










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TENTH SITTING

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Minister for Foreign
Affairs and Development Co-operation of Bel-
gium) (Translation). — Mr. President, I would
first like to thank you for the kind words you
have just spoken. I shall immediately begin the
address I have prepared for this meeting.

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, in a
few days the third meeting of the Heads of
Government of the European Community will
take place in Paris. We do not yet know what
the results of it will be, but any convinced Euro-
pean will hope that a few steps can be taken in
the right direction — the one leading to political
integration. Integration already appears in the
preamble to the modified Brussels Treaty and in
the Treaty of Rome. The idea was confirmed in
the conclusions of the 1972 Paris summit meeting.
A date was put forward for its achievement —
1980.

The Foreign Ministers of the Nine are attempt-
ing, more or less successfully, within the frame-
work of European political consultation, to
establish common points of view. But a common
point of view does not yet mean a common
foreign policy, which can only really come into
being when the various States have surrendered
this aspect of their sovereignty to a European
government which, under the control of a demo-
cratic European parliament, will exercise its
attributes in the field of foreign policy. It will
still take time to implement this project, but
decisions to be taken at the summit meeting next
Monday and Tuesday should indicate the road
to be followed.

A common foreign policy necessarily implies
a common defence policy. The fact that we are
all members of the Atlantic Alliance cannot be
used as an alibi to justify the lack of a European
defence policy.

A few days ago I read in the last issue of the
Monde Atlantiqgue an article by the former
Belgian Minister Fernand Dehousse — professor
at the University of Liége and an out-and-out
protagonist of united Europe. The article was
entitled Résurrection de la CED ?

I am very well aware that history is not writ-
ten with “ifs”. But I cannot resist the temptation
t0 quote an extract from this article.

The fact is that the European Defence Com-
munity contained the seeds of fruitful elements
for progress both in the building of Europe and
in European relations with the United States :
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“(1) By providing for a common military
budget, the EDC made necessary and urgent
the institution of a control exerted by political
organs, since an army is never more than an
instrument at the serviece of objectives defined
in the political sphere. If the 1952 treaty had
been ratified, therefore, a far more rapid and
more concrete advance would have been made
than has been the case towards a European
political community worthy of the name. That,
incidentally, is what the treaty expressly con-
templated with admirable lucidity. The eco-
nomic developments would have followed, as
was laid down in turn in a project which
unfortunately became a dead letter after the
breakdown of the EDC, namely the political
community project worked out in 1952-53 by
a special assembly of the Six known as the
ad hoc Assembly.

(2) Since the EDC countries all belonged to
the Atlantic Alliance, their grouping under the
Treaty of Paris would have guaranteed to
them a cohesion which they do not have at
present. Their influence would have increased
accordingly, and the Alliance, for its part,
would have emerged in a more balanced state,
in the sense that a certain excessively power-
ful country, but one which Europe cannot
reasonably do without, would no longer have
been confronted only by individual, if not to
say dispersed, partners.

‘Was not this the road leading to a real ‘inde-
pendence’ of Europe from the United States 3"

But that was the Europe of the Six. We now
have the Europe of the Nine, EDC was the solu-
tion we had thought of in 1952. I do not know
what we shall have to do in the future, but I
do know very well that we have lost a quarter
of a century. I also know that history will not
grant us another quarter of a century to organ-
ise a common defence policy. It is therefore high
time to concern ourselves with the problem and
to take forthwith the measures necessary for
achieving our aim.

WEU is ideally competent in matters of
defence. This organisation can therefore help us
along the right road. By means of its resolutions
and recommendations, the Assembly can exercise
a considerable influence on national governments
and parliaments. This is the point of view from
which I shall now deal with two points — the
standardisation of armaments and their produe-
tion,
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Standardisation is made necessary by compel-
ling economic eonsiderations. Thorough standard-
isation implies the unification of tactical and
strategic concepts, together with increasing inte-
gration of production. But such integration is
inconceivable in the absence of political decisions.

It seems to me therefore that through this
approach we have a pragmatic means of pro-
moting military integration in Europe, thus pro-
gressively imparting an initial content to this
notion. It is a limited and technical approach
but, as I shall point out, it also has the merit
of emerging, though in a more modest manner,
on to the political field and thus preparing the
ground for European defence.

I shall begin by stating that we must maintain
an armament production capacity in Europe.
Disarmament conferences, whether in Gleneva or
Vienna or elsewhere, will one day, I am pre-
pared to believe, be brought to a successful con-
clusion. Meanwhile I do not see how Europe can
afford to meglect its capacity for defence. We
must therefore have a defence force, but a
“force” of whatever form cannot exist without
“armaments” and, if we want the power to decide,
we must have a defence capacity based on ade-
quate means of production.

‘We must not, of course, pursue a policy of
independence, autonomy and self-sufficiency at
all costs, since there cannot reasonably be any
credible defence system outside the Atlantic
structure. But Atlantic solidarity by no means
implies that we have to depend on others for
everything while being content to play the part
of a mere subcontractor.

It is therefore a necessity for Europe to main-
tain an armaments industry. Its productive
capacity serves each member of the Alliance.
Above and beyond the rivalries of competition,
there should be a thorough awareness of this
fact on both sides of the Atlantic. We should
not see in standardisation a means of dominating
the market, as is thought and feared in some
quarters, Standardisation cannot be a one-way
operation. On the contrary, by extending the
market to the dimensions of the Alliance, it is
a matter of giving each and every party a real
opportunity based on competitiveness and quality
rather than on a narrowly nationalist reflex.
Even so, it is essential for European industry
to prove itself reasonably competitive in price
and quality so as to be able to seize every chance.
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The choice should not be between exclusive
dependence and a policy of “buying European”
at no matter what price. This would be a dis-
service to the Alliance and Europe itself, since
it is the security of us all which would suffer.

I believe therefore that, while making a far-
reaching attempt to standardise, Europe should
achieve an awareness in this field also. This is
urgent and necessary. The cost of modern arma-
ments is such that any duplication amounts to
economic absurdity, the consequences of which
may well be the disappearance or subordination
of European industries ; for it all too frequently
happens, for reasong which I shall try to analyse,
that these industries permit themselves the costly
and ridiculous luxury of pursuing competitive
projects.

Our countries must therefore standardise and
produce jointly. I shall not speak here of the
strictly military advantages of standardisation,
but will merely note that, for simple technical
reasons, it constitutes a by no means negligible
factor in military integration. On the other hand,
I will argue that the obstacles are above all of
a political nature and that their removal serves
the cause of military integration.

Standardisation has become a magic formula
of which we often pretend to expect everything,
whereas, in the absence of action in depth and
real industrial rationalisation, it can achieve
nothing and, indeed, cannot succeed. The
obstacles are of various sorts, but all are charac-
teristic of the same pretext — an out-of-date
conception of independence which is nothing
more than a reflex inherited from the past. That
is the first cause. The remainder is only a more
or less serious but always pernicious consequence,
with cumulative effects interwoven in an inex-
tricable situation.

At the risk of over-elaboration, I consider that
there are three main types of difficulty. First
of all there is the lack of a common tactical
concept. In this connection no progress is being
made in spite of the efforts undertaken in
various circles.

Next, and above all, there are conflicts between
national industrial interests. These are aggra-
vated by a certain conception of independence.

Lastly, there is the export policy pursued by
each of our countries. This, in fact, is no more
than an indirect consequence of industrial policy,
but exports give rise 1o specific problems which
deserve to be treated separately.
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Standardising implies a common tactical con-
cept. One must go further than mere compatibi-
lity, for unless we reach prior agreement on the
standards to which the various types of equip-
ment should conform according to the mature
of the missions and the ways of fulfilling them,
the only result of standardisation will be a trend
towards exaggerated versatility and excessive
sophistication resulting in prohibitive costs.
Without denying that obstacles exist — dif-
ferences in schools, traditions, conditions pecu-
liar to each theatre of operations, ete. — it should
be possible to arrive at a common definition of
missions or at least of categories of missions,
allowing of a sufficient standardisation of equip-
ment. For the Central European zone, in any
case, this should be possible. The proof is that
countries which, like Belgium, are concerned
with replacing the F-104 have suceeeded in
adopting common standards. Even more signi-
ficant, the United States and France both con-
sider that, so far as they are comcerned, the
standards adopted by these countries are com-
patible with their own. We should not despair,
therefore, but on the contrary should avoid
exaggerating the difficulties; this sometimes
depends on a systematic policy.

I believe that thinking along these lines should
be undertaken in all NATO countries. It would
be unthinkable to develop and define tactical
concepts independently of the Alliance, since
such tactics will inevitably be put into practice
in NATO. It is therefore desirable that within
Eurogroup — which incidentally is searching
its conscience at present — Ministers should be
in a position to give a political pledge that they
will attempt to achieve, no matter what the
technical difficulties, results which should not
and cannot await the end of the century before
taking concrete form.

The difficulties of defining common tactieal
concepts to some extent conceal economic and
industrial conflicts of interest which are, in
reality, the obstacles to free competition, that is,
barriers related more to protectionism than to
military security. One thing is certain : standard-
isation calls for the rationalisation and reorgan-
isation of the armaments industries of Europe.

Our countries all adopt the most nationalist
of positions even when they can see very clearly
the necessity for a high degree of co-operation.
This state of mind is bound up with a systematic
policy of independence or with reasons connected
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with the protection of national economie interests
or, most often, with both at the same time.

There are armaments industries in nearly all
our countries, varying in importance. It is, by
the way, habitual to hear criticisms directed at
what some people call “the politico-military
establishment”. Without wishing to compare the
relative importance of the military sectors of
our economies, it is a fact that hundreds of
thousands of workers are employed, directly or
indirectly, in related sectors. Millions are spent
each year. Each country, therefore, considers that
it should resort to its own national production
in the first instance to cover its requirements.
But this does not mean that any one of them
provides a sufficiently large market to ensure
a minimum of profitability. To be sure, so far
as defence is concerned, profitability and econo-
mic rationalism are not predominant factors.
This is a matter for regret, particularly as, since
costs increase unceagingly, the ultimate vietim
ig the efficiency of our own defence efforts. In
reply to these arguments, the majority of our
countries — or at least the largest of them —
put forward reasons connected with independ-
ence. But should we not have the courage to
recognise that this independence turns out to
be much more of a dependence and a constraint ?
Employment and stability must be maintained
at all costs in a sector depending entirely on
government orders, which are themselves irregu-
lar since, generally speaking, they are bound
up with limited equipment programmes. For
the rest, and in many cases for the greater part,
countries have to rely on a systematic export
policy, which has political disadvantages to which
I shall make further reference.

Standardisation, therefore, provides an oppor-
tunity of modifying this state of affairs. It offers
the produection sector wider access to a market
which, theoretically at least, can extend to the
whole of the Alliance or, in any case, to its Euro-
pean component. But standardisation of this sort
calls for prior or simultaneous rationalisation
by means of a certain degree of specialisation
and concentration of research effort. It is in fact
a matter of setting up a transnational structure
allowing for a better distribution of resources
and a better organisation of markets on a more
competitive basis,

Yet the difficulties of an undertaking of this
sort should not be underestimated. Integration
within the Community will not escape the con-
sequences of the law of fair return. Each party
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will claim from the results of the joint effort the
equitable share which he considers to be his due,
whether in terms of production proper or of
participation in the benefits of technological
advance. This is due in the first place to an
understandable attitude, but the Community
experience of the Nine has also taught us that
fair returns, considered within the striet limits
of the industrial sector concerned, generally
represent an almost automatic factor for bring-
ing the matter to a halt. We must therefore aim
at achieving a correct balance on a wider basis
and in a more embracing economic context. This
will probably not be possible without certain
established economic interests considering they
have been wronged and without certain recon-
versions,

It is clear therefore that reform on this scale
implies an awakening of political conscience and
the existence, at this political level, of a decision-
taking and co-ordinating body. There must be
real planning, an organisation of the market,
and structures to control industry. Such a reform
implies a severe check on private interests and,
if necessary, their nationalisation, since a system
of private enterprise may be ill-adapted to the
restraints of a high degree of specialisation and
a rigid organisation of activities.

The advantages of such an operation are,
however, obvious. The creation of an enlarged
and stable market will provide a healthy and
solid basis for the European armaments industry.
Private interests, I should add, have understood
this, for the trend appears unavoidable. Wide-
ranging projects are already being drawn up
on a multinational basis. It would appear that
the production of advanced technological equip-
ment already exceeds the capabilities which can
reasonably be expected of any single country.
The task of governments is therefore not hope-
less. In the long run, a sufficient degree of inte-
gration is possible provided that a political
structure capable of channelling and organising
activities is set up.

Finally, there are the problems related to
exports. All European countries are exporters.
That being so, they compete mereilessly with
each other on foreign markets. Some of our
countries, indeed, pursue a systematic export
policy which shows itself to be more profitable
and constitutes — particularly in present cir-
cumstances — a by no means negligible contribu-
tion to a healthy balance of payments.

157

Undoubtedly, exports are a consequence of the
situation prevailing on national markets. They
are also an additional complicating factor in the
organisation of a policy of large-scale standardisa-
tion, since producers are all the more keen on
dominating even a restricted national market
when beyond it they are aiming at export sales
which will assure them of considerable profits.
Exporting enables private firms to make profits
and the State to recover part or all of the invest-
ments devoted to research and development by
passing them on in the sales price.

From a strictly economic point of view, the
operation is certainly a paying one and even
highly profitable. In a wider political context,
however, the balance may prove negative. Com-
petition on foreign markets and the hope of a
large production run, mo matter how limited
national requirements may be, involves syste-
matie duplication within the Alliance and —
even more serious — among Europeans. In the
last resort it will be more advantageous in every
sense of the word, and probably more effective
from our defence point of view, to produce a
single type of equipment which, through
standardisation, is assured of sufficiently long
runs to ensure minimum profitability.

Still from a political point of view, exports
are meeting with increasing opposition among the
public. Rather than am instrument of foreign
policy, they finally come to be seen as a
constraint which limits our opportunities for
diplomatic activity by subjecting them to exces-
sive economic compulsions. To speak of Belgium
alone, it is clear that a country which exports
between 85 % and 90 % of its produetion, aceord-
ing to type, is obliged to consider exports more
as an unavoidable factor than as an instrument
in the service of its diplomacy.

Attempts at European integration imply a
parallel common policy on exports. There is no
question of their exclusion a prior: ; but standar-
disation should make it possible to reduce
exports — outside the NATO area — to much
more marginal proportions. A joint approach, a
common philosophy and common regulations
ought to prevail, so as to eliminate or organise
competition on foreign markets. The present
anarchical competition only results in encour-
aging the arms race. To be sure, Europe alone
will not be able to find an effective solution to
the problem of the armmments race and of the
proliferation of armaments throughout the world.
This is not to deny that, here again, Europe
ought to be able to speak with a single voice
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which, being less dependent on vital economic
interests, could afford to be more selective and
more prudent than are each of our countries
taken individually today.

