawelczyk (Sieglerschmidt)
Cornelissen Pecchioli Urwin
Dankert Watkinson (Lord Peddie) Vohrer
Enders Richter Stoffelen (Voogd)
Faulds Roper 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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RECOMMENDATION 295

on safeguarding Europe’s energy supplies
— new sources of energy

The Assembly,
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 lessening 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 COUNOIL
Urge member governments :

1. 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 & common strategy here and now since oil prices will increase by 10 or 15 9%, 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 sources
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 & 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.

36



TEXTS ADOPTED ELEVENTH SITTING

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 (Presentation of and Debate
on the Report of the Commilttee for Relations with Par-
liaments, Doc. 724).

2. European security and East-West relations (Resumed
Debate on the Report of the Committee on Defence Ques-
tions and Armaments and Vote on the draft Recommen-
dation, Doc. 726 and Amendments).

3. Mandate of the Standing Armaments Committee —
Motion for an Order tabled by Mr. Delorme and others
(Doc. 728 and Amendment).

4. Anti-submarine warfare (Presentation of and Debate
on the Report of the Commitiee on Defence Questions
and Armaments, Doc. 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 Ar t8
and Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doc. 725).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

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

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 agreed 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 with Parliaments, Doc. 724)

The Report of the Committee 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 East-West relations

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Commiitee
on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doc. 726
and Amendments)

The Debate was resumed.

Speakers : MM. Dankert, La Combe, Roper.
The Debate was adjourned.

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

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

Mr. Wischnewski replied to questions put by
MM. Péridier, 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 East-West relations
(Resumed Debate on the Report of the Committee

on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doc. 726
and Amendments)

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

The Debate was closed.

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

1. 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 Armamenis
and withdrawal of the Motion for an Order, Docs.
726 and Amendments, 725 and 728 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
for an Order tabled 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 ARMAMENTS” insert
“AND THE OENERAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, each
within its own sphere of responsibilities”.

The Amendment was negatived.

Mr.
Order.

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

Delorme withdrew his Motion for an

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!:

Belgium

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

France

MM. Pignion (Boulloche)
Cermolacce
Cerneau
Delorme
La Combe (Kauffmann)
Péridier
Radius
Riviére
du Luart (Schleiter)
Schmitt

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Abhrens
Alber
Enders
Kempfler

Mrs. won Bothmer (Mattick)
MM. Richter
Vohrer

Italy

MM. Bernini
Cavaliere (Bonalumi)
Calamandrei
Fosson
Maggioni
Pecoraro
Treu

Luxembourg

MM. Abens
Margue

Netherlands

MM. van Kleef (Cornelissen)
Dankert
de Niet

The following Representatives apologised for their absence :

Belgium
MM. Bonnel

Dequae
Leynen

France

MM. Boucheny
Brugnon
Burckel
Grangier
Péronnet
Valleix
Vitter

Federal Republic of Germany
Mr. Amrehn

MM. Dregger
Gessner
Lemmrich
Marquardt
Mende
Miiller
Schmidt
Schwencke
Sieglerschmidt

Mrs. Wolf

Tealy

MM. Arfé
Boldrini
Corallo
De Poi
Gonella

MM. Piket (Reijnen)
Scholten
Stoffelen (Voogd)

United Kingdom

Lord Beaumont of Whitley (Beith)
MM. Jessel (Channon)
Critchley
Lord Wallace of Coslany (Lord
Darling of Hillsborough)
Sir Harwood Harrison (Farr)
MM. Faulds
Grieve
Hardy
Hunt
Lewis
Mendelson
Hawkins (Page)
McNamara (Lord Peddie)
Sir John Rodgers

MM. Minnocci
Orsini
Pecchioli
Roberti
Sarti
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.

8. 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 (Doc. 714).

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

mendations postponed from the First Part of the Session,
Docs. 703 and 711).

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 Qeneral Affairs Commiitee and
Vote on the draft Recommendation (Doc. 720).
Speakers : The President, Mr. de Bruyne (Rapporteur),
Mr. Critchley, Mr. Miiller, Lord Duncan-Sandys, Mr.
Amrehn, Mr. Grieve, Mr. Valleix, Mr. Cermolacce,
Mr. Mende, Mr. de Bruyne (Rapporteur), Sir John
Rodgers (Vice-Chairman of the Committee), Mr. Rividre
(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 ?...

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. Bee page 15.
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3. Examination of Credentials

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — 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.
Cermolacee ; and those of Mr. Péronnet, 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. Waltmans, who has
resigned.

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

It appears from the eredentials 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. Péronnet,
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
by 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.
Oberlé, 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 welecome His Excellency, Ambas-
sador Don José Luis Messia, representing the
Spanish Government.
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5. Tribute

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — A little
more than a month ago, Pierre de Montesquion,
Duke of Fezensae, 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, Maréchal de France, to whom our
former colleague devoted a work entitled Le vrai
&’ 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 Armagnae, in the Gascon
département 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
radieal, but without success. On the outbreak of
war, he served 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 département
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 Secretary-General to the French Delega-
tion.

A member of the Committee on Scientifie,
Technological and Aerospace Questions since its
creation in 1966, he produced outstanding
reports on such matters as the state of European
space activities, on KEuropean 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 1974.

Pierre de Montesquiou’s contributions from
the rostrum were {requent. He approached the
most technical of topies with ardour, and when
dealing with burning political issues he could



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

SEVENTH SITTING

The President (continued)

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 Toulouse,
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 sinecere
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, would it be
presumptuous of me to affirm, despite frequent
denials, that a European approach to security
problems is a decisive factor of détente 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. Looking to a reform of the
institutions for a solution to specific problems

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 seepticism.

The FEuropean Parliamentary Assembly is
already in a position to exercise the twofold
function of eriticism 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
coneeption 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 concertation 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
States administration will be. But Europe cannot
accept that its destiny should for ever depend on
the United States’ conceptions of its own secu-
rity.

Europe of the Seven has a population of
250 million. Tts gross annual produet 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 of 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 conditions 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 KEuropean 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 that 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 decision-taking and ener-
getic action of purely national bodies. For Europe
should be a means of 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 of all the countries
represented in the Assembly of WEU, to whose
precinets we are happy to be admitted at long
last.

Allow me to point out that the presence here
of 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 truly capable of assuming an essential
role in the development of détente and eco-
operation, both in our own continent and world-
wide, and, in full respect of existing inter-
national alliances, gradually and steadily getting
away from opposing military bloes — notwith-
standing all this, I say, and in spite of the
serious obstacles ereated 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 diserimina-
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
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is still a long and arduous one. To follow it, we
need the participation of all the healthy and
progressive social forces in our countries, for
otherwise European unity will remain a Utopia
or, worse still, a smoke sereen concealing a policy
hostile to détente and designed to encourage
interference in, and iniquities 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 erusade. 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’ demoecratic foreces in all inter-
national gatherings, as a contribution to security
and co-operation between States and their
peoples. And as we are firm believers 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
Western 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 possibility
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, eritical
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 participation.

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 T have to point out that in this House we
follow a fairly striet, if not absolutely rigid, rule
of procedure, and although we agreed — and I
myself gave the lead — to hear your introduec-
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 Assembly.

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

(Doc. 714)
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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Before 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 ?...

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

8. Détente and security in Europe
Réle of the Atlantic Alliance in the world today

(Votes on the draft Recommendations postponed
from the First Part of the Session,
Docs. 703 and 711)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
Order of the Day is the vote on the draft
recommendation on détente 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 Wednes-
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 shall 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.
(A4 vote by roll-call was then taken)

Does any other Representative wish to vote ?...

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

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

The draft recommendation is adopted 2.

The next Order of the Day is the vote on the
draft recommendation on the réle 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 partsession 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 roll-call on the
draft recommendation as a whole.

Mr. AMREHN (Federal Repubdlic 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,

1. 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
approval of the recommendation constitutes
approval of the report accompanying 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 (Translation). — I call
Mr. Dankert 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 (Translation). — 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 closed.

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 believed 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 felt 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 Democrat 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 roll-call.

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

The voting is open.

(4 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!:

Number of votes cast .... 61
Ayes ... .. i, 33
Noes .........ccvnvnnn. 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, Doc. 720)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — 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 and Gentlemen, the report
that it is my honour to put before you matches
the previous report very closely in its subjeect
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 ocecasion.
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. Bee 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 will 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 conclusion is, therefonre, that the
WEU Assembly will continue for an indefinite
period to be the only possible body to shoulder
the responsibilities that stem from the treaty —
with its orgamnic addenda — on which WEU is
based. Our work must continue along the lines
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 paragraph 22. The second
part of the report is devoted to the new and
important task given to WEU, more particularly
to the Standing Armaments Commitiee. 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 importance of the study the
Standing 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 eritical comments on the text are made
in the report, in the light of statements made by
Mr. Destremau, Mr. van der Stoel 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 will 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 indicating that the
dialogue between Council of Ministers and
Assembly is not, in the Committee’s view, carried
on as the parliamentarians’ side would like. 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 T omitted to report that
your General Affairs Committee, on 8th Novem-
ber, discussed briefly the exchange of -cor-
respondence between the aecting Secretary-
General 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-General 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 then we have received a letter from the
acting Secretary-General in which he reiterates
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-
jeet matter, that of the draft recommendation
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 its 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 Counecil 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 T
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). — T call
Mr. Critchley to speak in the debate.

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). — 1
must be the first to eongratulate 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-
ibilities 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 France, 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 boundaries and,
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 Secoitish, 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 welecome the very modest proposal of the
Rapporteur that the Standing Armaments Com-
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mittee of WEU should be allowed by its masters
to proceed beyond the study of an armaments
plan 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 into the elected European 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. MOLLER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, I would like {0 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 diffieult. 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 sinece 1973 has raised difficulties and
obstacles. T 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 erisis 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 Ursus tractor works marching down the
street because of economie 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 bloe 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 bloe 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 direction of national
sovereignty — a tendency which ean 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
Lord 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 basiec 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 erying 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 weeks
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 ammunition 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 it 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.

Thig 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 eommon
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
foreces 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 play
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 Rapporteur
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 complaing of this lack of
action. He complains of the fact that neither the
European Council — nor, indeed, the Couneil 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. Tindemans, is publicly
complaining that his colleagues are not ready to
join him in implementing the Tindemans 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 Pompidon and Federal Chancellor
Brandt, 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. Miiller 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. Miiller when
he says that, precisely because the economie
recession has placed us in this difficult position,
it is all the more necessary to undertake joint
acbion 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 problems 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
8o 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 eircumstances 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 convineed 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 Furopean 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 Treaties of
Rome and, more recently, the agreement to hold
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 T ask of you today is that you do not
merely raise this ecomplaint — 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 and 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.

Tt 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
that 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 gérance
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 T 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 organisations 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 says 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 Lord Duncan-Sandys’ reactions 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
national sovereignty in all 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. Valleix.

Mr. VALLEIX (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 entirely 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 of
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 Alliance 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 builds its
own warplanes, has started development of a
new aircraft, the ACF, and we still await the
outcome of talks with a view to unmification of
these two European ventures in military aireraft
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 evenly 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 fo 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 ecould no longer be launched by
a European vehicle. So a launcher had to be
specifically designed and built 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 aceording 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
rule out further unpleasant surprises.

Thus, everything goes to show that the
reproduction or modified reproduction of Euro-
pean weaponry systems 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 T have dwelt at some length on the prob-
lems involved in the standardisation of arma-
ments within the framework of the Atlantie
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 climatie,
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-
facturers 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
potentially salable to the United States.

Is it any use manufacturing armaments that
are also up to the American general staff
requirements ¢ 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 proteet 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 all 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 produe-
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 perfectly
in his recommendation, is of far greater import-
ance than might appear at first sight. Although
the Standing Armaments Committee is not in
present circumstances in a position to define
Joint requirements for the European armed
forces, the outline programme which it is to
prepare, prior to being charged with its imple-
mentation, on the armaments industry and pro-
duction econditions 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?
Conscientiously, I am sure ; with determination,
I hope. For T 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, 1 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 —
1 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 WEU’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 eall
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 correlated 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 détente 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
détente 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 sereen intended, within the
EEC, to conceal 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 economie, 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 rdle of
WEU’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 military 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 Atlantie milit-
ary alliance. To these various organisations, Mr.
de Bruyne wishes to add the WEU Standing
Armaments Committee so as to give the Euro-
pean arms industries the appearance of being
independent of NATO. But how could 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 final 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
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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 ?

A little 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 aims 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 can and must make an exemplary
move towards détente, 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 Couneil 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 Paet.
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 ecan 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 report of Mr. de
Bruyne, a ecolleague 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
Ttalian 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
Ttalian 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. Cermolacee. 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. Finally, he gave his support
to the major part of the draft recommendation
on the study to be entrusted to the Standing
Armaments Committee. Mr. Miiller, too, sup-
ported the views put forward in the report,
where the recommendation was concerned, but
had one or two slightly divergent comments to
offer when discussing the economic difficulties.
Mr. Amrehn also spoke about these. The view-
point of Mr. Miiller and Mr. Amrehn comes
down to this: that it is wrong to look on the
present economic recession as a prebext or a
reason for putting a brake on European integra-
tion — the opposite should rather be the case.
Instead of taking the excuse to slow down
European integration, the European integration
policy should, in fact, be pressed more vigorously
precisely in this economic sphere. Looked at in
the light of what is ideal, I think this attitude
is right ; but in reality we have seen that
economic difficulties have indeed put a brake
on the bringing about of ecomomic inbegration.
Here T mean most of all the difficulties there
have been in monetary policy, and I can point
to the problems that have been encountered in
developing the Furopean snake in the direction
for which it was in fact intended.

Lord Duncan-Sandys, of course, gave substan-
tial 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 co-ordination 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 co-operation in military
matters will cease to make any sense at all.

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 will 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 Dunecan-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 1
understood you correctly, what you meant was
that these differences in seale acecount 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. Valleix, 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 policy
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). — T eall Sir
John Rodgers, Viece-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. T am sure most of us in this hemicyecle
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
all 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 matter as long as we have elections
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-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 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 1...

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation).
— T objeet 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.

(4 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. See page 18.
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Number of votes cast .... 55
Ayes ... ... ...l 46
Noes ........cvvvvunnen 2
Abstentions ............ 7

The draft recommendation is adopted .

Mr. Riviére 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. Riviére.

Mr. RIVIERE (France) (Translation). —
First of all, 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 very
great merit of being based not on lofty specula-
tion but on the realities of today. It conveys —
and this is another of its merits — a particularly
important and encouraging appreciation of the
rdle 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 Counecil, at the North
Atlantic Couneil, and it was quite in order for
our Council not to reply to it save by informing
the Assembly that it had passed on to the North
Atlantic Council that part of the recommenda-
tion that concerned the latter.

It remains to be seen whether it did so by a
date enabling the North Atlantic Council to give
a valid reply and, if so, why none was received
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 would 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 actual faet
intended 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 Treaty, 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
10th November 1976 to a written question by
Mr. Radius on the application of Recommendation
285, adopted by this Assembly on 15th June last.
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-
viére, you have overrun your five minutes.

Mr. RIVIERE (France) (Translation). —
Please 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 direet
suffrage. There is nothing to prove this or
indicate it, quite the reverse. France’s allies in
the Atlantic Alliance make little seeret of the
fact that it still 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 faet, the fear of seeing Europe defined in
areas over which the treaties have implied no
abandonment by member States of their sover-
eignty that led 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. Riviére, for not abusing my forbearance
and that of our colleagues.

10. Changes in the membership of Committees

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 ?...
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

tomorrow morning, Tuesday 30th November, at
10 a.m. with the following Orders of the Day :

1. Draft budget of the administrative expend-
iture of the Assembly for the financial year
1977 (Document 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 (Document 715 and Addendum) ;
Amendment of Article 9 of the Financial
Regulations of the Assembly (Document
716) (Presentation of and Debate on the
Reports of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and Votes on
the draft texts, Documents 717, 715 and
Addendum and 716).