For all the above reasons, a satisfactory solu-
tion can only result from a political decision.
Such a decision, moreover, is well outside the
competence of the Ministers of Defence and
Foreign Affairs alone.

Efforts are being made to achieve greater
standardisation in various institutions. But these
efforts are nearly always confined to a limited
sector where the object is to replace a specific
type of equipment. To be sure, we should not
decry the importance of this, since any progress,
even partial, is a step in the right direction.
Nevertheless, we are obliged to note that in the
absence of a universal approach, it will not be
possible to make any real progress.

A sectoral approach may prove worth while,
but it does not go to the root of the evil. On
the contrary, from certain points of view, it
increases the contradictions by launching pro-
grammes to reconcile the irreconcilable. The only
true remedy lies in a common armaments policy.
Experience in the construction of Europe has
taught us the limits of progress by sectors. In
order to achieve results, efforts must be pursued
on all fronts and progress must be parallel in
all sectors, military, industrial and political, if
the endeavour is not rapidly to come to a grind-
ing halt.

But how can this common policy be devised
and implemented ? There have been many
exchanges of views at various levels. Within the
Atlantic Alliance our American allies have
constituted themselves the champions of standar-
disation through the voice of the Secretary of
State for Defence. Europe cannot afford to
ignore this voice, if only in order to safeguard
its opportunities and take advantage of them.

Eurogroup and WEU are also concerned with
these questions, which, as all of us are aware,
are vital. But hitherto we have been content
chiefly to note the difficulties or to discuss the
respective merits of one forum or the other. I
think it is now urgent to try to do something
and to begin to shape a common policy. A num-
ber of major equipment and re-equipment pro-
grammes have to be implemented in the com-
paratively near future. It is urgent for Europe
to seize upon this opportunity, which may be
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the last. It is not a matter of vetoing this or
that organisation. In any case, there is no ideal
forum. For one reason or another — composi-
tion, geographical coverage or competence —
any given forum is always too restricted or
Inappropriate.

In any case the task is so vast that above and
beyond sectoral approaches, which are limited
by the very nature of things, it is necessary to
deal with the problem wherever it is met, seek-
ing to determine what each organisation or each
forum is in fact most qualified to contribute.

It is clear that NATO, and even more parti-
cularly Eurogroup as far as Europeans are
concerned, are the ideal venues for the definition
of tactical and strategic concepts. I have already
dealt with this point.

The industrial problem, and that of exports
which is closely bound up with it, are by far the
most vast and most delicate. I believe that WEU
could devote itself to the study of these questions,
to which insufficient attention has hitherto been
paid. WEU includes the chief European pro-
ducers. The first step must be a thorough study
of the structures of the military sectors in the
economy of each country. We must also ascertain
what is their relative importance, what forms
of specialisation are possible and what can be
done about the pooling and financing of research
activities. Finally, we must determine the best
ways towards progressive integration, taking
account of existing finaneial structures and of
alliances which may constitute an advantage or
a disadvantage, depending on circumstances.

But transcending these studies, projects and
cogitations, a common armaments policy soon
comes to imply that decisions must be taken at
the political level. That is what I have tried to
explain, To give real substance to these ideas,
therefore, we must have an appropriate forum
where this determination can become manifest.
Here I come back to European union and its
concomitant, European defence. Undoubtedly
the proposed European union bears within it a
political design. It must be woven around the
existing institutions of the Common Market and
of political co-operation. It is therefore undoub-
tedly at this level that the centre of gravity of
a European armaments policy should be situated.
Of course, European union is only in a rough-
hewn state and European defence is in the
clouds, but among the Nine there is a political
orientation aimed at incorporating all Com-
munity and inter-State relations. A European
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armaments policy, therefore, forms an integral
part of this design. In addition, such a project
is by its nature closely associated with substan-
tive issues that fall within the competence of the
Common Market. But the Treaty of Rome
excludes armaments from common policies.

It remains true that any attempt at integra-
tion, because of its consequences in the economie
and industrial fields, and in that of exports,
can only be conceived as closely related to the
European Economic Community.

To sum up, at the moment when we shall
proceed to implement a genuine plan of standar-
disation, and independently of the sectoral
activities which are mainly pursued within Euro-
group and which should continue to receive our
full support, we must act in as close association
as possible with the political activities of the
Nine. It is there that the focus of political deci-
sions regarding unification, including military
integration, will normally be situated.

Ladies and Gentlemen, these few ideas which
I wanted to expound to you go far beyond the
mere question of standardisation and production
of armaments, It may well be that they cannot
be realised, if political determination fails to
overcome the obstacles. I am, however, convineed
that European defence, no matter what the exact
extent of this concept may finally be, could use-
fully begin with an effort in the field of arma-
ments. If we want to succeed, it is time to start.
(Applause) -

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank
you, Mr. Van Elslande.

The Minister has been kind enough to agree

to answer questions members may like to put to
him.

I call Mr. Sieglerschmidt, Chairman of the
General Affairs Committee.

Mr. SIEGLERSCHMIDT (Federal Republic
of Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, I
have listened with very special interest to what
the Minister has been telling us, particularly
about the problems of a common European
defence policy and about WEU and Eurogroup
in this connection. Last Tuesday morning we
discussed all these questions very extensively. I
do not know whether the Minister was kept infor-
med of that debate. What he said could almost
have been an epilogue to it.
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If the Minister had followed that debate, he
would have noticed that there were many in this
chamber who were greatly concerned that a joint
European defence policy, which was conceived as
a pillar of the Atlantic Alliance, could none-
theless set up a measure of centrifugal force
leading us out of the Alliance. I am not among
those — as I said on Tuesday morning — who
hold that view. My opinion is rather that it
should be possible to create in the Alliance the
two pillars that Kennedy spoke of.

My question, in view of what the Minister said,
is this : what possibilities does he see, if Western
European Union is brought in, of dispelling the
misgivings and anxieties I have mentioned, and
of better organising the European pillar of a
common defence of the West ? I would particu-
larly like to ask what prospects he sees of
achieving and giving concrete form to what I
might call, using a well.known phrase from
German politics, an ordered coexistence of WEU
and Eurogroup. The Minister himself mentioned
this. Does he think that the solution eould be
found along the lines of a eontinuous exchange of
information or a delineation of competences
between the two bodies in the field of standardi-
sation of armaments and similar matters ?

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Van Elslande.

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). — Mr.
President, I hope the Assembly will execuse me
not only for not attending last Tuesday’s debate
myself, but also for not even being in a position
to know of it.

I am very glad to see that this debate has
followed the same lines, and that my speech this
morning can serve as a kind of epilogue to the
discussion.

‘Where this particular question is concerned I
would point out that I deliberately tried in what
1 said to avoid giving an answer, because for one
thing I do not believe that it is up to one govern-
ment to lay down what ought to go on in the
WEU Council of Ministers, and for another I
feel that what was really important was to pro-
mote the idea of arms standardisation. I said
that I, personally, hoped for a great deal from
any resolutions the Assembly might adopt in
order to win acceptance for this idea. I avoided
mentioning any specific implementation, stres-
sing that every approach has both advantages
and disadvantages.
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I think it is wrong constantly to be weighing
up the various priorities. What matters is first
of all to reach a definite and unanimous attitude
to the basic problem. Once people want the same
thing, it will be easy to find ways and means for
bringing it about.

To sum up, I would say what I hope for from
today’s debate is that the Assembly of Western
European Union will look at this question very
seriously. I have been so bold as to put forward
one or two topics that might be studied. I believe
that in this area the Assembly is in a position to
do useful work.

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

Mr. de NIET (Netherlands). — But when we
are discussing important subjects such as those
which have been dealt with by the Minister, Mr.
Van Elslande, we must wrestle with the problem
of what we as parliamentarians decide and what
is deeided by our governments in Benelux, WEU,
the Common Market and NATO. Decisions are
most important in terms of the production of
armaments and in agreeing upon the various
marks of arms. Nations, sometimes individually
and sometimes in concert as belonging to inter-
national organisations, seek either through ambi-
tion or economic necessity to produce sophisticated
armaments. These activities have great relevance
in terms of aeroplane and armaments factories
and in turn have a great bearing on employment
problems. In seeking to keep up to date in
sophisticated technologies, each country in terms
of its balance-of-payments situation must decide
whether in a particular case it can act on its own
or with other countries in the various internatio-
nal organisations. Some of us remember between
the two world wars the discussion of the problem
created by the merchants of death.

That typical illustration does not ring a bell
at this moment with the public, but between two
wars — and some other members of this Assem-
bly will remember it — that was a problem. We
now fortunately see the rise of very many new
countries, and at the same time the market for
all these things is increasing and increasing. 1
know that we have to export and to take care
of our balance of payments and full employment.
I know, too, that we have to do all these things
to avoid a major war, and I am not a pacifist.
There has to be a balance of power in order to
avoid war. I accept that, and I accept NATO.
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On the other hand, it has the consequence that
we try to find new markets everywhere in the
globe. We westerners are already the “merchants
of death”. The dialectic of this problem arises in
every discussion in any ministerial council that
our institutions have, That is my question.

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minister.,

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). — Mr.
President, if there is one thing that deeply upsets
me in the whole discussion, here and elsewhere,
on this question of armaments it is that we could
indeed merit the title of merchants of death.
Probably — even certainly — I have not made
this feeling plain enough in my speech. On this
point, the basic idea underlying what I said is
this. So long as we have national armaments
factories, we shall have for purely economic and
technical reasons to combine production with
export. I would be very glad if we could give up
exporting weapons. This is something that I
believe would be possible if we tackled the prob-
lem on a European scale. What we need to do,
ingide this Alliance of ours, is to create enough
economic opportunities to be able to limit
weapons production to meeting our own defence
requirements. Bearing in mind the areas of ter-
ritory we have to defend, our economic potential
and the equipment we need, I think it must be
possible to set up an integrated European arma-
ments industry which would serve only our own
defence needs. When I say “our own defence”
I mean, of course, the two pillars of the Atlantic
Alliance, standing on either side of the Atlantic
Ocean.

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

Mr. KLEPSCH (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). — Mr. President, the
Minister made a very remarkable speech for
which I would cordially like to thank him. There
has recently been a plethora of statements — the
best known is perhaps that of General Steinhoff
— about the immense squandering of resources
due to the many parallel cases of arms produc-
tion, and there has been widespread discussion
about how to bring this under control.

Today the Minister made the proposal — the
pertinence of which must, I think, have been
particularly obvious to this Assembly — that
WEU, all of whose members are also members



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TENTH SITTING

Mr. Klepsch (continued)

of the European Community, be used in order
to contribute to the eo-operation, harmonisation,
rationalisation and also perhaps therefore to the
standardisation of armaments production. This
should be taken seriously since all the discussions
which we have so far had on the subject have
always come to grief on the individual interests
of the national economies. It is idle to talk of
standardisation and rationalisation as long as
there is no harmonisation of the interests of the
armaments industries of the countries concerned.
So long as proper progress is not possible
within the European Community there is I think
a great deal to be said for the Minister’s pro-
posal to use WEU for this purpose.

Now, I would like to have asked how far he
has already developed the idea in detail. Theo-
retically, of course we already have a basis in
certain WEU institutions. Is he of the opinion
that the existing institutions should be — if I
may use the expression — reanimated, or does
he think additional measures are needed ? In any
case I do realise that if that idea takes shape,
there will naturally still have to be thorough
discussions on co-operation with the United
States and Canada. But I believe that he really
has put forward a sound practical idea, which
offers us the chance of a new approach. This is
what has been lacking in our international discus-
sions,

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

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). — Mr.
President, when the honourable member asks
whether I have in mind the sefting up of new
institutions, I think back to my young days when
I read the Bible in Latin and where I found the
following phrase : “Multiplicavisti gentes sed non
augsisti laetitigam.” This could be translated as
meaning “Thou hast increased the institutions,
but thou hast not increased the happiness of
mankind.” So far as possible, T do not think
about creating new institutions. If it is not pos-
sible to do anything else, then it will have to be
done ; but I believe that in the meantime we
must look for a solution in the numerous institu-
tions we already have. The political decision
must, as I have said, belong with the Nine. There
is no other way out of the various very serious
problems involved.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I eall Mr.
Roper.
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Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). — I will
endeavour to respond to what you have said. I
found the Minister’s remarks about the develop-
ment of a common defence policy for the Nine of
very considerable interest, in that they would
provide an executive mechanism by which bodies
like the Eurogroup could function. I hope the
Minister will accept that such a hypothetical
development must await, as far as the British
Labour Party is concerned, a successful outcome
of the renegotiations and the approval of con-
tinued British membership by the British people.
I personally hope that that will take place and
that we can go forward in the direction that he
mentioned. However, following up Mr. de Niet’s
question, it would appear that there could be
some export of arms outside the NATO area. In
those cases, if an agreement had been made
within the Nine for a joint production pro-
gramme, would it be necessary for the organ of
political co-operation of the Nine to agree before
there was any export of that particular arms
product outside the NATO community ?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Minigter.

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). — Mr.
President, I did mention this problem of arms
exports during my speech. I believe I said that
if we achieved an integrated weapons production
I would not rule out any exporting of weapons,
but that first of all this would certainly become
marginal compared to the present-day total of
exports from the various countries, and that
secondly this would no longer be to meet eco-
nomie needs but could become an instrument of
diplomacy for us, and an instrument of our joint
policy. Without totally ruling arms exports out,
therefore, I believe that these are the two con-
ditions under which any future integrated Euro-
pean weapons industry could be involved in
export.

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

Mr. OSBORN (United Kingdom). — Mr. Van
Elslande has given us a very wide-ranging phi-
losophical presentation as one of the Foreign
Ministers of Europe and the Community. I thank
him for giving us food for thought which
obviously has concerned us all within WEU and
Europe.

I wish to deal with two issues. One with which
he has dealt obviously falling inside the rdle of
WZEU is his discussion on the thinking of a Euro-
pean industrial struecture.
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As an aside, may I say that he started by
speaking of political unification as well as eco-
nomic unification within the Community, asses-
sing that this presents problems. Mr Van Els-
lande referred to nationalisation. Each nation has
its own ordnance factories which are the pro-
perty of the appropriate ministry of defence. I
hope that he is not advocating eliminating a
powerful private sector within Europe which can
supply and must have freedom to export.

To put this on any political body is difficult,
but what steps would he regard as the first steps
necessary to bring about such an achievement ?
This challenge, I think, might go to the Com-
mittee on Scientifie, Technological and Aerospace
Questions of WEU.