2. Address by Mr. Taittinger, Secretary of
State 10 the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the French Republic.

3. Western Europe’s policy towards Mediter-
ranean problems (Presentation of and
Debate on the Report of the General
Affairs Committee, Document 719 ; Address
by Mr. Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs of Greece).

Are there any objections ?...

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 5.45 p.m.)
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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 (Doc. 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
(Doc. 715 and Addendum); Amendment of Article 9
of the Financial Regulations of the Assembly (Doc.
716) (Presentation of and Debate on the Reports of the
C ittee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration and
Votes on the draft texts, Docs. 717, 7156 and Addendum
and 716).

Speakers : The President, Mr. Dequae (Chairman and
Rapporteur), Mr. Page, Mr. Hawkins, Mr. Dequse.

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 Affairs of the French
Republic).

Replies by Mr. Taittinger to gquestions 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 Affairs Committee, Doc. 719 ; Address by Mr.,
Stavropoulos, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of
Greece).

Speakers : The President, Mr. Burckel (Rapporteur),
Mr. Stavropoulos (Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
of Greece).

Replies by Mr. Stavropoulos to questions put by : Mr,
Schwencke, Mr. Urwin, Mr. Burckel, Mr. Channon.
Speakers : Mr. Roberti, Mr. Dankert.

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

7. 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 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 ?...
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.

a-v
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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 1...

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. See page 24.
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3. Draft budget of the administrative
expenditure of the Assembly for the financial
year 1977

(Doc. 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

(Doc. 715 and Addendum)

Amendment of Article 9 of the Financial
Regulations of the Assembly

(Doc. 716)

(Presentation of and Debate on the Reports of the

Commitiee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration

and Votes on the draft texts, Docs. 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 call Mr. Dequae, Chairman and Rapporteur
of the Committee.

Mr. DEQUAE (Belgium) (Translation). —
PFirst 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 franes 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 franes, 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 basiec changes. In the past it has been
possible even after 31st March, after the end of
the 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 scheme
was being put into effeet 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 ean 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 coneerned, 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 disecuss
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 comstituents and our
governments should be ceertain that the money
that comes to WEU is being well spent. The
presence of Mr. Dequae, a man of great distine-
tion in both the parliamentary world and the
finanecial 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 eould 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 frumpet 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. HAWKINS (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 (United Kingdom). — I ghall
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.
‘We may have more votes to count in the future,
and yesterday things appeared to be a little
chaotie. 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 possible to join to-
gether the hemieyele 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 Counecil of Europe, which often sends
us such documents a fortnight after meetings
have taken place. This is the first time I have
spoken in the hemicyele. 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 first 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 publications 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 events I hope so.

Turning to Mr. Hawkins’s remark, it rather
surprises 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 aceepted in practice, if not continually
at least fairly regularly. It will be possible for
this to be the subject of discussions which we
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 perhaps a majority does not aceept it. The
same remarks apply, moreover, to some practieal
questions which we shall consider and which we
may possibly refer to the Committee.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Does
anyone else wish to speak ?...

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 tabled 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 budget?...
Are there any abstentions %...
I note that the Assembly is unanimous.

The draft budget of the administrative
expenditure of the Assembly for 1977 s
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 T15.

Are there any objections to this motion ?...
Are there any abstentions ?...

I note that the Assembly is unanimous.
The motion is adopted unanimously.

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

I put the draft resolution to the vote.
The draft resolution is adopted unanmimously 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 Counecil
of Ministers and France.

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

1. See page 25.
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In addition, we know that you have had a
brilliant parliamentary 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 you 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
1 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 have 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
oceasion to value the soundness and pertinence
of your thinking both in the field of defence
and in that of security. Consequently, 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
to 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 that
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 Armaments Committee
in no way reduces the usefulness of the latter.
‘What is essential, if duplication is to be avoided,
is that the responsibilities 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 détente, since they are the two elements
that underpin our determination 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

70

with regard to the possible engagement of our
forces, 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 nueclear
weapons are leading to a growing vulnerability
of the two superpowers and, as a corollary, a
tendency on the part of each of them to keep its
own territory from becoming a battlefield.

Our policy on détente 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 inerease confidence”, to
substitute toleration for confrontation. We cate-
gorically reject any idea of bloes 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 eco-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 aet.

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 towards 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 it work, which thus makes an essen-
tial eontribution 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 the abiding 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 (Translation). — 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) (Translation). —
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 information on this subject ?

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
Republic) (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 (Secretary of State to the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French
Republic) (Translation). — T thank Mr. de
Bruyne for his guestion 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 has 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 was with this in mind
that the independent European programme
group set out to collect and analyse information
relating to national armaments plans, which has
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
co-ordinating 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, as you noted in your
report on European union and WEU, the work
of these two bodies is not conducted on the same
plane. The study which the SAC has been asked
to 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 eall
Mr. Radius, UDR, France.

Mr. RADIUS (France) (Translation). —
Mr. Minister, the French Government has 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 ?

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 ecover
co-operation in the political sphere and perhaps
also in that of security ?

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). — Mr. President, 1
should like to reply to Mr. Radius, who has
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 détente. France is very
attentive to anything that might weaken defence
arrangements in the Mediterranean 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 détente 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 absence of any settle-
ment in the Middle East, the rivalries between
the two biggest powers and their intensive poli-
tical and military activities, have kept temsion
at a high level, It is the French 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 politieal 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 eall
Mr. Valleix.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (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 when 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 ?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — 1 call
the Secretary of State.

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French
Republic) (Translation). — T should like to
answer both the questions asked by Mr. Valleix.
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 eall
Mr. Burckel, UDR, France.

Mr. BURCKEL (Frence) (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 association with the European Econo-
mie¢ 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 Mediterranean policy ?

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

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the
Minaster 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
helief 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
hardly possible. Is that what he meant ? Is he
willing to enlarge upon that ¢

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
recognises and which have been brought up on
various occasions. I would refer Mr. Jessel to the
statement made on this very point a short while
ago by the President of the French Republie,
who put the problem in its true perspective.

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I ecall
Mr. Cermolacce.

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation).
— The member States of the Warsaw Pact met
recently in Bucharest, and 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 the thirty-five States
signatories to the final act at Helginki 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
dissolution 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) (Translation). — On the first point,
my reply to Mr. Cermolacee 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 bloes
and equipment. This goes far beyond what was
accepted at Helginki by the thirty-five powers
which took part in the conference on security
and co-operation in Europe.

With regard to the Warsaw Pact 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 affeect the process of
détente, inasmuch as this balance is a sine qua
non of détente. 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 eall
Mr. de Bruyne.

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (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 ?

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 (Translation). — 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
Council’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 ecall
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 such reflection 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 cannot 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 ecall
the Minister.

Mr. TAITTINGER (Secretary of State to the
Minister for Foreign 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 détente which would spring from a
genuine disarmament would be far more useful
to the cause of peace.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I eall
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 ? 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 ecall
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 appearances.

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 PRESIDENT (Translation). 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, Doc. 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
General Affairs Committee decided to under-
take a wide-ranging study on the policy of
Western FEuropean Union towards Mediter-
ranean problems, but I personally was only
instructed to deal with problems of the Eastern
Mediterranean, a report on problems affecting
the Western Mediterranean being assigned to
another Rapporteur, Mr. Mendelson. However,
the latter was, for reasons quite beyond his
control, unable 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 amother, because a large proportion of
Europe’s oil supplies come from its shores. The
recent reopening of the Suez Canal 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 construec-
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 Mediterranean which
is to be feared, as the possibility it now has of
exploiting all the elements of political instability
that 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 Israel and its neighbour-
ing countries. During the current year, Lebanon
has been the focus of our misgivings for inter-
national peace. But so long as peace has not
been restored between Israel and the Arab coun-
tries, there will be a standing menace, and
unrelieved tensions to tempt the great powers to
intervene, possibly with the most praiseworthy
and peaceful intentions, but with unpredictable
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 vietims 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 afford to have done without. May
I also be allowed to place on record 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 able 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. Congequently, relations
between Greece and Turkey are one of the
problems that vitally conecern 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 that
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 that 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 dealt 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 eontaining 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, above 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 advantage of taking part in the long
talks we were able 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 of
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 deseribe the two main
elements in the dispute between Greece and
Turkey : the conflict in Cyprus and its flare-ups
since summer 1974, 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 of
the island at present occupied by its forces. The
memorandum addressed to me by the Turkish
(overnment states that “it does not favour
partition... the Turkish position to promote a
federation of 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
Cyprus 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 erisis. Simi-
larly, the question of @ possible extension of
Greek territorial waters 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 ean 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 Commitiee 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.