We have had a chance of looking at military
aircraft production as well as civil aireraft pro-
duection, but the problem is that each country
wants an assembly factory on its own territory.
The MRCA solution has been to have three
assembly lines with a number of component
factories. Is this an achievement for rationalisa-
tion or not ? To have one assembly line in my
view would have achieved much greater econo-
mies. Therefore, for Foreign Ministers to get
into this is, indeed, difficult.

The second subjeet I wish to raise briefly is
that one of the causes of war is difficulties in
the supply of materials, at the present time
energy, and possibly food.

Although this is not a Western European
Union problem, to what extent does the Minister
see Europe coming together more effectively to
deal with the food supply, because it is difficul-
ties over shortages of food that cause unrest and
discord in our populations ?

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

Mr. Van ELSLANDE (Translation). — Mr.
President, where the first question is concerned I
think it is obvious that it will be difficult to find
a separate solution for the armaments industry
if the Nine do not pursue a genuinely integrated
industrial policy. I am very sorry to have to say
that the attempts that have so far been made
within the Nine have not led to much in the
way of practical results. It is quite clear that this
industrial sector cannot be looked at in insolation
from other areas of industry. I was asked what
practical steps could be taken to progress along
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this road. I am sordy, but I am not a technical
expert on industrial matters, or on economic or
military matters.

I think it must b¢ underlined that we can, as
we have been t to do for a number of years,
make some progressjsector by sector. But this is
not enough ; this rqad would be so unbelievably
long that we would|quite obviously never get to
our goal. The first step we will have to take is
a purely political pne. So long as we do not
manage to come to ghe political decision to take
this path, we shall|{I believe not make either a
first or a second si¢p in what I regard as being
the right direction.

As for the second question, I would comment
that a conference l}ke the FAO conference that
was held in Rome & few weeks ago shows us that
the industrialised pountries, and even the oil-
producing non-influstrialised countries, are
becoming more and more aware of their respon-
sibility in providing food for the whole world.
Evidently we must|do everything that we can to
implement such aw policy so that some, if not
perhaps all, causes pf friction and armed conflict
can be avoided.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank
you, Mr. Minister. [I should like to express once
again the gratification with which the Assembly
has listened with extreme interest to the very
factual and compre¢hensive speech that you have
been good enough [to give us here.

7. Address by
Defence |

r. Vredeling, Minister of
f the Netherlands

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Vredeling, the Mingister of Defence of the Nether-
lands.

It gives me spedial pleasure to greet Mr. Vre-
deling. As far as|I am aware, this is the first
time that he has appeared in this forum. But his
reputation in European affairs is solidly estab-
lished.

He has pla,yed important part in the Euro-

. A year and a half ago he

Mr. VREDELING (Minister of Defence of the
Netherlands) (Tr4nslation). — Mr. President, I
want to speak fipst of all in my own mother
tongue to ask yop and the Assembly to excuse
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me for giving my speech in the language of the
country where I now am ; I am doing this not
only out of deference to that country, but also —
and I hope that this will become plain in what
I have to say — to underline the fact that,
symbolically speaking, a Netherlands Minister
of Defence has for the first time spoken through
the mouth of the Belgian Minister for Foreign
Affairs. I think I can, in the Benelux context,
allow myself this symbolic statement.

(The speaker continued in French)

Mr. President, I thank you for the words you
have just spoken.

A little while ago I received your invitation to
address this Assembly on some aspects of Euro-
pean co-operation. I accepted your invitation with
all the more pleasure in that I feel at ease among
European parliamentarians. As a European par-
liamentarian myself, I have concerned myself
with the problem of building up Europe over a
period of many years. I must confess to you that
this period has so far been the most rewarding
of my life. As a result, I have remained acutely
conscious of the need for BEuropean co-operation.

Progress towards European unity is arduous,
but in my view it is also necessary and hence
practicable.

In that context I consider the report of Mr.
Klepsch, which is included in the Orders of the
Day for this afternoon, as one of the manifold
symptoms of your desire — which is also mine —
to catalogue and study specific problems and
issues of detail in a European framework as well.

I should like to tell you how much I appreciate
the way in which the Klepsch report, which
presents a comparative study of the conditions of
service of professional personnel in the armed
forces, has been compiled. For that reason, I was
very happy to provide the necessary information
and figures regarding the Netherlands position.

I can give only one solid excuse for the delay
that occurred, namely that my colleagues and
I myself were so busy preparing a memorandum
on the organisation of European defence that we
were unable to meet immediately all the other
needs and requests for information.

The memorandum which I have just mentioned
concerning the armed forces is to be the subject
of a wide-ranging debate in the Netherlands Par-
liament.
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In this memorandum, which explicitly sets out
my intentions with regard to European security,
I have pointed out that it will, in the long run,
become impossible for the European countries —
especially the small countries — to maintain
effective defence machinery in existence without
far closer co-operation, and that these countries
will have to tread new paths to achieve this.

I have in mind international co-operation
among States in the form both of standardisation,
co-ordination and unification, and of allocating
tasks and specialising in different sectors.

That is a development which, in my view,
should likewise take its rightful place in the
perspective of building Europe.

One sphere for possible co-operation that
springs immediately to mind is that of logisties.

It has long been well known that no country
— with the exception of a super power — is able
to bear alone the burden of keeping in existence
a modern defence apparatus, with all that this
involves.

The increased costs relating to personnel —
and this is another observation made in the
Klepsch report — the problems of national ser-
vice and the astronomical sums required for
modern armaments and for the logistic support
of the armed forces constitute so many factors
that oblige us to rethink the actual principles
involved in defending the countries of Western
Europe.

Within the framework of the existing Alliance,
the concept of this defence remains too dependent
upon national considerations and influences.

It was for that reason that, in NATO first of
all, T strongly stressed the need for seeking and
studying possibilities whereby we might arrive at
a new apportionment of tasks, in particular
among the countries participating in the defence
of the Central Europe sector ; for it seems to me
that where a group of countries is to devote its
energies to a collective task, it is logical that each
one should concern itself with the sectors in
which it is best qualified to aet.

The question as to whether the long-term
Netherlands defence plans to which T have refer-
red can be implemented will depend upon the
promptitude with which my ideas are translated
into action.

I am, moreover, convineed that what is valid
for the Netherlands in this field is equally valid
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for the other European countries. For each
nation must at present face the same problems :
on the one hand, considerable increases in the
costs of personnel and equipment, and, on the
other, public resources which are heavily mort-
gaged by the demands of the affluent society.

I am aware that any reallocation of tasks will
involve a painful adjustment for countries
which have, for centuries past, organised their
defence on a national basis, and which have only
participated in a form of intergovernmental co-
operation over the past twenty-five years.

I am, however, convinced that it is possible for
us to organise the defence of Europe more intel-
ligently than we do today. All my colleagues have
already expressed the same idea, each in his own
way.

In particular, I am following with interest a
study which was started in NATO on the
initiative of my American colleague concerning
the possibilities of arriving at a more flexible
organigation of our joint armed forces.

This would make it possible to increase the
effectiveness with which the deployment of our
forces is organised. The nations of Europe must
see to it that this study is brought to a success-
ful conclusion.

If T have dwelt on these problems, it is because
I hold the firm convietion that it will depend
upon the results achieved in this field whether
a small country like mine can continue to make
a full and wholehearted contribution to common
defence on the seas, on land and in the air.

Furthermore, no genuine co-operation — and
still less genuine unity — will be achieved unless
the European nations allow themselves to be con-
verted, in the interests of their collective security,
to principles which have, in other aspects of
European enterprise, led to tangible and remark-
able achievements.

I am thinking of the European Communities
with their supranational structures. Indeed, how
i it that common policies exist in the realms
of agriculture and energy, and not in that of
defence ?

A defence policy conducted in eommon clearly
presupposes a common foreign policy. With the
progressive building up of a common foreign
policy, the nations of Europe should seek simul-
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taneously to strengthen without delay their prac-
tical co-operation in the field of defence.

Moreover, in view of the strongly international
charaeter of our industries, it appears practically
inevitable that we should direct our course
towards a common industrial policy, which might
have repercussions on the armaments industries.
Here I am reiterating exactly what my Belgian
colleague said.

You are aware that, at the beginning of the fif-
ties, we tried to bring about the full integration
of our defences — at least as far as land armies
were concerned — among the six nations, France,
Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands. We
wanted to find a modus operandi to associate
West Germany with the collective defence of
Europe.

This project failed for political reasons, and
we were led to provide for German military
participation in the framework of Western Euro-
pean Union, of which your Assembly is an
important organ.

I think that the failure of the European
Defence Community represented one of the most
damaging developments in the process of build-
ing Europe. Although we must recognise that
great progress has been achieved towards unifica-
tion at the functional level, we must also acknow-
ledge that a number of opportunities have been
missed in the political sphere.

I well understand that co-operation, in the
sense of a pooling of resources inspired by the
best intentions in the world, has no real chance
of success unless the nations concerned have the
resolve to place themselves under the aegis of
a common political authority.

During the fifties, minds were evidently insuf-
ficiently ripe to envisage European union. It is
permissible to wonder whether they are so now.
Today, in the seventies, instead of one single
motivation, we find a whole range of economic
and financial structures straining for integra-
tion, in the realm of defence as well.

To this must be added the fact that the past
twenty years have given us considerable experi-
ence of institutional co-operation. The Euro-
pean Economic Community is a reality that can
no longer be discounted.

The interdependence of the European States
belongs to the realm of realities. Even those
countries which are traditionally sensitive
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towards their national entity, like France and the
United Kingdom, neither can nor desire to escape
from this state of affairs. It was France itself
which was the cradle of concepts calling for
European solutions.

Aware of the need to promote such solutions,
the Nine of the EEC likewise have decided to
consider, at their periodic consultations, that
area in which it is evidently most difficult to
arrive at a form of co-operation — namely, for-
eign policy.

They expressly demonstrated their desire to
evolve a European policy, with its own distine-
tive personality vis-i-vis the outside world, by
transforming the system that governs their rela-
tions into a European union by the year 1980
or thereabouts.

It is against this background that I discern
possibilities for intensifying European co-opera-
tion in the field of defence, and ultimately for
working out a policy of collective security
designed to proceed hand in hand with political
unification.

I am convinced that, in the future as well,
Europe will be unable to assure its own security
without co-operating closely with the United
States ; but it is also my conviction that, as the
European political entity gradually takes shape,
the defences of the European countries will
increasingly bear the imprint of this develop-
ment. For that reason, I consider that we should
single out, here and now, the sectors in which
more intensified co-operation among the maxi-
mum number of European countries could suit-
ably be applied.

This European co-operation, which will assume
a character different from that of Atlantie co-
operation, will reinforce the security of the
Alliance, because it will be more coherent.

In the long term, I have in mind a framework
of co-operation that would enable the European
countries to concert their defence efforts in the
realm of finance and, in the final analysis, to
achieve more balanced burden-sharing.

Furthermore, I envisage the possibility of
defining operational criteria within the Euro-
pean framework which would go further than
those established at NATO. This development
could not fail to encourage co-operation in arms
production.

165

Naturally, all this constitutes a long-term
undertaking. There are all kinds of political
factors of an incaleulable nature which are
beyond my influence, although I may be able to
lend impetus to this or that development. For
the time being, therefore, I prefer simply to sub-
mit to you the following question :

In what sectors of defence would it be desir-
able to extend co-operation in scope and depth
straight away ?

The appropriate fields seem to me to be those
in which international links already exist.

I have already mentioned industrial produe-
tion, which has a markedly multinational charac-
ter and for which a common industrial policy
might be worked out within the European Com-
munities.

It would be of paramount importance to inte-
grate the armaments industry into these arrange-
ments, not only with an eye to military co-opera-
tion, but also with the aim of arriving at collec-
tive control of armaments production.

It would then be possible also to see that the
armaments industry in Europe came under the
supervigion of a European Parliament elected
by universal suffrage in order to ensure that the
actions and reactions of this complex industry
should be placed under more democratic super-
vigion,

It would be necessary to reconsider Article 223
of the Treaty of Rome. As you are aware, this
article respects the principle of national self-
sufficiency in the armaments industries by
expressly excepting military produets from the
provisions of the treaty. This same article stipu-
lates that the Council may modify the list of
such produects.

Thus it comes about that all sorts of practices
which, if they were applied in the agricultural
sector, for instance, would immediately give rise
to complaints addressed to the Community, are
tolerated in the armaments sector.

I am sure that military logistics hold out wide
prospects for co-operation ; and in the same
way, we might envisage the merging of a num-
ber of military units and organs, such as spe-
cialist training centres, intelligence services and
various logistic bodies.

In the context of progressive unification in

the equipment sector, I believe that it might also
be feasible to arrive at more fully integrated
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management and utilisation of the major ter-
rains used for manoeuvres, with possible joint
use of the equipment on the spot.

In the initial stages, we should adopt an essen-
tially pragmatic approach in these efforts to
foster European unification, with the sole aim
of rendering them more effective.

That means that we should also stimulate the
interest of the NATO Eurogroup in this respect.
I expect positive results from this approach in
the field of organisation and principles as well
as in that of policy: first, the elimination of
duplication will make it possible to increase the
yield of the defence efforts accepted by the
countries concerned, and to achieve economies ;
second, I believe that any attempt to further
co-operation, if ecrowned with suceess, encourages
the building of Europe.

Allow me, Mr. President, to make clear that
I have in no way in mind the emergence of a
third power alongside the two super powers.

I reject the idea of a European nuclear force
because we do not feel the need for it in the
framework of the integrated Alliance.

The fact is that European security is eclosely
bound up with the existence of a system of
nuclear balance, which will — as I fervently
hope — be governed on a lasting basis by the
outcome of the SALT negotiations, as we saw
on the last day of the Vladivostok conference.

Although these negotiations have lessened the
risk of war for Europe, the continent should
nevertheless encourage this trend by making a
European contribution to defence, which would
derive the maximum results, in terms of both
quality and quantity, from the sacrifices that
the European peoples are disposed to make in the
spheres of finance and manpower in the interests
of their security.

Even if — which cannot be ruled out — our
progress towards European unity in defence
entails additional expense in the initial stages,
I am convinced that the benefits which will
finally accrue to us in terms of the safety of our
existence will be considerable.

Finally, I should like to thank you for having
allowed me to address the only institution of
European parliamentarians which deals basi-
cally with military issues.
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I would express the hope that you will con-
tinue, both in this international forum and in
your respective parliaments, to strive for Euro-
pean unity — which will also serve the interests
of our security. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank
you, Mr. Minister.

Mr. Vredeling has kindly agreed to answer
any questions that the members of the Assembly
might care to put to him.

I call Mr. Roper.

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). — It is a
very pleasant situation and an honour for a
member of a European assembly to be able to
pose a question to a Minister who had a reputa-
tion when he himself was a member of European
assemblies of being the champion of question
askers. Today Mr. Vredeling has shown that he
was not only a good member of European assem-
blies but now is a most constructive Minister of
Defence.

Mr. Vredeling may not have seen the passage
in the report by Mr. Krieg on behalf of the
General Affairs Committee which we discussed
on Tuesday and in which his views on Euro-
group are quoted :

“since Hurogroup seems to many observers,
as Mr. Vredeling, Netherlands Minister of
Defence, recently stated, to be an instrument
of American pressure to undermine the eco-
nomic solidarity of the members of the EEC.”

Will the Minister confirm that these are in fact

his views and, if they are, what we can do about
it ?

Secondly, will the Minister go on to give us
his views as to what could be developed as an
executive mechanism for Eurogroup, particularly
in view of the case that membership of Euro-
group goes beyond the nine members of the
European Community ¢

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

Mr. VREDELING (Translation), — Mr. Pre-
sident, I must tell the honourable member that
I too noticed in Mr. Krieg’s report the passage
in which a quotation is aseribed to me ; the pas-
sage concerned rums ;

“France may rightly wonder what significance
its accession would have, since Eurogroup
seems to many observers, as Mr. Vredeling,



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TENTH SITTING

Mr. Vredeling (continued)

Netherlands Minister of Defence, recently
stated, to be an instrument of American pres-
sure to undermine the economic solidarity of
the members of the EEC.”

I do not recognise myself in this quotation.
I have not had the opportunity to ask the Rap-
porteur where he took it from. On this point I
am very curious about my own words. I get the
impression that the Rapporteur has been the
victim, as happens to all of us, of a quotation
that is not entirely accurate.

The questioner has given me the opportunity
to say a little more about Eurogroup as an organ.
He has asked me how I see Eurogroup as an
executive organ. I already said, in my introdue-
tion, that the intergovernmental co-operation
such as takes place in Eurogroup and in NATO
is marked by the very fact of the absence of an
executive organ. I do not believe that in the
Eurogroup context it is a practical possibility
to create executive orgams particularly since —
as my Belgian colleague has said — we in Europe
already have executive organs, in particular in
the European Communities. Unhappily the Euro-
pean countries which co-operate in the European
Communities are not always represented to a
matching extent in the membership of various
international bodies. But if the political will
existed among these European countries, they
could make a start tomorrow on putting into
practice the principles they all say they sub-
scribe to.

I have pointed out that Article 223 of the
treaty setting up the EEC, and relating to arms
production, has never been put into effect either
in the Netherlands or in other countries. The
Council could, at the proposal of the Commission,
decide on this by a unanimous vote. Then we
would have the executive, then parliamentary
supervision would be possible, and then there
would be a Court of Justice to make rulings.
I think this i8 the road that we should follow.

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

Mr. LEYNEN (Belgium) (Translation). — Mr.
President, I listened with great attention to the
Minister’s speech and I gathered that his aim
is soon to arrive at a European union that will
be responsible for the defence of Europe. But
this European union is obviously not going to
come about overnight, so I would like to ask
Mr. Vredeling how he sees things developing
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while we are waiting for this European union
to come about. In view of the lack of agreement
that there is about Eurogroup, I am wondering
why he does not take this opportunity of making
use of the treaty on the European Defence Com-
munity which will allow European defence to
be organised until such time as European union
comes about. In his introduction the Minister
said that he was willing to follow new paths, and
I would like to ask him what his views are on
this.

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

Mr. VREDELING (Translation). — Mr. Pre-
sident, I can tell the honourable member that
Kuropean union is nothing new. There is the
solemn declaration, made by the Heads of State
and of Government at a previous summit meet-
ing, that we would achieve European union by
1980. So it is no new objective, but a goal that
has already been set. The road to European union
is a difficult one, but it must be found. I said
a moment ago that there is one issue where a
beginning could be made on this, and that is
the communalisation — if I may call it that —
of arms production. A solution to the problems
of joint defence will have to be found in an
extension of the coming about of a shared foreign
policy. It will be obvious that a separate shared
defence — supposing that it could exist —
would be inexpedient politically. Defence is not
an end in itself, but a means of reaching a parti-
cular end which includes, among other things,
the security of the inhabitants of a particular
area. I believe that foreign policy must show the
way to greater integration in the field of defence.
This is a matter not for the technical experts
but for the politicians, who have a vision that
goes beyond national frontiers and who are
embodied in the Ministers for Foreign Affairs.

Mr. Van Elslande already said, a moment ago,
that this is not only something for Defence
Ministers but also for Foreign Affairs Ministers ;
it brings in the entire foreign policy of the
various member States. I believe that there is
no need to stand still while we are waiting for
European union to come about. It is quite pos-
sible to undertake something within the frame-
work of the European Community. And there
are things we can discuss in the Eurogroup con-
text. BEurogroup will continue to be necessary,
since not all its member countries are in the
KEC ; we should not for instance forget Norway,
which in my opinion we certainly need as a
member of Eurogroup.
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To get down to practicalities, we no longer
need separate treaties. What we need at the
moment is political decision-making. There is no
treaty on co-operation in foreign policy matters,
yet despite this the Ministers and officials of
the Foreign Affairs Ministries regularly get
together in Brussels. The quite remarkable fact
is, in Europe, that the only Ministers who have
never met within the EEC framework are the
Defence Ministers. Even Home Affairs Ministers
have met on occasion, and the only ones who
have not are the Ministers of Defence. Per-
sonally, I look forward with impatience to the
day when they do.

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

Mr. TANGHE (Belgium) (Translation). —
Mr. President, a number of times already mem-
bers from Mr. Vredeling’s own country have
asked whether the time has not come for the
various member countries of WEU, or even of
NATO, to arrive at a certain sharing out of tasks,
so that each country would no longer be obliged
to make an identical effort in the three branches
of the armed services, and would be able to some
extent to specialise in the seetor to which it
felt best suited. I would like to ask the Minister
whether he takes the same view.

If his answer is in the affirmative, I would
ask Mr. Vredeling how he proposes to cope with
the problem that arises when each country is
willing to put up with a great deal of expendi-
ture in those sectors of the armed forces from
which its industry can make a profit, while few
countries are prepared to do so in sectors of the
armed forces that are personnel-intensive, per-
sonnel being something that at the present time
is becoming more and more expensive. Where
are we to look for the body that will find and
impose a fair balance in this distribution of
tasks %

The PRESIDENT (Translation), — I call the
Minister,

Mr. VREDELING (Translation). — Task-
sharing is indeed one of the objectives that we
ought to be able to manage at this stage. One
of the best known examples, which is attracting
a certain amount of attention, is the successor
to the Starfighter, where four small countries
have decided, in principle, to join in seeking a
solution ; here, the aireraft’s task is a specialised
one. This is not an aireraft with a multi-purpose
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role, but a role of a rather more limited nature.
This is one example of task-sharing.

Other approaches to task-sharing are possible.
Although there is no formal agreement, I would
remind you that the Netherlands has a navy of
some considerable size, while that of Belgium
is rather more modest. One could call this a
form of task-sharing. Luxembourg, so far as I
know, has no navy at all, but this example can
show that some countries do take over tasks from
each other. This is something that I think should
be pursued rather more deliberately than has
been the case in the past.

Here I want to make the point straight away
that the solution to the whole problem of Euro-
pean defence is not to be found in this issue of
task-sharing. This will only take us part of the
way, because very quickly we shall come up
against the need for making political decisions.

Following the principle that we must do what
falls to our hand to do, my answer to Mr.
Tanghe would be that the task-sharing he is
talking about does, in certain cases, make it pos-
sible to find a solution to practical problems ;
but this is not the remedy for all the ills that
European defence is heir to. In other words,
task-sharing cannot be a replacement for setting
up a genuinely European defence policy.

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

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). — The
Minister said in his speech that he rejected the
idea of a European nuclear force. In that case,
how does he see the future development of the
French nuclear force and the British nuclear
force between now and, shall we say, 1980, or
whenever some form of European union becomes
a reality ?

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

Mr. VREDELING (Translation). The
honourable member is touching on a very dif-
ficult problem indeed. He must be aware of this.
There are a couple of countries in Europe,
Britain and France, that have nuclear weapons,
while the others do not. There are even those that
would not be allowed to. This is a particularly
difficult problem to which I can see only one
solution. This solution, which is still being worked
on, is that the great powers should agree to-
gether that nuclear weapons are to play a less
important role. It does seem that these efforts
are beginning to have a certain success. I think
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therefore that it would be a mistake for Europe,
as it moves towards integration, to equip itself
with its own nuclear weaponry. If this were
necessary, I would see it as a very adverse trend
in internal relations. I believe therefore that the
French force de frappe and British muclear
weapons represent problems for us all. I hope
that it will not be necessary to Europeanise this
means of national defence,

The PRESIDENT (Translation). Mr.
Minister, I should like to express to you once
again the thanks of the members of the Assembly
for your participation in our deliberations.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I draw your attention
to the votes which will be taken this afternoon,
and I would urge the largest possible number
of members of this Assembly to participate in
the voting,

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

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

1. Rational deployment of forces on the central
front (Presentation of and Debate on the
Interim Report of the Committee on Defence

Questions and Armaments, Document 654).

2. Conditions of service in the armed forces
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report
of the Committee on Defence Questions and
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Armaments, Document 650 and Amend-
ment),

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

4. State of European nuclear energy pro-
grammes — security aspects (Vote on the
amended draft Recommendation, Document
655).

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

6. National parliaments and the WEU Assem-
bly (Presentation of and Debate on the
Report of the Committee for Relations with
Parliaments and Votes on the draft Recom-
mendation and draft Order, Document 653).

7. Advanced technology in Canada — the
consequences for Europe (Presentation of
and Debate on the Report of the Committee
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions and Votes on the draft Recom-
mendation and draft Resolution, Document
649),

Are there are objections 4...

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 12.40 p.m.)
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18. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the next Sitting.

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

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes

The PRESIDENT (Translation). In
accordance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Proced-
ure, the Minutes of Proceedings of the previous
Sitting have been distributed.

Are there any comments ?...
The Minutes are agreed to.

2. Attendance Register

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

3. Changes in the membership of Committees

The PRESIDENT (Translation). The
United Kingdom Delegation has proposed cer-
tain changes in the membership of Committees ;
these have been published in Notice No. 11.

Are there any objections ?...

The changes are agreed to.

1. See page 38.
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4. Rational deployment of forces on the
central front

(Presentation of and Debate on the Interim Report
of the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, Doc. 664 and Amendment)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
Order of the Day is the presentation of and
debate on the interim report of the Committee
on Defence Questions and Armaments on the
rational deployment of forces on the central
front, Document 654 and amendment.

This report is to be presented by Mr. Critchley
in the place of Mr. Dankert. As Mr. Critchley
has not yet arrived, we shall suspend the Sitting
for a few moments.

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

The Sitting is resumed.

I call Mr. Critechley, Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments, to
present the report on the rational deployment
of forces on the central front.

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). — 1
apologise through you, Mr. President, to the
Assembly as a whole for being so disgracefully
late to begin this session. My excuses are legion
but none, in fact, will measure up, so I will not
attempt to make them.

My task is to introduce on behalf of Mr.
Dankert his interim report and this I undertake
to do very briefly indeed. It is an interim report
in that it is an hors d’oeuvre for what I think
will be a feast next May in Bonn, because this
is perhaps one of the most important reports that
the Defence Committee of this Assembly will
have ever produced. The report is an hors
d’oeuvre, because of shortness of time. As you
will remember, as part of our operation we eom-
missioned a study by General de Maiziére on
the rational deployment of forces on the central
front. That report, which is quite admirable and
heavily classified, did not arrive until 31st
October -—— which was, of course, the right date.
Since then we have been short of time to extract
from it the full report, because not only had
we to await its arrival but most of the document
is classified and has to go through the process
of declassification. For those two reasons it is
an interim report.
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It is clearly a report on the situation on the
central front in Europe. It is based on the de
Maizitre report, but in May it will also cover
the following four topies: the problems of the
allied air forees in Central Europe ; the problems
of the ACE mobile force ; American plans con-
cerning the reinforcement of American forces in
Europe and their disposition within Europe
itself, and the whole problem of tactical nuclear
weapons in Europe as a whole.

Perhaps I may just indicate the recommenda-
tions of the interim report. They are to press
for the establishment of the European defence
research institute called for previously in
Recommendation 236 and, secondly, to study the
possibility of common funding for the procure-
ment of major weapons systems. A draft order
is included in the report along with the draft
recommendations.

I apologise for my lateness and for the shortness
of my introduection of this interim report but,
as I say, it is essentially in the nature of an
hors d’oeuvre. The main meal of six courses will
be served in May, and I can assure you, Mr.
President, that when you sit down to that meal
you will enjoy it very much indeed. (Applause)

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

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

Mr. REALE (Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, the Dankert report goes well beyond
what was explicitly required, and its implied
objective, written with a fine political sense,
must be sought between its very lines. And it
is precisely in the light of what is not written
that I would justify my own remarks in order
that they may be taken into account in the final
drafting.

This morning’s speech by the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Belgium may be regarded
as the litmus paper which modifies the whole
experiment — a speech open to the necessities
born of the deep stirrings of Europe’s destiny,
and open also to the intervention which suc-
ceeded it at the same sitting.

I begin with the recommendations, the first
paragraph of which lays stress, in the light of
the explanatory memorandum, on the ecreation
of a FEuropean defence research institute.
Precisely because this point appears before the
reader as the most important, it would seem at
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first sight that it is desired to create a new
organ, which some will perhaps regard as super-
fluous and most as certainly unnecessary. 1
understand the value of research, I appreciate
the urgent need at stake when, in the unhappy
event of a possible intervention, there might
occur moments of eonfusion, of misdirection and
hence of delay and frustration, by reason of dis-
similarity of weapons and of unilateralism in
the military stances not only of single arms but
of single countries. The unity of strategic
defensive plans, the uniform availability of
weapons, are the conditions of success in all
circumstances. Therefore — and this is the first
point — the institute must be created to assure
the effective identification and overcoming of
the difficulties which arise from the diversity
of schools, of trends, of instruments, in an
attempt to achieve a synthesis capable of effective
application to any operational deployment in an
area which, as was said this morning, is indefin-
able, stretching as it does from the frozen waters
of the North Sea, through the tepid Mediter-
ranean, to the warm waters of the Red Sea and
Indian Ocean.

The second point is that there may be some-
thing else behind the European research institute.
There is an evident economic issue in circum-
stances which will see the involvement, in terms
of contributions affecting national balances of
payment, of all the countries, particularly at a
time of grave economic difficulty when the quest
for economic advantage is an imperative and
immediate fact. Standardisation of equipment,
apart from the operational unification aspect,
which is the subject of the debate, is also a
positive asset in economic terms and must
therefore be taken into careful aceount.