78

With regard to the applications of Greece
and Turkey for accession to the European Com-
munity the position appears to be satisfactory,
in the case of Qreece, 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 74 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 aceept, which has meant for Turkey a con-
siderable loss of potential earnings of foreign
exchange. The faet 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 competitors in markets
for 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
8o, 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
rble 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 Eeonomic Community, it would
be incomprehensible for their defence not to be
integrated with that of their partners. Western
Buropean Union is the natural military exten-
sion of institutional Europe. Some 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 favour 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
aceession 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 restrieted
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
Assembly. Observers from Greece and Turkey
have on several occasions 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 standing group of observers should outweigh
the political will, which, I am convinced, most of
us share, to associate 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 Arab 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 Couneil
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. STAVROPOULOS (Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs of Greece). — 1 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. Burckel, 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 exposé
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. Détente should by now be considered
as indivigible in both those major areas of the
eastern hemisphere.

In view of such assessments 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 eonnee-
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
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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 application for full membership of the
Kuropean Communities. However, believing in
peace means believing in its indivisibility.
Believing in détente and in the principles to
which all of us subseribed in the final act
of Helginki 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 of 1974 as one of three main con-
tributory factors in the present instability in the
Bastern 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 % of 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 at 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, of 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 the 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 Yanki of 27th September to 3rd October
1976, it is said that “the answer of Amnkara 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 of 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,



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

EIGHTH SITTING

Mr. Stavropoulos (continued)

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 undertaken 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 ecriteria, 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 only 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-simplifications,
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. T 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 to
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 legal
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 you that
my country is genuinely desirous of making a
positive contribution to the solution of this
problem.

On the question of air space, three weeks of
talks in Paris failed to produce a settlement. This
ig 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 abuse 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, geographieally, 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 willingness 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 diseussed at some length in the report.
Liittle 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 necessary 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
be able to communicate 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 eountry, your
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 ?

Mr. STAVROPOULOS (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
when, 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 eall
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 ecall
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 BEuropean Economic Community
there would then be no question of her taking
stéps 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, Mr. Minister.

Are there any more questions ?...

Mr. STAVROPOQULOS (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
assembly 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 (Itely) (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 assembly. 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 politieal debate on western defence
should in faet 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 abutting on it are seen today to be
in a particularly eritical 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 about anybody’s intentions,
but politics goes by results, and we must wait
and see what these are, because, I think, détente
is an aspiration common to all mankind and to
every nation. But for there to be détente, 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 answerable, 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 the 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 be easier to settle individual
disputes. In this conneetion — 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 cloger 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 détente and world peace.

Thank you, Mr. President. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I ecall
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
T 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 rdle there still
is for the Assembly and the Council of Ministers
in the present eircumstances. This would at least

87

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. = !

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
Burope 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 any 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, Portugnese and possibly Spanish
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 expecta-
tions we could not fulfil. T 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 ? 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 was
with a French initiative ; that too came to
nothing.

There is no more horrible war than a eivil
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, as 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).
debate is adjourned.

The

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

(Motion for a Resolution with a request
for urgent procedure, Doc. 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 asked to decide on
the request for urgent procedure this afternoon
at 4 p.m.

1. 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. 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 aectivities (Pre-
sentation of and Debate on the Report of
the Committee on Scientifie, 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 ?...

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 Commitiee, Doc. 719).

Speakers : The President, Mr. Cordle, Mr. Inan (Observer

from Turkey), Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Schwencke, Sir
Frederic Bennett.

4. Designation of Greek e nd Turkish parliamentary observ-
ers to the WEU Assembly (Motion for a Resoluiion
with a request for urgent procedure, Doc. 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 wvote).

5. Western Europe’s policy towards Mediterranean prob-
lems (Resumed Debaie on the Report of the General
Affairs Committee, Doc. 719).

Speakers : The President, Mr. Radius, Mr. Urwin,
Mr. Amrehn, Mr. Calamandrei, Mr. Stephanopoulos
(Observer from Greece).

8. 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, Doc. 722).

Speakers : The President, Mr. Craigen (Rapporteur),
Mr. van Kleef, Mr. Lewis, Mr. Hawkins, Mr. Hardy,
Mr. McNamara, Mr. Craigen (Rapporteur), Mr. Warren
(Chairman of the Commitiee).

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). — 1In

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 ?...
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 .

3. Western Europe’s policy towards
Mediterranean problems

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General
Affairs Committee, Doc. 719)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The first
Order of the Day is the resumed debate on the

1. See page 28.
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report of the General Affairs Committee on
Western Europe’s policy towards Mediterranean
problems, Document 719.

In the resumed debate, I call 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-
Tow.

In Mr. Burckel’s wide and highly informative
explanatory memorandum we see a large degree
of diplomacy and sound 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 facts
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 wonld
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
Seecretary, 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 diplomaey 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 about possible cuts in
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 alarm 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 full 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 association 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

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 in 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 Greece 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 eall
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, Mr. Burckel, and
Mr. Dankert and Mr. Cordle who have expressed
their sympathy with us in the disaster that has
hit Turkey ; we greatly appreciate this token
of sympathy.

I further thank Mr. Burekel, the Rapporteur,
for having mentioned, as I intended to do myself,
the very humanitarian gesture by the Greek
Government in coming to the aid of Turkey. We
have seen a Greek military aireraft 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 Paris.
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 what is called 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 this 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 erazy 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 Greck 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 ery from the true faets.
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 by the Turkish invasion is to close
one’s eyes to what has happened over a period
of twelve years, from 23rd December 1963 when
Archbishop Makarios 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 with 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.
T should like to thank him for it and to con-
gratulate 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 faet, there is at present no Western Euro-
pean policv 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 Affairs
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 Africa 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 Assembly recommends that the Couneil
“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 Mediterranean
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 referred 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 affected
the whole defence system.

I have visited the United States four times.
I saw what went on in the Capitol in eonnection
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 allows 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
granted. 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 missiles.

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
Article 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 demilitarisation 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 Lausanne Treaty, that an article should
be added providing for the demilitarisation 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 acecept,
that the Turks should move in when they left.
The suggestion was made in order to safeguard
Turkey’s security.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — We shall
not finish tonight if you go on. I cannot let 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 going 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. 1 leave the last word to you, but
there are facts that T 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 all 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 Treaty and the additional
protocol signed between Turkey and the Com-
munity. At a time when Turkey is experiencing
difficulties with its ally the United States
because of the embargo, we expect a good deal
more understanding from the Community. What
we get is almost indifference ; we are even meet-
ing with extreme diffieculties on the part of
certain member countries, which I regret.

I shall gladly answer any request for further
explanation, but reserve my right to reply, and
I apologise for having overstepped the time
allowed me. (Applause)

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.

T 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
generous 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 poliey 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 inseparable
from the situation of the Mediterranean coun-
tries, we nowadays see, on the contrary, the
presence of armed foreces 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 frietion,
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 Assembly of WEU would be liable to make
ourselves ridiculous by passing a resolution
like the one which terminates Mr. Burckel’s
excellent report. 1 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 terms, 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 shounld 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 eontribution to over-
coming the obstacles that have so far stood in
the way of a European presence in the Mediter-
ranean and making some progress in problems
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,

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 Turkish
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 that to aceept, or
rather 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 conclusion, mark well the extreme impor-
tance of this, for the fact that there should exist
today, at various points in the East, hotbeds of
unrest and war is not the only reason for our
concern, but there is also that of what tomorrow
may bring, to exercise our minds. I am speaking
especially as an Italian — for the Assembly
should realise Italy’s particular position makes
it perhaps more concerned than any other
country 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 our 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. Schwencke.