In this context I would ask the Rapporteur,
and through him yourself, Mr. President, to
expand paragraphs 11 and 12 in the final version
of this nevertheless admirable report in order to
stress the enormous economic advantage which
would acerue to all parties from a lesser dis-
persion of the resources allotted to research and
development in armaments. Today for example
— and I refer to paragraph 12, which is parti-
cularly illuminating — we know the distribution
of one half of $20 billion, that is, the sum wasted
each year in this field, and we know which
countries are most ready to yield to the tempta-
tion of dispersion. One half of $20 billion is a
very large sum which could be put to very dif-
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ferent uses, even indeed to the institute it is
proposed to create, and which in such circum-
stances would in no way swell the present con-
tributions of member States. Here it is impos-
sible not to take account of the industrial
structures which are now operating in each
region, The process could certainly take place by
degrees, by means of a slow but steady reform
of existing structures, by means of conversions
and adaptations of those same structures. It
would naturally be reasonable to begin with the
more sophisticated sectors : technology, aviation,
nuclear physies, space exploration ; but it would
be equally opportune to give some attention to
the heavy armaments sector.

Third, the question which seemed to me this
morning clearly to distress the Belgian Minister
for Foreign Affairs was that relating to the
possibility that many of us, and politicians in
the first place, will be regarded as merchants
of death. The temptation to sell arms to third
parties would, under any system tending to
standardisation in Europe, undoubtedly lessen ;
and in such circumstances the function of the
merchant of death would become merged in
dubious efforts to promote the countless mistaken
ambitions which will erupt, in this or that part
of the world, among those who still lack an
appreciation of the value of life. It is certain
that if, in the course of this process of standar-
disation, it remained possible to hold faith with
the basic tenets of democratic collaboration, we
here have the duty, by reason of our very par-
liamentary mandate, to strive towards standardi-
sation of arms even through the diversities of
integration. Democracy is a dialogue, respect for
opinions, not a process of obliteration or suf-
focation.

Fourth, the final objective which binds us
together is the unity of Europe. In a collective
effort we are asking what means may be marshal-
led to realise this hope, transposing ourselves
away from our own countries to participate in
this international assize.

The Netherlands Minister of Defence this
morning deplored the fact that there has not yet
taken place a summit meeting of Ministers of
Defence at the level of the Common Market.
e was right. We can discuss the price of butter
or the gystematisation of citrus fruits endlessly :
those are important matters, but essentially
economic, and therefore arduous or perhaps even
incapable of solution. There will certainly be
less debate in the quest for armed defence when
the issue is to ensure the survival of populations,
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simply because life is more important than the
purse. In this manner, like the prodigal sons
who twenty-five years ago finally learnt the
lesson taught by their fathers, exhausted by the
delay — I refer to the collapse of the European
Defence Community — we shall come back to
the necessity for unified conduct in the field of
defence, and WEU will then have contributed
within its capability to the realisation of these
many hopes. It is for that reason that I venture
to suggest an amendment to the draft recom-
mendation. T would ask the Assembly to substi-
tute the word “encourage” for the word “urge”
in the request addressed to the Council for
action. We are not concerned here with urging,
but rather with performing a duty, for which
we therefore encourage; not a wish, but a
deeply-rooted requirement. Hence it is not a
petition that will move the Council, but an
insistent demand that governments shall proceed
1o the creation of an instrument that may not
appear the most effective, as I well realise, but
which remains for us one of the most concrete
and positive means of attaining the objective
upon which we are agreed.

The institute is a small thing, but it appears
to me that we have here, beyond the economic
fact and the defence of democracy, a reaffirma-
tion and confirmation of a great step forward
in the march towards European unification.

Thank you, Mr. President. (Applause)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank

you, Mr. Reale. I would ask you to submit your
amendment to the Chair in writing.

I call the Rapporteur.

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). — We
can accept the amendment. It adds a degree of
urgency to our deliberations.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank
you, Mr. Critchley, for having taken over from
Mr. Dankert.

The votes will be taken later.

5. Conditions of service in the armed forces

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the
Commiittee on Defence Questions and Armaments,
Doc. 650 and Amendment)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
Order of the Day is the presentation of and
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debate on the report of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments on conditions
of service in the armed forces, Document 650
and amendment.

I call Mr. Klepsch, Rapporteur of the Com-
mittee.

Mr. KLEPSCH (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). — Mr. President, Ladies
and Gentlemen, I am very pleased to be able
to submit this report to you today. The title
of the report is: “Conditions of service in the
armed forces” : in addition, however, the further
task was assigned of enquiring into the status
and functions of women in the armed forces. We
have tried to do justice to this requirement in
the second part of the report.

T would like to start by thanking warmly all
those who supported the experiment of this
report. This morning we listened to a speech
by Mr. Vredeling. Thanks are due to him for
the fact that he, as the representatives of twelve
other governments did, responded to our wishes
— everyone we turned to did so — and replied
to the two hundred questions in our question-
naire. The point should be stressed in particular
that we received answers not only from the
governments which helong to Western European
Union, but also from governments of countries
with a democratic structure which belong to
NATO but not the European Economic Com-
munity or Western European Union, and from
thogse which, like Ireland, belong to the EEC
but to neither NATQ nor WEU. All these coun-
tries replied to our questionnaire in a manner
that enabled us to carry out an analysis without
which this report could not have been submitted
to you today.

I must not omit to convey my special thanks
to Mr. Kitching. It was he who undertook the
analysis of this report, and my thanks are also
due to his wife, who assisted him. I would also
like — I know this is rather unusual — to
express my sincere thanks to Mr. Whyte, the
Secretary of the Defence Committee, for his
share of the work. I would like to add that I
was able to have a whole series of interviews
with authorities and persons other than those
mentioned in the report. My particularly warm
thanks are due to the Canadian Defence Min-
ister, Mr. Richardson, his Assistant and Deputy
Minister, Mr. Kirkwood, who is responsible for
political questions, and General Milroy, who deals
with personnel questions, together with General
Romanow, the head of department responsible
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for organisation and planning, and the heads of
department and staff officers of the Canadian
Ministry of Defence for the additional informa-
tion they supplied.

I am also glad that it was possible to have
special conversations on certain aspects of this
report with the Italian Defence Minister, Mr.
Andreotti, the German Minister of Defence, Mr.
Leber, and the Inspector-General of the Bundes-
wehr, Admiral Zimmermann. That has put me
in a position to submit this report to you. I
would like to say expressly that I am aware
that the report may contain various errors of
transeription or calculation, but that nonetheless
we have for the first time a comparative survey
of the conditions of service in the armed forces
of thirteen countries which not only offers us a
kind of overall picture, but also provides a look
in depth into the social structures and potential
further development of the defence efforts of
those countries.

I do not wish to repeat in my introductory
remarks what I have already said in the report,
and will limit myself to two main comments.
First of all, T believe that there is no doubt in
this Assembly that the credibility of defence
efforts includes the need to make sure that, hav-
ing had thirty years of peace in Western Europe
since the second world war, we will also make
peace secure in the future. Secondly, I believe it
is fitting with such a report to thank the men
and women who are often making many and
sometimes personal sacrifices by serving in the
armed forces.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I will not add to the
text of the report, but I would like to put for-
ward certain further ideas which in my opinion
are worth taking into account in future think-
ing. First there is the relationship between the
defence budget of a country and compulsory
military service or a volunteer army. You all
know that a considerable number of the countries
questioned have, instead of a conscript army
plus regular soldiers, an army of volunteers. It
was for me particularly interesting to look at the
question from this budgetary aspect.

In this connection the argument ecan be con-
firmed that from the overall economic point of
view a regular army may be cheaper than a
conseript army. The Institute of Strategic Studies
in London, in particular, has carried out very
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careful enquiries into this subject. We, however,
are a political body and see things as political
realists. We know that voting a budget is one
thing and a general economic viewpoint is an-
other. As a result of the enquiry which we car-
ried out I must say with all frankness that I
cannot examine this argument down to the last
detail, but even agsuming it is true that a regular
army costs the national economy of a country less
than an army of regulars and conseripts, it has
nonetheless been shown that this principle can-
not be applied budgetwise. In all countries con-
cerned with building up a regular army wholly
of volunteers, the question of funding man-
power costs arises quite differently from that in
countries which have a composite army of con-
seripts and volunteers. Take for example Canada,
which I was able to get to know particularly well.
There the current share of personnel costs repre-
sents 67 %, although in 1964 the army was
reduced from 120,000 to 80,000 men in order to
reduce manpower expenditure. The manpower
budget already amounts to 67 % of the total bud-
get, and is showing a tendency to rise by the
early 1980s to 72 % and over. This means to all
intents and purposes that scarcely any resources
remain available for renewal of the army’s equip-
ment. The question of a further reduction of man-
power in the armed forces is currently being
debated in Canadian political cireles. It would
certainly be interesting — although your Rap-
porteur was unable to do this — to enquire into
United States experience with the introduection
of the volunteer army. It would be useful to
do that in one or two years’ time when there
will be relevant experience to go on.

‘What can be said already however is that the
budget costs resulting from the introduction of
the regular army are considerable and that as
well as the budget problem there is the question
of meeting the manpower requirements of the
armed forces. We can thus see in Canada a prob-
lem, which the Canadians are coping with, that
every yvear no less than 10 9% of the total armed
forces have to be recruited anew as 10 % leave.
This is of course a question of considerable
significance in view of the fact that the period
of recession may one day be past. In particular,
one has to realise that, if minimum manning
requirements are at a certain level, the question
is then whether in many countries this can be
solved except by the introduction of ecompulsory
military service.

I believe that as far as manning costs are
concerned one can summarise the result of our



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

ELEVENTH SITTING

Mr. Klepsch (continued)

enquiries in one sentence : numerically smaller
armies are by no means cheaper, and the renewal
of their equipment is becoming an increasingly
heavy finaneial burden. I say that with all
seriousness, because I know what pressure all the
countries that have introduced compulsory
military service are under, particularly with
regard to fixing an adequate period for military
service. In our report we have said that as a
rule fifteen months is probably the lowest limit
that can be set if the comseripts’ contribution
to the defence effort is to be a fully effective
one. I said “as a rule”, because in my explana-
tory memorandum I have drawn attention to a
table which seems to me particularly interesting.
It is essential to examine the relationship
between the proportion of conscripts in the
armed forces, and the total numbers of the armed
forces and their period of service. If you have
an army which has a corps in which 80 % of
the establishment consists of conseripts, fifteen
months appears to me to be the minimum for
the period of service. For how can people be
trained to act efficiently otherwise 2 Of course
if the proportion of eonscripts is only 20 or 25 %
it seems to me that it might be possible to manage
with fewer months’ training, because conseripts
would then only be given postings in which they
carry out commensurate duties.

So I would ask that the table in question be
looked at particularly closely ; for it expresses
the relationship between the period of training,
the operational capability of those concerned
and the proportion of conseripts which an army
as a whole can carry.

There are of course many aspects of com-
pulsory military service which we did not
enquire into specifically in this report. I am
thinking for instance of the question of main-
taining a feeling of defence willingness in the
Community countries. Here compulsory military
service may have a big part to play.

On the other hand we must consider what
incentives are needed to ensure that a regular
army will obtain the necessary quota of addi-
tional recruits. For a country like Canada the
problem is solved by the fact that volunteers
join the army in order to learn a trade and then,
having learnt it, leave. For some of the European
countries this is of no interest because they
already have a fully operative system of voca-
tional training. Canada is also moving in this
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direction, and in future there will be an addi-
tional difficulty for the Canadian forces in
recruiting volunteers when this major meotiva-
tion recedes.

As a result of our findings I would like to
make the specific point that there is a close
relationship between a conscript army and
budget problems. I think that in future it will
be impossible in many countries to leave this
out of aceount.

A second main set of considerations arose for
us from a decision by the Assembly: we were
asked to look at the rdle played by women in
the armed forces. After thirty years of peace
the move towards emancipation by women in our
society is naturally having its effect on the
armed forces as well. This is true at a time when
the security of a well-paid job is of special
importance in view of the economic recession.
The employment of women in the armed forces
is in fact being discussed in nearly all our coun-
tries, regardless of whether they have so far had
women in their armed forces or not.

Again it is in Canada that the emancipation
movement has made the greatest headway.
Women there have succeeded in getting the
political authorities to envisage filling 10 to 14 %
of the positions in the armed forces with women.
That represents a considerable step forward
compared with the situation in the past. Your
Rapporteur is inclined to think that the view
of the British army is correct, that 5 to 7%
of women could be “taken on strength” in the
army and could definitely improve efficiency.

‘We must take into account the fact that the
emphasis differs according to whether a regular
army or a conscript army is involved. In the
case of a regular army the emphasis as a result
of the emancipation movement is on better jobs
and better promotion prospects, and in the case
of a conscript army the men raise the question
of equal treatment of men and women.

On one point all armies agree : women cannot
have combatant duties, that is to say they can-
not serve in combat units. It follows that in
most armies women would not be posted to
outlying or isolated stations, or made to serve
at sea. The employment of women in the armed
forces is therefore limited in this way.

‘We all know the problem of rotation in the
postings of officers and non-commissioned
officers in the army. If a given part of the army
cannot be used in certain posts, it becomes more
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difficult for another part of the army to move
up the promotion ladder as quickly as before.
This is a special problem to which I would like
to draw your attention. It plays a part in armies
which have a high proportion of women person-
nel.

However — as I have also stated in the report
— the present trend is to increase the propor-
tion of women in the armed forces, and the use
of women has proved very satisfactory in a great
many different posts.

We did not deal with the proportion of civilian
personnel such as officials, clerks, and manual
workers in the armed forces nor with the
increase in the proportion of their numbers,
although — as emerged in the course of our
enquiries — this is an issue of considerable
importance. For in quite a number of the coun-
tries we covered there is a tendency to reduce
the number of those in the armed forces in
uniform and to increase the number of civilian
employees. Generally speaking this trend can
also be seen wherever the personnel of the armed
forces is being reduced. Where that is hap-
pening — and I have various examples in mind
— the reduction is usually made in the combat
units, that is to say the most active and most
noticeable units of the armed forces. This is
often hidden under a cloak of verbiage about
the need for a streamlining of command staffs
and lines of communication. But in the case of
all reductions the result is usually that the
combat units, on which the maintenance of
defence and deterrent capability really depends.
are cut back, whereas the numerous personnel
in the lines of communication, the support units,
and the headquarters staffs are admittedly
regraded and redeployed, but remain relatively
static in numbers.

I have drawn attention to this because it is
linked with the tendency in quite a number of
armies to take on civilian employees on the one
hand and to economise on uniformed personnel
on the other. This tendeney also needs to be
looked at very seriously.

Another point is that we did not enquire more
closely into education and training in the armed
forces — we did not realise the importance of
this area so clearly at the beginning of our
enquiries, and it will be the subject of a future
report which the Defence Committee of this
Assembly is already undertaking. There is no
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doubt that this is a very important field. We
must examine it in the light of the fact that —
as I mentioned earlier — the army in many
countries today still represents a first class
training centre for civilian life which is of great
importance to members of the armed forces on
completion of their period of service.

Another reason why a survey of this subject
is needed is that pay and service structures can
really only be compared if one is clear about
the necessary qualifications and the way they
can be acquired — that is to say if one knows
what educational and training courses are
involved.

Ladies and Gentlemen, we propose to you —
I refer again to the text of the recommendation
— that this report should not only be brought
to the notice of the governments with which this
Assembly is directly linked, but be communic-
ated to the Council of Europe and in particular
to the European Parliament, as well, and also
naturally to the related institutions such as the
Council of Ministers and the Commission.

‘We believe that by publishing this survey we
are also making a contribution towards the
formation of a Furopean political union and
towards progressive co-operation and integration
of the European countries. In the European
Community there is already, as we know, free-
dom of establishment for workers. This gives
considerable significance to a comparison
between conditions of service in the armed forces
and there should also be a study, as we have
proposed in one of the points of our draft recom-
mendation, of whether and under what condi-
tions the nationals of one country can do
voluntary service in the army of another country
which is a member of the Alliance. In quite a
number of countries such service by nationals of
another State is possible, but on the other hand
in quite a number of countries it is not. In view
of the disparities the question seems worth look-
ing into.

Of course the conditions under which service
has to be done are of particular interest. We
looked thoroughly into this. As I have mentioned,
within the KEuropean Community -—— which
includes the whole of Western European Union
— each individual has the possibility of freely
choosing his place of work. The more conditions
of work and social conditions can be harmonised
in this sphere, the more an enquiry into this
question seems necessary, with an eye to future
developments.



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

ELEVENTH SITTING

Mr. Klepsch (continued)

In our report we have produced a compre-
hensive compendium covering very many dif-
ferent aspects. So far it is the only work of
reference for the subject we investigated. I must
repeat that there may well be some minor errors
here and there. But we have, I believe, produced
in this report a survey which will make future
co-ordination measures easier.

In conclusion let me say that this report
represents the first attempt at seeing the armed
forces, which have so far been a more or less
anonymous mass as a real social structure. If
we wish to arrive at real solutions, we must
examine conditions of service, efficiency and
budget problems in relationship to each other.
I am thinking of solutions like those which many
of the prominent personalities represented here
put forward this morning. I would not wish to
close without thanking Mr. Vredeling, as the
representative of all the other Ministers who
answered our questions here, most cordially for
his co-operation.

Thank you for your kind attention. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). Mr.
Klepsch, you have presented an outstanding
report which has been heard with great interest.
I thank you and your co-workers for the effort
you have put into the preparation of this
encyclopaedia of military service.

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom) (Translation).
— Mr. President, I wish to speak on a point of
order.

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

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). — I have no
desire to make your work more difficult, Mr.
President, but it would be helpful if before we
begin the debate on Mr. Klepsch’s most interest-
ing report you could, under Rule 29(2) of the
Charter and Rules of Procedure of the Assembly,
give us your ruling as to whether, according
to the Order of Business for this afternoon, the
amendment is to be considered together with
Mr. Klepsch’s report or not. Paragraph 2 of
Rule 29 states :

“Amendments shall relate directly to the text
which it is sought to alter. The President shall
decide whether they are in order. Amendments
should relate only to the substantive text...”
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It is my submission that Amendment No. 1
to Document 650 submitted under the name of
Mr. Wall alone is out of order under Rule 29
of our Assembly, and I ask you now, Sir, to
rule whether I am correct in my interpretation.

The PRESIDENT. — T should like to discuss
this problem, Mr. Roper, immediately before we
begin our votes when I shall feel ready to decide
whether or not the amendment is related to the
text of the report. For the moment I am not able
to decide the question, and I propose that we
should first continue the general discussion on
the items tabled. .

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). — I under-
stand your ruling, Mr. President. I am only
anxious that in order to save us complications
you should give a ruling as early as possible
because otherwise members may wish to raise in
the debate, either on this amendment or on other
items, matters which are totally out of the scope
of the report, and therefore we will have dif-
ficulties. For example, I understand that Mr.
Wall has asked to speak in the debate. If he
speaks on something which is out of order what
are we to do, as members of the Assembly, if
you have not ruled ?

The PRESIDENT. — I understand that your
interest is to avoid difficulties, Mr. Roper, and
that is my interest also but there is no dif-
fieulty in discussing all points relating to the
report and it is not necessary now to decide
whether the amendment relates to the text of
the report, but we can discuss all that has been
proposed and what may be in relation to it.
You agree ?

I now therefore ask Mr. Lemmrich to begin
his contribution to the debate.

Mr. LEMMRICH (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) {(Translation). — Mr. President, I would
like to express my sincere thanks to Mr. Klepsch
for his excellent report. The report shows his
great expert knowledge, and also the great deal
of work he has done on it. T agree with the
thoughts which he has expressed. I should like
to clarify in somewhat greater detail certain
aspects of the draft recommendation.

Today one often hears it argued that defend-
ing our countries by well-paid technicians with
the most modern weaponry — perhaps one might
also say, with the most modern machinery — is
the best method of defence; that the typical
fighting soldier is old-fashioned and no longer
necessary. 1 find it hard to believe this, when
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our potential adversaries attach the greatest
importance not only to the most modern weapons
but also to the fighting spirit of their soldiers.

(Interruption by Mr. Cermolacce)

The honourable member knows this perfectly
well.

My view is that it is still true today that he
who is not prepared to fight for his country
will in the long run no longer have his country.
One ean put this in the words of a man with
experience : a Finnish general who once said :
“there is always one army in a country, either
its own or a foreign one”. So I would endorse
most firmly what is said in the draft recom-
mendation, that even in the age of technology,
the effectiveness of defence capability and the
credibility of deterrence depends in the first
place on the men and women in the armed
forces.

If my French colleague reacts to what I am
saying as he has just done, then I would com-
ment that we are used to men who represent
this political persuasion always being somewhat
put out when they are seen for what they are.

In a period of relative prosperity in the free
world, men and women serving their country in
the armed forces need to know that they are not
being materially exploited and are not lagging
behind those working in the general economy.
This is why the material conditions in which
they do their service are so important. The
significant value of this report lies in showing
this so clearly.

But as well as material conditions, the basie
attitude of mind towards the defence of our
countries and of our free and democratic way
of life is of equal importance. Today this is
unfortunately no longer so unanimously recog-
nised. The governments, and all politicians,
should therefore address themselves particularly
to this problem, especially since we are finding
that our attitude to defence is being eroded and
undermined in a quite deliberate and clearly
methodical way.

Manpower costs are an increasingly large part
of defence expenditure. The Rapporteur has
shown us that very strikingly. In the United
States, too, manpower costs already account for
more than 60 % of the total. Compulsory mili-
tary service for all is not only a system which
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forges a close bond between the citizen and the
country he feels is worth defending, but also a
system in which manpower expenditure is less
than in countries with a purely professional
army. The introduction of the regular army in
the United States has cost about $3,000 million
more a year than an equivalent army of
conscripts. In the Federal Republic of Germany
it is estimated that a regular army would cost
about DM 5,000 million more each year. In
comparing the funds which our countries devote
to defence, it seems important to take this state
of affairs into account in order to put the efforts
of our countries on a comparable basis. There is
always discussion about whether one country is
making a greater effort and another less. From
this point of view, too, the report brings a wel-
come lueidity.

The draft recommendation also deals with the
length of military service. For reasons of domestic
politics some countries are inclined to reduce
military service still further. One must, of course,
realise that this tends to give the impression
that defence is no longer so important. One
cannot really in all conscience believe that at
a time when the Warsaw Pact countries are again
very rapidly stepping up their armaments, not
so much by increasing the number of men, but
rather by a significant strengthening of their
striking power.

It is not only when faced with certain economie
difficulties that the free world tends always to
live somewhat from hand to mouth. Our potential
political adversaries have repeatedly shown that
their policy is constructed on a long-term basis.
For people who are accustomed to considering
problems only from one election to another, this
could well be dangerous. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank
you very much.

I call Mr. Wall.

Mr. WALL (Umited Kingdom). — 1 do not
wish to waste the time of the Assembly by
making a prolonged speech. Therefore, Mr. Pre-
sident, I wish to make it clear exactly what your
provisional ruling is. As T understand it, we
are entitled to discuss Mr. Klepsch’s report and
also the broader aspects of the amendment tabled
in my name and at the end of the general debate
you will rule whether this amendment is in order.
Am T right in that assumption, Mr. President ?

The PRESIDENT. — 1 reserve my ruling.
Is that all that you want to say at this moment,
Mr. Wall ?
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want to make a speech unless that is clear.

The PRESIDENT. — You may explain your
attitude, of course.

Mr. WALL (United Kingdom). — I under-
stand that I may speak about the amendment
but not move it and you, Mr. President, will
rule later whether it can be moved.

On that understanding, I start by congratulat-
ing Mr. Klepsch on his magnificent report. The
research that must have gone into this bulky
document is enormous and I believe that it will
prove to be of great importance in all our coun-
tries and to the Alliance as a whole. We in the
West spend about 60 % of our defence expend-
iture on manpower in its broader sense — that is,
in addition to paying salaries, on pensions,
barracks and living accommodation, ete. There-
fore, there is only 40 % left for hardware. The
relevant figures in the Soviet Union and the
‘Warsaw Pact countries are about 20 9% to 30 %
on manpower and the balance on hardware. This
shows the difficulties and the expense that man-
power presents to the planners of western
defence.

We in the Assembly are all politicians and, as
politicians, we are subject to pressure from our
electorates. It is clear that in none of our coun-
tries the electorate likes paying for defence.
Defence is a national insurance, but the electorate
is apt to forget that until it is too late. An
overriding consideration here is the time it takes
for any piece of hardware to get from the
planning stage into service. It takes about seven
vears for any piece of hardware — be it a tank,
a ship or an aireraft — to move from the
planning stage into service. Therefore, we have
a very important duty in these matters.

Many of the member countries of this Alliance
have decided in recent years to streamline their
forces. Canada, Belgium, Denmark, the Nether-
lands, and more recently Western Germany, and
my country, have submitted proposals. These
are proposals for streamlining. All these coun-
tries say that it improves the efficiency of their
forces because it makes them more mobile or
something like that. We must face the fact that
all these suggestions involve a cut in manpower.
The reason is that manpower is particularly
expensive. Manpower is, after all, what Mr.
Klepsch’s paper is all about.

I believe that any suggestion of streamlining
manpower must and should be discussed amongst
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the member countries of the Alliance. I am
certain that my own government believe this to
be so. Paragraph 2 of the draft recommendation
uses the expression : “before changing fundamen-
tal aspects of the conditions of service in their
armed forces” there should be consultation.

I therefore ask that the same procedure be
followed on the proposed British cuts as was
followed when the Netherlands earlier this year
decided to streamline its forces. The Assembly
will remember that the communiqué was issued
in July by the NATO Defence Planning Com-
mittee stating its views on the Netherlands’ pro-
posals and it was accompanied by a confidential
document which went direct to the Dutch
Government.

We heard this morning from Lord Goronwy-
Roberts about the proposals of the British
Government. I want to make two points on
that. These are points which affect every member
of the Assembly and every member country.
First, the basic justification is that my country
is spending more of its gross national product on
defence than are many of our allies. It is there-
fore proposed to cut our expenditure on defence
from 559% to 45% of the gross national
product. That is perfectly true. The United
Kingdom is spending, aeccording to NATO
estimates, 5.7 % — not 5.5 % as was stated —
on defence ; France is spending 4.2 % and
Germany is spending 3.9 %, or, if we include
Berlin, 4.7 %.

To take another yardstick, which I think is
an equally important yardstick, namely, the per
capita expenditure, my own country is spending
£63, France is spending £73, and Germany is
spending £81 or £98 if Berlin is included. Many
of the Warsaw Pact countries, for example,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany and the USSR, are
spending much higher per capita on defence
than does my own country.

The other particular issue that I want to
mention is that we have virtually a stalemate in
Central Europe which we all hope will not be
broken. Tt emphasises the danger to the flanks.
This issue, which must be of importance to
every member of the Alliance, is the maritime
aspect of our defence to the flanks. The proposals
which were explained this morning are of con-
siderable importance to the whole Alliance. T do
not want to spend much time on this. These
proposals of the British Government are highly
controversial and will be argued, but not here
in this Assembly. This is not the proper place
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for that. They will be argued out over the coming
months in the House of Commons.

Where the British proposals affect the Assem-
bly is on the question of consultation. I remind
members of the Assembly that Lord Goronwy-
Roberts said this morning that none of these
proposals represents a final decision. He also
said that they would be thoroughly discussed
with our allies in NATO and outside and the
final decisions will be taken in the light of
those consultations.

I believe that that was a genuine promise. I
believe that this is a very important matter.
I believe, not only that the promise was genuine,
but that it must be seen to be genuine. I there-
fore submit that it is of great importance that
the same procedure be followed as was followed
in the case of the Netherlands.

I say again that I hope that my suggestions
will not be regarded by my colleagues on the
other side of the House of Commons or by any
member of the Assembly as controversial. I
believe that it is in the interests of all of us,
when one member of the Alliance has to do some-
thing, for good, bad or indifferent reasons, that
it should be discussed amongst all members. My
government have said that such discussions will
take place. What I am asking is that the North
Atlantie Couneil shall pronounece on these discus-
sions when they are completed, both publicly,
as it undoubtedly will do, and privately.
(Applause)

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

Mr. CERMOLACCE (France) (Translation).
— Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I did
not intend to speak, but Mr. Lemmrich talked
about the reactions of the representative of the
French Delegation. My friend and I do not
represent the French Delegation but the French
Communist Party.

In reply to his speech and to ensure that
matters are perfectly accurate and clear, that
there is no misunderstanding, I would point out
that we do not entertain any hatred for the
German people. But we do not forget what
happened in our country and other countries
of Europe as the result of a certain policy which
was pursued in Germany at that time.

180

Above all, T would say with force and convie-
tion, in the name of my friend Mr. Depietri and
myself, that we do not accept lessons in
patriotism from certain members of this Assem-
bly. We are told that the purpose of the project
under diseussion is to harmonise and not to
exploit the army from a material point of view.
What humanitarian concern ! Quite so, but what
you are seeking by means of this harmonisation
of systems is in fact the creation of a professional
army, the resurrection of that EDC which was
condemned by the people of France and other
countries.

You require this resurrection for well-defined
purposes. You interfere in the internal affairs
of each country, for the problems thus raised
are not your business ; they are national problems
which each country is entitled to solve in
accordance with its national characteristics.