Mr. SCHWENCKE (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — 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 rdle 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 rather less in a posi-
tion to contribute towards solving the Turkish-
Greek problems than in the United Nations or
the Council 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 foree them
into bilateral negotiations on the substance of
their problems, can scarcely be exerted through
WEU ; and, thirdly, that we, in this Assembly,
cannot bring the two Presidents Demirel and
Karamanlis o 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 TUnited States but also through
France. 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 its international
appeals. That is 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 association
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 Committee,
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 Cyprus 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
politieal interest in it embrace the country 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 Nations 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-
sentatives 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 practice
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 isolation of the Turkish 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 water for the northern part of the
island have been cut off, and the Turkish side
has 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
Nations documents on the subject are available.

I am not trying — and I made this clear
earlier on — to justify the 1974 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, ftoo,
there are one or two things I could tell you.
There was a certain current in Cypriot affairs
which began positively in 1957 with President
Makarios and Viee-President Denktash, but in
1963 — and there were many reasons for this
ag far as the Turks were concerned — it had
to be abandoned. This left a situation in which
Cyprus has been represented in international
relations solely by the Greek side, and the
Turkish side has not even been consulted. That
links 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 cannot 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 as 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 pethas (the word
convinces), must also listen to the words of those
who speak for the Turkish community which has
long been neglected by the Greek Cypriots, and
which is now asking to be heard.
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Mr. 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 observations.

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 1974, 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 Mr. Waldheim, as both sides — Turkish
and Greek — send their negotiators {o the
negotiations without any real powers.

Thirdly, T 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 military 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 clear
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 Sir
Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom).
— 1 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 oceasions, for
having performed the most diffieult task 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
nations in conflict 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 of a family
from continuing to quarrel is for an outsider to
intervene when they both come together. I hope
that that does not sound unduly optimistic, since
in all my time in assemblies such as this I have
never known a more difficult 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 of
view.

I have said in publie, as opposed to saying it
in diplomatie circles, that I have doubts about
the wisdom of outside intervention by those not
immediately concerned with the argument. Since
I hold that view, I would be less than fair if I
were now to try to reconstruct all the events
which have led to this unhappy situation. I pro-
pose to content myself merely with talking about
the Cyprus situation, because there seem to be
fair prospects of the Aegean dispute being settled
by resolution and good sense. The best we can
do today is to wish continuing suceess to those
talks.

Let me say one thing which I hope will not be
regarded as controversial. When there is an
argument between two coumtries or two indi-
viduals, it is difficult to determine the precise
point at which it is fair to say that the argument
began. T am afraid that in the matter of Cyprus
one cannot simply pick the moment at which the
Turkish forces landed in Cyprus. As a British
member of parliament, I must go back to what
took place after the Zurich agreements and
during the period before the Turks invaded. In
what I am about to say, I mean no offence to
my Greek friends who have no responsibility 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 of
the island was never implemented.

Therefore, if we are to try to reach an
impartial and objective view of what took place,
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and if we have any hope of securing the under-
standing of the Turkish community in Cyprus
and of Turkey itself, we cannot choose for the
beginning of 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 itself. One of the greatest
difficulties in the way of resolving the current
problem is that unfortunately, because of those
events and because of what took place after the
conclusion of 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 of
any sort, federal or otherwise, to the island.

It is no good saying that President Makarios
has learned his lesson and that he will be a
different man from now on. If one goes to
Cyprus, Greece or Turkey, as I and many others
have done, one discovers a fundamental distrust
of President Makarios on the part of the Turkish
community. In these circumstances, it is to be
regretted that Mr. Clerides 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 effective and unified federation in the
future, but there are too many wounds for this
to happen all at once. All that we can hope, if
we are not to have a permanently divided island
or any other of the less 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 effective
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
difficulties 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
figures — than 18 %. The explanation of this
lies 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
economic resources of the island, and I suggest
that that is a better argument on which to base
a more equitable 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 ? Or do the Greeks under-
take to rely on the federal system and hope
that, later, those eoncerned 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 political 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. Sir
Frederie.

Thank you,
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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, Doc. 727)

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 motion
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 conecerned 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 disecuss 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 favour
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). — 1
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 earried tomorrow and we
have a debate under the urgent procedure, we
shall, 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 appropriate 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 unfair for us
in isolation to decide that, alone among all other
countries interested in our problems, we should
permanently admit the Gneeks 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 all 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 tomorrow. Therefore, 1
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 Viece-
Chairman of the Committee on Rules of Pro-
cedure and Privileges, I should like to support
what Mr. Channon has just said. It seems 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 respeective 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 serious consideration, the kind
of consideration which we shall have given after



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

NINTH SITTING

Mr. Grieve (continued)

mature thought and deliberation. For these
reasons, I support Mr. Channon and oppose the
resolution.

The PRESIDENT. — Thank you.
(The President continued in French)

(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 Kingdom). —
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 representative 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 (France) (Translation). — 1
request the floor on a point of order.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call
Mr. Radius on a point of order.

Mr. RADIUS (France) (Translation). — 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. BURCKEL (France) (Translation). —
Mr. Radius is right.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The voting
will continue.

(A wvote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

(The request for wurgent procedure
negatived)

The request is accordingly referred to the
Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges.

Sir John RODGERS (United Kingdom). — 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 Sth November. The British members
were not present. No decision was taken at that
meeting in favour or against, but Mr. Burckel
was allowed to put forward 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, Mr. Pre-
sident, before you called a vote.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I must
tell 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 (France) (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
that he has a perfeet 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. Valleix.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). — In
explanation of my vote — and I think I can
also speak for all our co-signatories — I believe
we are 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 followed, 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
all quite happy about it.

My cosignatories and I gladly fall in 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 18 now closed and the vote has been
taken.
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5. Western Europe’s policy towards
Mediterranean problems

(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General
Affairs Committee, Doc. 719)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — We shall
resume the debate on Western Europe’s policy
towards Mediterranean problems.

In the debate, T call Mr. Radius.

Mr. RADIUS (France) (Translation).
Mr. President, I really am very sorry that this
debate should be limited to the problems of the
Eastern Mediterranean, the General Affairs
Committee having only been able to do the
preparatory work for a report on the Western
Mediterranean ; 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 illuminating
comments on Spain, in particular.

Honour where honour is due. Mr. Burckel does
raise 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
Mediterranean 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 future of
NATO and the growth of the Soviet threat.

This general 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 will 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 will 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 gradually 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 legally 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 construction 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 traditional relations with certain
African countries, especially Moroeco, Spain will
enhance Europe’s capability for dialogue and co-
operation with the less industrialised Mediter-
ranean countries. In its foreign policy options,
marked by a concern for independence, it will
encourage Europe to assert its own personality
in respect of outside influences. 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 eco-
nomic integration of the countries of Northern
Europe in the framework of a vast Atlantie 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 economies. 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 special
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 stabilisation. In fact, added
to the difficulties encountered by all countries
obliged to import their raw materials 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 9% this year. Some 850,000
persons are out of work. These problems are
liable to jeopardise the process 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,
without counting the cost of support but placing
implicit reliance on the will 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 aceount.

When I began my contribution, which has been
over-long, I deplored the fact that not enocugh
attention was paid to the problems of the Western
Mediterranean. I shall 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. (4dpplause)

The PRESIDENT. — I now call Mr. Urwin.

Mr. URWIN (United Kingdom). — First, 1
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 parliamentary
colleague, Mr. Cordle. T 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
poliey of the British Government.

I thank the Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs of Greece for what he said this morning,
and especially 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 strategic element of the south-east flank of
NATO.

In today’s debate we heard controversial
statements by delegates. T 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 resolution 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 aceept. 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 resolution. The second
item of the draft recommendation states : “Invite
the Greek and Turkish Governments to be
associated with the work of the Standing Arma-



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

NINTH SITTING

Mr. Urwin (continued)

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 difficulties
for WEU.