This is the reason for my indignation about
the remarks which were made ; they constitute
a demonstration against our independence.

It is also the reason why, if there is a vote
on this project, we shall oppose it, for we consider
that these are matters which are the business
of our own countries and of each of the other
countries ; they are matters of national concern,
and it cannot be decided beforehand what we
shall do with our armies in the future.

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

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

Mr. TANGHE (Belgium) (Translation). — Mr.
President, I too want to congratulate Mr. Klepsch
on this report, which the Chairman has just
referred to as encyclopaedic. T would say that
the report reminds one of the imposing figure
of the Rapporteur himself, both in its bulk and
in its solid reliability. The author of this report
has also given us evidence, particularly when
he spoke a moment ago, of his prudent approach.
Indeed, he must, when he was analysing all this
documentation about the conditions of service in
the armed forces, inevitably have come up
against the question of an army of regulars
versus an army of conscripts. He has made no
attempt to urge a particular doctrine on any
country or anyone, and indeed the problem will
present itself in different terms in different
countries. Most of the countries that belong
1o our treaty organisation have become quite
wealthy ; the tendency then is to entrust defence
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to hired hands, with all the consequences this
brings, consequences of which we have a number
of examples from history.

There are indeed arguments in favour of an
increasing use of professional servicemen in our
modern armies. The weaponry becomes daily
more difficult to handle, and as the previous
speaker has said the machinery becomes ever
more complicated.

‘Where the period of military service is too
short for national servicemen to be able to cope
with these complicated techniques, there can
be an argument for meanwhile passing the
complicated jobs over to regulars who will of
course serve rather longer engagements. Then
there is a further argument that can be put
forward for using more professionals in the
army, one that will certainly be true for so long
as economic expansion in all our ecountries
continues to take its present form. In these
circumstances one can certainly argue that
all our young men — particularly the trained
ones — can be employed far more usefully
in the economy than in losing a year or fifteen
months of their time in doing wuseless or
pedestrian tasks in the army. This has certainly
been the case, though in the months ahead there
may be less justification for this argument for
a greater use of regulars in the forces.

There is a further reason, which we often
prefer to keep quiet about. This is that in all
those countries that are increasingly turning
to professional soldiers, there is an unspoken
giving-in to the tendency among the population
to make less of a personal commitment to our
common defence. We have nowadays a younger
generation who reached military age after the
second world war and who have never known a
régime of oppression and slavery in our coun-
tries.

But there are also arguments against using
too many professionals in our armies. You all
know as well as I do that in certain countries
it has been queried, in certain quarters, whether
a regular army is the right answer. On the
walls in certain countries you can read the
slogan “Down with the regular army”. These
people have certain reasons, which may be
respectable ones. I personally am not among
those who believe that in a modern democracy
an army of professional soldiers will inevitably
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bring with it the danger of becoming a State
within a State.

And then there is another argument against
professional armies. Mr. Klepsch has already
mentioned that there is controversy about the
rising cost of regulars in the forces. That institute
in London may make certain calculations for
certain countries, but I know that the plan for
manning combat units of my own country’s small
army solely with regulars is going to cost B. Frs.
5,000 million a year if it is applied overall.
This sum represents about 20 % of our present-
day defence budget ; and this is something that
could lead us to ever-increasing expenditure on
personnel. On top of this, technical weaponry
is going to cost more and more ; for example,
there are the aireraft that will have to be
replaced. What is there going to be left over
to deal with recruitment ? Shall we have to
make further savings on the training of our
tank drivers, all our various artillerymen and
our pilots, so that in the end we have to go into
the field with weekend pilots and Sunday drivers
to handle all this technically complicated and
expensive weaponry ? This is a question which
is certainly worth looking at here.

There is a third argument, Mr. President,
against an excessive use of regular soldiers and
the radical phasing-out of conscription. I am
afraid that now we have become rich enough
to leave our defence entirely to men who know
their job and are paid for doing it, we are
giving way all too easily to the growing
unwillingness among young people and among
the population at large not only to pay for their
defence through their taxes, but also to play any
personal part in defending the greatest blessing
and heritage that we all possess, that is to say
our peace and our security. It seems to me that
a continuing enrolment into the armed forces
of young mecn from the public will keep alive
among them, among their parents and their
fiancées, and among the whole population the
idea that merely paying money is not enough —
that there must be a personal commitment to
peace and security. (Applause)

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

Mr. ROPER (United Kingdom). — May I
begin by saying how much I, like other members
of the Assembly, have appreciated the hard work
of Mr. Klepsch in preparing such a report. The
word “encyclopaedic” has been used. Like all
encyclopaedias, I fear that this document has
not been sufficiently read. I hope that, like other
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encyclopaedias, it will not merely remain on our
shelves but will be consulted, for I believe that
within the detailed analysis in this document
there is a great deal of information, and I very
much hope that the Chairman of the Committee,
when he comes to reply, will agree that this is
the sort of report which WEU should keep up to
date and revise every two or three years so
that we have a permanent and up-to-date docu-
ment on the conditions of service in our armed
forces.

Although I have paid tribute to Mr. Klepsch,
I am sure he would not mind if I also made
reference to Mr. Kitching, the expert appointed
to assist him in this work, who, together with
his wife, was of considerable value in document-
ing the remarkable information contained in the
report. I will return later to one of the most
important parts of the report, at least to those
of us in the United Kingdom, where we have not
yet permitted the development of trade unions
within the armed forces, and that is the réle
of trade unions within the armed forces as
discussed on page 143. But there are a number
of other very important questions. We have some
extremely interesting information on the relative
salaries of the armed forces in different coun-
tries. We have been having discussions — and
T shall no doubt refer to the remarks of Mr.
Wall in this respect in due course — as to the
percentage of our gross national product allocated
to defence in our different countries. That is very
closely related to the salaries which are paid to
the members of the armed forces, and it is very
interesting to see, at page 75, the considerable
range in salaries between the different countries
among those questioned by Mr. Klepsch in the
preparation of his report.

I draw attention only to the range of salaries
which exists among NATO countries in regard,
for example, to colonels. A colonel in Denmark
gets $26,000 a year, and a colonel in Turkey is
paid only $6,500 a year. Yet we then try to make
comparisons of percentages of national incomes
as though we were comparing like with like.
Similarly, one can make comparisons between
the pay of private soldiers in Canada, where a
private soldier is paid $8,000 a year and the
Republic of France where a private may be
paid as little as $940 a year — a differential of
virtually 9 to 1.

Again, if we look on page 137, we find one
of the most significant statistics when we are
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making comparisons of relative expenditure in
our armed forces. We see the figure of the share
of defence expenditure which goes to pay and
allowances. T refer to the table on page 137,
where we can sec that in Canada 63.6 % of
defence expenditure is on pay and allowances,
whereas in France it is only 34 %. In part this
is because there is a conseript army in France
and a whole-time professional army in Canada.
but that proportion — virtually two-thirds in
Canada and one-third in France — shows the
way in which, by changing from a conscript to
a professional army, there can be a very
significant and substantial effect upon the
expenditure on the armed forces, and why,
indeed, comparisons purely of percentages of
gross national produet overlook some of the most
essential problems in this sort of assessment.

Again, if we look at the ratio of the pay
between that of a eolonel and that of a private,
we see enormous differences. In France the
colonel is paid 6.8 times as much as a private.
No doubt he smokes more expensive cigarettes
and drinks better wine. In Ireland the colonel
is only paid 2.9 times as much as an Irish private.
They have to drink the same Guinness in Ireland.
Similarly, if we consider the problems of trade
unions, which are discussed on page 143, we are
able to see that in Denmark and Norway and,
indeed, in the Netherlands and Luxembourg,
virtually all the members of the armed forces are
in the appropriate military trade union. On the
other hand, in the United Kingdom, although
certain servicemen who are trained in a craft are
allowed to qualify for membership of a trade
union once they have left the armed forces, there
is not a military trade union. For these reasons
and for many others this document, this
“encyclopaedia”, will be of very great value to
all of us in our national defence committees
when we come to analyse our own defence
expenditure, because we shall be able to set the
defence expenditure in our own countries, the
pay for the colonel and the pay for the private,
and the relativity one against the other, and
compare them against the yardstick of other
countries. I believe that this Klepsch report will
lead not only in the Federal Republic and here
but throughout all our countries to very useful
and very fruitful debates about the relativities
and about expenditures on pay and conditions
in the armed forces. Indeed, one of the matters
which I have not discussed at length, in view of
the time, is the rdle of women in the armed
forces. Perhaps we have not until now accepted
sufficiently the rdle of women in the armed
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forces, and Mr. Klepsch, in his encyclopaedic
report, gives us a good deal of information as
to the different ways in which they are used
in the various services. I was interested to see
in the United Kingdom that on the very day
on which the defence review was announced, the
Parliamentary Under-Secretary for the Navy
was busily recruiting women for the Women'’s
Royal Naval Service, thus showing the importance
which we give to continued recruitment of
women into armed forces in the future.

The report is of considerable value. However,
it is quite clearly a report which deals with the
fundamental aspects of the conditions of service
of the armed forces of the countries which are
mentioned. I therefore hope that other matters
which go beyond the question of conditions of
service and discuss the size of the armed forces
or the expenditure on the armed forces in general
terms will be precluded when we come to the
votes on this report, because the report as it
stands is of great value.

It would be a pity if, by mixing the issues
of the conditions of service by which Mr. von
Klepsch has done the Assembly a great service,
by introduecing other and irrelevant issues about
the level of the expenditure in various member
countries of WEU, we were to get involved in
a debate which might lead to votes and, because
of the lack of a quorum or for other reasons,
we were not able to proceed to the adoption of
something which I believe is a report of very
great value.

I therefore hope that when it comes to the
conclusion of the debate we will not mix our-
selves up on matters which are outside the
limited but important scope of the report.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I eall Mr.
Lemmrich to make a short statement.

Mr. LEMMRICH (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). — Mr. President, our com-
munist colleague, Mr. Cermolacce, considered it
appropriate to say something here about my
country’s past. When Germany’s misfortune
began I was still a child but perhaps it would
be interesting for our communist colleague to
know that while the Soviet Foreign Minister,
Mr. Molotov, was being received in Berlin with
great honour at the beginning of 1940, my father
met his death in one of the Third Reich’s con-
centration camps. It is perhaps important to
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know that there were men and women in Ger-
many, even in those days, who fought against
dietatorship and oppression and injustice.

Far be it for me to give my colleague Mr.
Cermolacce lessons in patriotism. I know the
debates which took place in the French Parlia-
ment between his political friends and the
government. As far as my own country is con-
cerned, I know that the German communists
have given communist ideology precedence over
the national interest. Because of this, Germany
is divided. That is all I wanted to say.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I take
note of your statement ; we shall now proceed
to examine the texts.

Mr. Wall has tabled an amendment to the draft
recommendation in Document 650, which I will
read since it is somewhat controversial :

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

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

It has been brought to my notice that whereas
the recommendation deals exclusively with con-
ditions of service in the armed forces, the amend-
ment deals with British defence policy as a
whole. According to the rules, therefore, this
amendment is unaceceptable in its present form.

Since the President’s decision is final in this
matter, I suggest the following to Mr. Wall so
as to avoid lengthy debate : the amendment does
in faet call into question the policy of one of
the governments belonging to Western European
Union, but owing to the fact that I have read
it out here, it will be included in the minutes
and in the documents giving an account of our
debates. While it is true that it cannot be
included in the recommendation, it will never-
theless appear in our documents as the expres-
gion of Mr. Wall’s opinion. In the interests of
sound procedure and of speeding up our debates,
I therefore ask Mr. Wall to withdraw this
amendment.

I cail Mr. Wall.
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Mr. WALL (United Kingdom). The
Assembly is obviously now almost half a day
late. I do not want to detain it any more than
anybody here wants to be detained.

However, I must say that it would have been
fair to have given me the chance to reply to
the points of order put by Mr. Roper on his
points of procedure. To do so would, of course,
have enlarged the debate and possibly have
wasted the time of the Assembly.

I therefore bow to your ruling, Mr. President,
but I hope that you will give thought to the fact
there are two sides to every question and that
before you give a ruling you will hear both
sides of the question.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I thank
Mr. Wall for his goodwill and courtesy.

Since it appears that the vote on the draft
recommendation will not be unanimous, I pro-
pose to defer it till 5.30 p.m.

I call the Rapporteur.

Mr. KLEPSCH (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). — Mr. President, as Rap-
porteur I just wanted to take up one point which
was raised in the discussion ; apart from this,
most of those who spoke were, on the whole, in
agreement. One of the members raised a question
which in my view has nothing whatsoever to do
with the report. The communist representative
introduced an issue into the discussion of the
report which was totally irrelevant, namely the
issue of the European Defence Community, and
the question of creating some form of European
defence organisation. It was not the object of
this report to make a pronouncement on that.
Nor did we try to do so. That is a task for other
reports. I had the impression that the speaker
in guestion read that question into the report,
and I wished therefore as Rapporteur to make
it quite clear that the report has nothing to do
with this.

Furthermore, I would like to say that nobody
would have been happier than your Rapporteur
if there had been no need to concern ourselves
with the necessity of maintaining armed forces.
To give you one small example, in a few months’
time — when the required five years have
elapsed — we shall have what is called a review
conference on the non-proliferation treaty. This
will have to look into the non-compliance with
Article 3 of that treaty, namely the fact that
the two world powers, the Soviet Union and the

184

United States of America, have not fulfilled
their obligations to reduce their nueclear forces.
It seems to me that this is also a point which
could be mentioned in passing : we are unfor-
tunately still compelled to maintain our defence
efforts as before.

The sole object of this report, however, was
to give a survey of conditions of service in the
armed forces, and nothing else ; and that is all
we tried to do, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman of the Committee.

Mr. CRITCHLEY (United Kingdom). — In
winding up on behalf of the Committee I should
like to echo the views of everyone, or nearly
everyone, who has spoken, and especially the
view of Mr. Roper in the very kind things he
said about Mr. Klepseh’s report. So moved, in
fact, was Mr. Roper to praise Mr. Klepsch that
he ennobled him by calling him Mr. von Klepsch.
This may begin a process from which we will
all benefit from time to time.

Mr. Klepsch’s report is long on facts and com-
paratively short on opinions, something which I
do not think anyone can say about the majority
of reports which come before this Assembly. He
is responsible for an extremely valuable piece of
research. There are times when the Western
European Union Assembly must be famed for its
research as much as it is occasionally mentioned
in the newspapers for the range of its opinions.
We give you, Mr. Klepsch, our hearty congra-
tulations.

I think, too, that the interim report of Mr.
Dankert will prove immensely valuable when it
finally comes to fruition in May, because
throughout the Alliance there are all the pres-
sures upon each and every allied country to
reduce the monies spent on defence and to reduce
the numbers of ready forces in the Alliance. We
had a very good example of this given this
morning in the speech of Lord Goronwy-Roberts.