The fact that the problems of those two coun-
tries would be fought out more or less in open
forum might not add strength to the cause of
cither 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 paragraph
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, 1
agree with Mr. Dankert, who earlier today
referred to the difficulty that would arise if
WEU became involved in the dispute. e 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 should 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
all 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 suec-
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 include 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 eontrol, 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 would not
reverse the order of events, but would press with
even greater urgency that democratic elections
in Spain should take place as plammed in the
first half of 1977, so that a duly-elected parlia-
ment can create the conditions for internal
stability. The confidence 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 deal with this problem 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 our 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 like 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
slowly. 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 reeciprocal 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 all to make sensible pro-
posals.

That is very easily 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
prineiple draw the coneclusion that a eonflict can
be solved only by concrete proposals, without
which the solution will have no chance of lasting,
So 1 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 all by heart.

In this dispute each side must make conces-
sions. Today the Minister, Mr. Stavropoulos, said
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 eall 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 really
unbridgeable differences, the third 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 will agree on somebody else,
another government or some other body ; per-
haps the Council of Western European Union.
I do not know. But what is important, T believe,
is that both parties should agree to use the good
offices of a third. Otherwise I see no chance
of progress being 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 Market. 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. 1t would be senseless, 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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Alliance — though today we have heard from
the Greeks that they are again seeking closer
ties — or even entirely recasting 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 Mediterranean
must be based on a common defence policy.
Unfortunately, neither the Nine, nor even the
seven amongst the Nine, have so far succeeded
in arriving at a common defence policy, or even
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 if there is to be enough stabil-
ity for the economiec 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 of the Community within the relatively
near future plays a very important role. I want
to sound a very clear warning against this. The
Community of the Nine has its hands full
maintaining its own internal 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, if the attempt were made to
achieve full membership for both these countries
immediately or at an early date. Such full
membership would further burden, politically
and economieally, the relations of 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
political 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 -V
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Mr. CALAMANDREI (ftaly) (Translation).
— Mr. President, on the subject of sixteen
Italian Communist representatives’ stance of
abstention on this report and its draft recom-
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-operation 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
clashes that are still disturbing the Eastern
Mediterranean, but also, I think, that such a
solution would be one of the essential factors
overcoming the severe economic problems from
which Western Europe 18 now suffering : for to
do that we have to restore order to each of our
countries’ own economies, and at the same time
to international economic relationships in which
a cardinal point is the establishment of fresh
equilibria in relations between Western Europe
and the oil- and raw materials-producing eoun-
tries : clearly such equilibria intersect with the
Mediterranean and in particular its eastern
sector, and with a détente and stability which
are still far to seek in the Mediterranean area.

Mr. Burckel’s report recalls 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 if, as I think, we should not realistically
overlook the fact that, at the most serious
junctures, such interest has at times resulted in
a convergence of views that has been decisive in
preventing the crises from assuming catastrophic
proportions, we are still bound to agree that
the opposing presence of the two superpowers
and of bloe policies has been, and still is,
fundamentally at the origin of tensions in the
Mediterranean, and that the mutual and
balanced reduction of 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 for us to bend
every effort to diminish and abolish the local
and regional causes of such conflicts. 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
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induce Greece and Turkey to sit down together
in the European and Europeanising 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 complicated.

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 also 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, T wonder, 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-
tion 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 which is, as many speakers
have already 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 fate 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
institutional representatives.

T would add one or two brief observations on
the Lebanon. It is devoutly to be desired, as the
draft recommendation says, that the countries of
Western Europe will concert their 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 contribution not,
alas, truly made by our countries 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 fashiom.

However, I do not think, Mr. President, Mr.
Rapporteur, it is any 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
eriticism is extended, very pessimistically, to all
the performance by the United Nations of its
institutional mission, and to all the other world-
wide organisations. In my view, such severe and
sweeping eriticisms, 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 address 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 ocecasions but particularly in the
Middle East. What this implies, Mr. President,
is the downright safeguarding of the right to
their own existence and territorial integrity of
every 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 war
is one of the prerequisites for solving a national
problem vital to peace in the Middle East, such
as, let us not forget, that of the Palestinian
people. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. — Thank you very much,
Mr, Calamandrei. 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
Rapporteur 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
glad 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



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

NINTH SITTING

Mr. Stephanopoulos (continued)

that we are agreed on all points. In any case,
I have seen for myself that the second report —
the revised version — is more impartial than
the original ome drafted during your General
Affairs Committee’s visit to Athens.

I feel it my duty to point out a rather
uncompromising attitude shown by the distin-
gunished 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
Bern 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 possessions 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
greatly 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 9%, 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
alliance were equal, but it 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 all know the history of the other
countries in our Alliance.

The Turkish Senator spoke about Greek
Americans lobbying the United States Govern-
ment. Like yourselves, I am sure that in America
there are only Americans, and that there is no
meddling at all 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 State a debate took place and
it was then that the Turkish Senator had an
opportunity of asking his questions, not now,
when Mr. Stavropoulos is unable 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 islands,
remote from the Greek mainland, could serve as
bases for a Greek offensive against Turkey. On
the contrary, the solid Turkish land-mass is
close to the Greek islands, and that is the erucial
point.

Greece wants to see Turkey enter the Com-
mon Market, as the Greek Minister for Foreign
Affairs has already said. We shall 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 will 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, Doc. 722)

The PRESIDENT. — The last Order of the
Day is the presentation of and debate on the
report of the Committee on Secientific, Techno-
logical and Aerospace Questions on European
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oceanographic activities. We must endeavour to
conclude the debate this afternoon by voting on
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 (United Kingdom). — This is
the first full Assembly of the WEU that I have
attended. As I expected to be called at about
3 o’clock, I now realise the feelings experienced
by the condemned man 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 carried 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 Secientifie, Technological and
Aerospace Questions on 16th November. The
report received its endorsement at that meeting.
I emphasise that this is essentially a progress
report.

A number of points were made by the Com-
mittee. One of them was that the report perhaps
overemphasised the environmental problems.
Western Europe, which is a densely populated
part of the continent, must be greatly concerned
with anti-pollution 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
essential that the ecological aspects of oceano-
graphy should be regarded as being of para-
mount importance.

Secondly, the point was made by Mr, Valleix
that in some respects the title of the report was
misleading and ought to include the term
“maritime”. Western Europe is an important
trading bloe. 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 Bruyne referred in Committee to the
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importance of nuclear developments and the
development of nueclear stations. That is an
aspect that I did not develop in the report.
However, it could be included in 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 that is essentially what I am recommend-
ing in the report.

The recommendations are perhaps modest, but
I think that this fact makes them more realistic.
‘We must recognise that we are at the beginning
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
object 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 duplication.

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
arrangements for the sea areas in the North Sea
and the Mediterranean. The question is whether
there is a will on the part of individual govern-
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 political situations.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT. — Thank you for your
maiden speech, Mr. Craigen. I must now apolo-
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 will be given over to the
four British speakers who have entered their
names. I should point out that Mr. van Kleef
is also making his maiden speech. (Applause)

Mr. van 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 activities
in TFuropean territorial 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 and 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 island or islands could offer
to industry. The Dutch Government, in turn, has
set up a working party to study the pros and
cons of constructing such industrial islands, and
to work out what the repercussions might be for
the economy, for jobs, for the environment, for
planning, for international law, military strategy
and so on. One may guess that 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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cargo 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 islamnds are very con-
siderable. First of all, it is still not elear whether
building an artificial island in the open sea is
technieally economical and practical, even for
the Dutch who have a lot of experience in creat-
ing land out of water. Then there is the question
of what the repercussions would be on the social
and health environment, and from the view-
point of international law. It is still 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 plans that various interested groups in our
countries have for constructing artificial islands
off our coasts, and even outside our territorial
waters. I did wonder, too, whether we ought to
amend the draft recommendation in the report
from Mr. Craigen with this in mind ; but on
reflection T do not think this is called for, since
the recommendation is eouched 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 gladly 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 fortunate because
I can congratulate two maiden speakers, one
from the Netherlands and one from my own
country. Let me direct my congratulations
mainly towards Mr. Craigen, although they
apply to our comrade from the Netherlands.

Mr. Craigen is to be congratulated on several
scores. He did not explain to us that he was
pitehforked 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 which 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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tunity 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 ean 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 proposals 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, as
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 been 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 considering this problem.
I am sure that there will have to be regional
functions and supplements to national jurisdie-
tion. There will be many arguments and debates.
I only 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 discussion 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 large 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-
give 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 national adminis-
tration decides not to hand over authority to the
Community or to some international 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
policies. 1t is a question of time, of discussion
and of effort to reach agreements that will
benefit all concerned rather than one particular
country 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 régime for the development of North
Sea gas and oil, something which, it will be
claimed, would be advantageous to all European
countries. It could be argued that a common
programme and strategy for the policing of the
two hundred mile economic zone might not be
enough to arrange for a fair sharing of the
burdens associated with that task. It must be
realised that, while we in Britain will obviously
undertake the major part of the policing with
our naval forces, there are and will 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 open policy could and should
be pursued. It must be realised that while most
of the countries here represented have a long
maritime tradition, 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
development efforts at the moment because there
is no kind of joint discussion arrangement.

There is also the possibility that the wealth
which is being created in the North Sea will lead
to a sort of greedy, national desire to keep it
all for one’s self. This 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 because there are those who
say that the oil is Seottish oil. If we are also
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 aspeect 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 coastal
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 European Union. I wish him
well in his further endeavours and I support the
recommendation. (Applause)

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I eall
Mr. Hawkins.
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Mr. HAWKINS (United Kingdom). — 1
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 secretary and every-
body else who helped with the report.

I should like to confine my remarks entirely
to one aspect, that of food. I live very close to
the North Sea, on the east side of Great Britain.
We have the oil rigs and we shall soon have the
policing of the two hundred mile limit, to which
I shall not refer. It is on the question of pollu-
tion, possibly from oil rigs and other methods,
that I want to draw attention to the dangers
that we are facing, not 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 politician or man
in the street realises it, he certainly does not
have it at the front of his thinking.

1 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 world as a
whole, we are running very close to rationing
or starvation and we must preserve the fish in
our seas and discover fresh species of fish not
yvet known to man. We must also learn how to
breed fish within our waters, in fisheries, so
that we can replace the food supplies which have
been lost to us in the world. I believe that if
only the average man in the street — or perhaps
I should say the average housewife in the kitchen
— could realise how close we are running to
rationing, a great deal more thought would be
taken by governments about producing more
food, not only from the land but from our seas.



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

NINTH SITTING

Mr. Hawkins (continued)

‘With that 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). — 1 shall
certainly not take long, Mr. President. I believe
we are all agreed that development of man’s
use of the sea and the exploitation 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 Iit,
especially my colleague, Mr. Craigen, even
though, as Mr. Lewis has pointed 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 essential, something
is already being achieved. The deliberations of
the Law of the Sea Conference and recent agree-
ments in Europe which are becoming quite
extensive are evidence of this. It is essential that
progress must be maintained, and we need to
reach 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 acceptance of
the need for each nation to defend its own
interests, not merely in the way in which we in
the United Kingdom are providing for the pro-
tection of our oil industry off our shores but
in the way in which nations deal with the alloca-
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
international gathering should be prepared to
support that prineiple.
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Even more important than national economic
concerns is the need for the world interest in
environmental wholesomeness to be well served.
In addition to looking at immediate economic
questions, every international gathering ought to
require action to stress the need for oceanic
health and maritime decency. The poisoning of
the sea has gone on for far too long. T am a
little reassured by the Community’s action
earlier this year in seeking to promote maritime
decency. That is more than necessary, because
some areas of the sea are becoming rather
disgusting zones of domestic and industrial
effluent.

If Europe can build on the recent accord —
a welcome feature of 1976 — it will 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. T was pleased to note in the report that the
cost of undoing such damage is now usually
greater than the cost of preventing 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 welecome the report and to congratulate
Mr. Craigen and his colleagues on an excellent
job. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call
Mr. McNamara.

Mr. MceNAMARA (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 installations which come
within that area but which are outside territorial
waters”. Before we all rush off to start 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 installations from terrorism or
whether such installations are likely to be
targets, because terrorists seeking to do damage
could do so far more effectively and speedily
against land-based installations than they could
with all the difficulties attendant upon
approaching a rig many 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 suitable 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 far more expensive than
something perhaps less ambitious and 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 efficient 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 aireraft 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 policing 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 cheaply but not
at exorbitant expense, to find a system that is
capable of protecting the rigs and of enforcing
proper fishing policies for both cateh limits and
conservation.

While T 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 only to thank those
members of the Assembly 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 Kleef, 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 ecall
the Chairman of the Committee.

Mr. WARREN (United Kingdom). — I con-
gratulate the Rapporteur. He has done a first-
class job. Although in the British parliament
much time in the coming session will 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 (Translation). 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 can save the
time needed for a vote by roll-eall.

Are there any objections to the draft recom-
mendation ?...

Are there any abstentions ?...
I note that the Assembly is unanimous.

The draft recommendation is adopled unanim-
ously 1.

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — 1 pro-
pose that the Assembly hold its next public
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, Technological and Aerospace
Questions and Vote on the draft 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 Sitting
are therefore agreed to.

Does anyone wish to speak ?...
The Sitting is closed.

(The Sitting was closed at 6.05 p.m.)



TENTH SITTING

Wednesday, 1st December 1976

SuMMARY

1. Adoption of the Minutes.
2. Attendance Register.

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, Doc. 721 and Amendments).

Speakers : The President, Mr. Cornelissen (Rapporteur),
Mr. Stoffelen, Mr. Hardy, Mr. Valleix, Mr. Treu,
Mr. Bagier, Mr. Bernini.

4. Address 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).
Replies by Mr. Thorn to questions put by : Mr. Leynen,
Mr. Radius, Mr. de Bruyne, Mr. Valleix, Mr. Cornelissen,
Mr. Segre, Mr. Roper, Sir John Rodgers.

5. Safeguarding Europe’s energy supplies — new sources
of energy (Resumed Debate on the Report of the Com-
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques-
tions, Doc. 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).
Sitting is open.

The

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 *.

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, Doc. 721 and Amendmenis)

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
Scientifie, 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 ? 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 able to be met, gince 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 1974 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 rich and poor nations.

When I see that the United States and the
nine EEC countries, with one-eighth of the
world’s population, acecount 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 can 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.
1 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 Agency, since
France 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
réle 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
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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”, because
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 economiec
use of energy by replacing old and inefficient
plant and by developing energy-saving processes,
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 passenger/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 Netherlands, I gather that staying for a
longish time in a room with a high temperature
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 publie,
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 thing 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. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — In the
debate, I call Mr. Stoffelen.

Mr. STOFFELEN (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, convineing 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 OECD 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?
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

118

searching examination of this connection. But
apart from two or three sentences I found praec-
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 ysu 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. III 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 ITI to the Protocol. In para-
graph 1 (¢) of this Annex nueclear 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 wasting energy and develop alter-



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TENTH SITTING

Mr. Stoffelen (continued)

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 discussed.
Nonetheless, the Rapporteur is right, things are
getting into a fix. Making sensible use of energy,
and avoiding waste in using it, are very neces-
sary. So on first hearing I can wholly go along
with the ten points 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 looked 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 ? 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 problems have not been solved. But
the report comes either from someone other than
the author of the recommendation, or from
someone 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
waste, 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
unacceptable. 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
calls for using coal and, subsequently, liquefy-
ing and gasifying 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 problems — 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 beams to the earth
radiation equivalent to 4,200 billion kilowatt-
hours, and 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
potential 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 would
call for a surface area totalling something over
19% 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
rdle 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.
(Applouse)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I ecall
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

120

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 reactors. 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 economies 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 ereet 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
crities of such a policy in the United Kingdom.
1 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 com-
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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
hasie, sensible concerns are not ignored. It treats
a serious subjeet without levity. One can 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 ecall
Mr. Valleix.

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 eontinued growth ad infinitum when energy
resources that can be exploited economically are
available only in limited quantities ? 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 French 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 produec-
tion costs are competitive ; electricity is the form
of energy whose eonsumption 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 aceeptable 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 nueclear
energy are shared by every European govern-
ment. Nevertheless, we have failed to embark
at BEuropean 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
European 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 ecertain methodological -eriteria 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-mining
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 eclear
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 be possible.
T hope that the moment when this policy will be
translated into aets 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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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 civie 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 artiele 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 of 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 geothermal
power. We should also bear in mind the pos-
sibilities for using coal : the Germans showed us
the way, in the later stages of the war. There is,
however, the difficulty of achieving an economic
and rational use of low-grade gas. But there is
no reference, in the whole voluminous report, to
oil shales. These cover vast areas, open-cast
residues of bygone geological eras, which have
not yet had the oil leached out of them. Solar
energy can only be harnessed in certain parts
of the globe. I have in mind a town of 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 eloud cover : it cannot be done
in countries like Norway where normal tempera-
tures are low and the climate foggy.

In the medium term, therefore, we should have
recourse to coal-distillation and geothermies.
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 of 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 of the plants but because the raw materials
—- uranium or plutonium — are in limited sup-
ply, and not all eountries 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, especially 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, Liadies 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.
Valleix is right : it is not only a matter of OECD
or EEC. 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 nueclear 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 eoherent
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 ecall
Mr. Bagier.

Mr. BAGIER (United Kingdom). — First, 1
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 homest and admit that the safety and
health hazards involved in nuclear power about
which we worry are in connection with
aceident 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 without its being said that coal is not easily
acquired in 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 Ilungs. Therefore, let us not easily
forget this serious health hazard in the produe-
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 the
cost of United States oil at sixty cents per gallon
and have referred to the faect 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 erystallises 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
drastic 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 accurate. 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
address most of my remarks. I suggest that pub-
lic 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. .

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.

This 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 oceupied 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
faced 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 examine
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 accumulate 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 example, to
translate that into telling my daughter that she
must not play a record of the Beatles in her
bedroom while a pop group broadcasts 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 7 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 straing on the market and thé 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
Kurope’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 improved 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 economie, social and political
forces, 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 emphagised 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. (Adpplause)

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
Burope 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 Luxembourg) (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 8o, what commitments ! Whereas the North
Atlantic Paet only places on each of its signa-
tories the obligation to “take such action” as it
may econsider 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. I EA|

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, sinee
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
a8 a whole interlinked problems of policy and
strategy. Consequently, it is only proper 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 strue-
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 aection 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

§-1Iv
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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 détente and
security”. They suggested — and I underline
that word — that in the case of international
conferences on this topie, “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” %
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
occagsional 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 seeurity 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
80 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
PForeign 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,
1t 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 communiqué 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, implieit 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-
qué 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 ?

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 respongibilities. 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 eavil
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 paradoxieal
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 hand, 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 problems and
achievements.

Oh, I certainly do not expect to see masses of
our compatriots erowding into the polling booths
as soon as the first European ballot is held.

Hitherto, our communities have projected an
image too technoecratic 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 ecommit the national MPg
and the Ministers wearing the same party politi-
cal colours.
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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 ecommon 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 affiliations.
Thus, through direct democracy, to which we
are all attached, and through participation, we
ghall 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
arms until then waiting for it to resolve all our
problems, like some deus ex machina 2 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 inconeeivable 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 European 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 eut Gordian knots, hack through
administrative red tape and possibly kill off the
sacred cows of divergent concepts of economic
philosophy.

But this vital rdle 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 i#ts 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 resulis 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
Furopean. 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 ecall
Mr. Thorn.

Mr. THORN (Prime Minister and Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (Translation).
— 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
80 many proposals that one could 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 the chapters, for it has not yet pro-
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 order 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
about 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? 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 ?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I ecall
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 ? (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 %

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
economiec 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 few 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. 1
share your view that when the countries you
have mentioned have ecarried 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
Mzr. de Bruyne.

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Translation). —
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 questions and
answers with the Chairman-in-Office of the
Council of Ministers at an informal meefing —
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, constitutes 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.

1 personally look with equal favour on formal
and informal contacts, but I would add frankly
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and with conviction 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. Valleix.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). —
Mr. President, in reply to an oral question
vesterday 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 fortiors to avoid finding
ourselves at cross-purposes and, why not say it,
possibly 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 ?

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 T 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
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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
cross-purposes. As for co-ordinating, how is it to
be done ? That is quite another problem, and we
shall not be solving that one in a hurry.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I ecall
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 Counecil 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, T can only confirm that, in plenary session,
there was no mention of it as you imagine. Was
there any talk over luncheon? I do not know.
But it had been announced that no other topie
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

136

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 unanimity 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 ecall
Mr. Segre.

Mr. SEGRE (Italy) (Translation), — 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 particular, 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, Mr. 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 democratic forces 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 Luxzembourg) (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 there 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 for 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 for anxiety
there. There is no ambiguity.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call
Mr. Roper.

Mr. ROPER (Uwnited Kingdom). — May 1
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 welecome 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
détente. He said that the Ministers did not wish
to extend the competences of the Community into
defence. Is the distinetion 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 ? 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 ?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I ecall
the Minister.

Mr. THORN (Prime Minsster and Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg) (Translation).
— My reply to the first question put by my
honourable friend Mr. Roper on the distinetion
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 polities 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 frame-
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 PRESIDENT (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 mind 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 %
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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 fimancial 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, Doc. 721 and Amendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — We
resume the debate on Mr. Cornelissen’s report.

I ecall 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 eriticism 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 ? 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
TEA 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 France 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 succinetly 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.

Paragraph 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 dangers 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
informed 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
governments to set out on a course which will
cost them five to ten times more than the pro-
grammes they already have. 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 understand 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
energy and concludes with paragraph 61, in
which he says — again, rather disarmingly :
“A major factor standing in the way of exploita-
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.” 1f 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 was 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 reecommendation — “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



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TENTH SITTING

Mr. Brown (continued)

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 T 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
nuclear power. I do not quite understand, there-
fore, why he makes that statement, having
proved conclusively in the report that it was
not on.

I come finally to recommendation 3 which
refers to accepting “joint planning for the
improved use of energy resources”. In all this
the Rapporteur talks in terms of coal produec-
tion. Mr. Hardy and 1, 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. Bagier 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 into a special category
for earlier retirement than any other group of
workers because of the health hazards involved
in extracting coal from beneath the earth. There-
fore, if one is to argue for a continuation of that
form of extraction of that material, there should
be some discussion as to how we satisfy 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

140

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
mankind. 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 to 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 Scientifie,
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 East-West relations
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report
of the Committee on Defence Questions
and Armaments, Document 726 and Amend-
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ments) ; Mandate of the Standing Arma-
ments Committee — Motion for an Order
tabled by Mr. Delorme and others (Docu-
ment 728).

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

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

. 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).

. 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 ? ...

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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Speakers : The President, Mr. Duffy.
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Mr. Farr, Mr. McNamara, Mr. Watkinson, Mr. Treu.

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

Speakers : The President, Mr. Feyzioglu.
Replies by Mr. Feyzioglu to questions put by : Mr. Urwin,
Mr. Cordle, Mr. Hunt.

Western Europe’s policy towards Mediterranean prob-
lems (Resumed Debate on the Report of the General
Affairs Committee and Vote on the draft Recommendation,
Doec. 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,
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Defence Questions and Armaments, Doc. 726 and Amend-
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mittee — Motion for an Order tabled by Mr. Delorme
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Speakers : The President, Mr. de Koster (Rapporieur),
Mr. Roper, Mr. de Bruyne, Mr. Radius, Mr. Riviére,
Mr. Watkinson; Mr. Roper, Mr. de Niet (points of
order).

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). — 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 ?...

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
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be published with the list of Representatives
appended to the Minutes of Proceedings .

3. Change in the Orders of the Day

The PRESIDENT (Translation). For
reasons of personal eonvenience 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
Scientifie, 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 eonsideration 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 Commilttee

on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions

and Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doc. 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 ? 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 catastrophie, 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 effeet 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 ? 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 topies.
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 praectice, 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 expeect any of
the new and alternative sources of energy to
make a substantial econtribution, 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 to join
me in waiting to see what this produces.

Mr. Stoffelen has more or less accused me,
where nuclear power is concerned, of not making
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 nueclear 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 fo 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 ean 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
i