If it is true that there is this very general
tendency, we have some lines of defence. The
first line of defence is put forward in part by
Mr. Klepsch and also by Mr. Dankert : how do
we rationalise, make more efficient, the defence
expenditure we shall be able to afford in order
to purchase a reasonable defence ! That is our
first line of defence — rationalise.

The second line of defence is the MBFR talks
in Vienna, and long may they go on talking in
Vienna because if our line of defence of the
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MBFR negotiations in Vienna were to fail us
the strategy of flexible response would be
rendered out of date. The substitute for a
strategy of flexible response is a return to a
nuclear strategy for Europe, and if anyone
imagines that anyone will initiate the use of
nuclear weapons it is about time they brought
their thinking up to date. Nuclear weapons are
only of value as a deterrent against the use of
nuclear weapons by other people, and to go back
to a strategy which relied overtly on the use of
nuclear weapons, small or big, is to surrender
once the crisis begins.

But if we do not accept a strategy which is
based upon nuclear response the only other
alternative to it is a strategy which is based
upon warning time. Unfortunately, history is full
of examples in which the warning time has been
available, but no one ever acted upon it. On
7th December 1941, the Americans knew what
the Japanese were up to but the information
that came through to them was filtered through
their own preconceptions because they did not
expect such an attack. The German invasion of
Russia in 1941 was signalled in advance to Stalin
by British Intelligence ; he took no notice, but
said that it was a western plot. The invasion of
Czechoslovakia took NATO by surprise, and also
the decision-makers of every NATO country.
Finally, who would have ever suspected that the
Israelis of all people would have been caught
with their prayer books in their hands last
October when they were in receipt of satellised
information from the United States that an
attack was immediate ? If we rely upon a
strategy which is based on warning time, we
should know that no politicians will ever act
and it would be as good as disarmament.

So I come back to my two final points : excel-
lent reports from Mr. Klepsch and Mr. Dankert
— reports which focus upon the first line of
allied defence which is how to get value for
money in a climate of economic reduction. If
they fail us, there is not much that will save us.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — It has
been decided to defer the vote for half an hour.

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — At his
request I now give the floor to the observer
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from Portugal, who has a brief statement to
make to you.

I am happy to welcome you to this Assembly ;
I know your country well. I even had the doubt-
ful privilege, at the time when I was on my way
to join the ranks of the free, of falling foul of
the sinister PIDE, the Policia internacional e de
defesa do estrado, which sent me to Caldas-da-
Rainha fortunately for a short time.

I am therefore well acquainted with your
problems and I salute the effort of emancipation
which the entire Portuguese people has displayed
over the past few months.

We welecome you here with considerable emo-
tion and, so far as I personally am concerned.
with a great deal of friendship. (Applause)

I invite the observer to come to the rostrum.

Mr. VASCO DA GAMA FERNANDES
(Observer from Portugal) (Translation). — Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, after fifty
years of fascism, Portugal can carry its head
high. A Portugunese can now be proud both at
home and abroad.

My first duty is to convey to this illustrious
Assembly the greetings of my country, which
is most desirous to forge good relations with
all countries, particularly the countries of
Europe.

The time of isolation is over. We were man-
acled by a régime which is now condemned.
Isolation finished on the day when that régime
was finally overthrown.

Portugal has an inclination — which it has
always manifested except under the yoke of
fascism — for dialogue and fraternal comrade-
ship. It is our natural bent to be present every-
where, to participate in all manifestations of
the spirit and therefore in all political events,
for no citizen is devoid of a political dimension.

Touched as I am by your invitation and the
warmth of your welecome, it is an honour for
me to salute, in my own name and on behalf of
the Portuguese Delegation, the illustrious Pre-
sident of this Assembly ; in his person I also
salute all the free countries which, united by
European ideals, desire to work for peace and
human progress.

The faect is that Portugal’s presence here is
due to your generosity and we are proud to
be among you. We must return your generosity
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by becoming more European. That is our aim.
Ever since 25th April 1973 we have been moving
ever closer to you. On that day Portugal sud-
denly freed itself from fascism, thanks to the
perfect communion of purpose between the Por-
tuguese people and the armed forces. An inter-
minable colonial war was destroying our youth ;
it landed us in a crisis from which we are
beginning to emerge. Six months after 25th
April public liberties have been restored in
Portugal, political parties with their enormous
impact have been authorised and all forms of
repression stopped. But above all, we have under-
taken the necessary and urgent task of decoloni-
sation. Those are the great successes of which
Francois Mitterrand recently spoke.

It seems to me, therefore, that we can hold
our heads high. However, the extent of the tasks
awaiting us compels respect and even fear. That
is also why we need our friends. And our friends
are you ; our friends are all those people who
do not dispense with freedom, all those peoples
whose way of living is characterised by their
love of liberty.

This, very simply, is the message of friendship
which I bring you. This message sent to you by
Portugal asks for your friendship. It is our
natural destiny to be among you. We shall not
fail to be with you in the future. We shall do
everything that is necessary to work side by
side with you and become your partners. We
shall do so with conviction and enthusiasm.
(Applause)

1. The energy crisis and European security

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the
General Affairs Committee, Doc. 656)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
Order of the Day is the presentation of and
debate on the report of the General Affairs
Committee on the energy crisis and European
security and vote on the draft recommendation,
Document 656.

I call Sir John Rodgers, Rapporteur of the
Committee.

Sir John RODGERS (United Kingdom). —
Among all the industrial nations of the world,
all of us must agree that the economic outlook
is indeed sombre. Even the most powerful of
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the industrial nations — the United States of
America — appears to be entering a period of
recession, and governments in nearly every
industrial nation are trying to ward off inflation
and rising unemployment. One of the prime
causes, but not the only cause, of this is the
fivefold increase in the price of oil, now recog-
nised as one of the most vital of the raw materials
in the whole world. This huge increase in prices
has imposed a tremendous strain on the world’s
financial systems, for the oil profits accumulated
by the producer countries have caused a trans-
fer of wealth on a colossal scale which promises
to bedevil the world for years to come unless
some solution can be found.

No one doubts now that the issues are serious
and that they can be solved by a substantial
international co-operative effort. Luckily, work
on an international scale has already begun. The
new International Energy Agency has begun
its work as planned on 18th November within
the framework of OECD. The membership con-
sists of the United States of America, Canada,
Japan, Austria, Switzerland, Spain, Turkey and
all the EEC countries with the exception of
France. Later I shall refer briefly to the French
decision to go it alone.

At first it was the hope of some countries
that the Organisation of Petroleum Exporting
Countries might let the real price of oil erode
through inflation. It eould be argued that this
would be a prudent course for the producing
countries to adopt but OPEC have made it
clear that they have no intention at all of
lowering prices.

The United States have abandoned any
attempts they might have wished to make to get
prices lowered. They have also abandoned their
earlier opposition to recyeling petrodollars
through special agencies.

Today one of the immediate aims of the IEA
is to set up machinery for an emergency oil
sharing scheme. But this is only the short term,
and certainly not the most important objective.

In the long term, work will be undertaken in
co-operation on energy conservation and in
energy research and development : in the setting
up of an oil information service and, most
importantly, in trying to develop closer relations
with the oil producing countries.

I think it is right to realise that we are only
likely to solve our present problems in co-
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operation with the oil producers and not in
antagonism to them.

We need to persuade the oil-producing coun-
tries that stable and orderly conditions for the
international energy market are as much in their
long-term interests as they are in the oil con-
suming countries’ interests.

So far efforts have been concentrated on the
serious economic and monetary problems, and
on helping the hardest-hit nations over their
balance-of-payments problems, rising unemploy-
ment and inflation, and to prevent financial or
industrial breakdowns.

One of the most interesting recent suggestions
made by Mr. Thomas Enders, Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Economie Affairs in a report
to Congress was — and I quote — “It may
be useful for the consuming countries to agree
on the minimum level at which they will support
new investment”. All major consumers should
be encouraged to adopt policies to create “stable
investment expectations at a level of return
roughly equivalent to current oil prices”.

This is vitally important lest in a few years’
time nations such as Britain and Norway might
face what is termed as a “reverse embargo”
leaving the United Kingdom and Norway with
expensive investment in oil producing fields
capable of producing oil only at prices much
higher than those at which OPEC might then
choose to sell. This could be a serious threat and
special pricing arrangements and policies may
be needed to avert such disasters.

I have deliberately spoken on the overall oil
situation as it is only against this background
that the subjeet of the energy ecrisis and its
possible effect on European security and defence
can properly be discussed.

The paper before you today, Document 656,
is on the narrow point of the possible threat
there could be to Europe in particular and to
the western free world including countries such
as Japan, in the present oil situation and parti-
cularly if oil supplies were to be withheld.

Only recently the Head of one of the Middle
East countries said that should hostilities break
out again in the Middle East, then immediately
there would be an embargo on oil supplies to
European countries. I think this is likely to
include France, too.
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Today, oil is undoubtedly one of the most
important sinews of war and certainly a most
basic ingredient in any defence arrangements.

Consumer countries to date have had two
problems to face with regard to oil supplies.
First, they have been threatened by production
costs and boycotts, and, secondly, there is the
very price of crude oil itself. As I say in my
report, today this latter problem is of far greater
importance than the former threat.

And even the problems of the Western Euro-
pean countries differ. For example, the United
Kingdom, Norway and the Netherlands have firm
hopes of producing enough oil to meet and even
exceed their domestic requirements while coun-
tries such as France and Italy seem to have little
or no hope of finding the energy resources they
need in their own territories.

That is our reason for giving urgent priority
to the definition of a common energy policy,
certainly among the EEC countries. Naturally
this work must take into account the work of
the International Energy Agency and should
seek to complement but not duplicate work in
securing wider international co-operation.

As T stated in my report, while I appreciate
the reasons for France negotiating directly for
supplies covering some twenty years, it must
surely be a matter of the greatest regret that
the French Government did not feel able to take
part in the work of the International Energy
Agency. If there is to be European solidarity
then surely it must be in all fields, and not
merely in those fields which any country regards
as bringing in immediate rewards. As your
Rapporteur I have stressed that the difference
between France and other western countries
will in the long run, I hope, turn out to be
more one of presentation than substance and I
also hope that the French will find it possible
to co-operate with IEA. Indeed, President Gis-
card d’Estaing recently made an interesting
proposal for a meeting of certain countries
representing oil producers, industrialised con-
sumers and the non-oil developing countries. This
last group is likely to suffer more than any
group from the colossal inerease in oil prices
and they are the countries whose economies are
least likely to be able to withstand this shock.

The TEA has already produced an emergency
oil-sharing scheme which requires countries
which are self-sufficient in oil to hold minimum
stocks of sixty days’ requirements. This obliga-
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tion is to be increased to ninety days, at a rate
still to be determined. An EEC directive fixes
the target stock levels of Community members
at ninety days from the beginning of 1975. At
present there are precious little stocks in Europe.

But so far so good. But, as I said in the
conclusions of my report, it was amply demon-
strated in October 1973 that the use of the oil
weapon could either paralyse the West’s economy
or render its armed forces powerless.

Special action should be taken, I believe, to
ensure a special defence reserve in oil produects.
This reserve should be built up in each country
as speedily as possible. If a decision were taken
to withhold all Middle East supplies of oil if
hostilities broke out, then European security
would be entirely in jeopardy. In addition to
the overall reserves of oil that are now under
consideration, I have advocated in my report
that stocks for at least three months supply of
oil, necessary solely for security purposes, should
be quickly built up for use only by the army,
air force or navy. This should be built up with
all possible haste. This security stock should be
for defence purposes and available for defence
purposes only. No government should be allowed
to raid these reserves for purely domestic pur-
poses — for example, in order to avoid the pos-
sible introduction of petrol rationing.

I realise that the strain on the economies of
some countries in building up such a strategic
reserve could be considerable and should be
organised internationally and undertaken pos-
sibly by some organisation set up under the
auspices of NATO.

Time is precious. There should, to my mind,
be no delay in building up and alloeating these
reserve strategic stocks. The dangers in not
doing this are evident. The need for speedy
action is, I believe, of paramount importance.
If it should be argued that we cannot afford
to build up both strategic stocks for industrial
and other purposes as well as a defence strategic
stockpile, I would suggest that a percentage of
the stock itself must be earmarked for NATO
defence purposes. That is the least we could
press for.

I hope that the Assembly will give a fair
wind to my report and endorse its recommend-
ations. (Applause)
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank
you, Sir John Rodgers.

I call Mr. Depietri to open the debate.

Mr. DEPIETRI (France) (Translation). —
Ladies and Gentlemen, the written report pre-
sented by Sir John Rodgers on the energy crisis
and European security is directed exclusively
to the means the ecapitalist countries should
employ in order to deal with the military aspects
of the energy crisis and the requirements of
industry. It takes no account of the fact that
some of the oil-producing countries have rid
themselves of the neo-colonial yoke and want
to be masters of their own national resources,
nor that this situation is the consequence of a
deliberate policy on the part of the capitalist
countries which not only have done nothing to
increase their national energy resources, but,
on the contrary, have sacrified their own resour-
ces in favour of a cheap oil and energy poliey,
without taking into account the fact that the
oil-producing countries had to face up to enor-
mous development requirements, or that these
countries were victims of the inflationary policy
of the capitalist countries.

It is therefore the capitalist countries, by
reason of their policy, and not the producer
countries which are responsible for the difficul-
ties that peoples are now facing in respect of
energy. Obviously, it is easier for the capitalist
countries to blame their own difficulties on the
oil-producing countries by pursuing a dangerous
and disgraceful anti-Arab campaign.

The report even goes so far as to insinuate in
veiled terms that owing to lack of oil for their
conventional equipment, in case of war they
would not refrain from using atomiec weapons.
In their view, therefore, the Arab countries
would be responsible for this. This anti-Arab
campaign enables them to ecamouflage the scan-
dalous profits of the multinational oil companies
and the domination of the capitalist countries by
these companies. Indeed, this is the situation
revealed by the French parliamentary commis-
sion of enquiry into the oil trade, a commission
set up at the request of the French communist
deputies.

These oil companies not only make scandalous
profits out of users and at the expense of the
economy of each country, they also seek to use
the crisis for their own profit.

Secondly, the report takes no account of
an extremely important problem, thereby show-
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ing that the WEU Assembly completely disre-
gards the decisions of the United Nations
regarding the imperative necessity of settling
the Middle East conflict, including the right of
the Arab people of Palestine to reconstitute a
State. There is no doubt that failure to settle
the Middle East conflict in accordance with
United Nations recommendations can only create
difficulties.

This is what ought to guide our conduct.

A further problem arises : the European soli-
darity which you advocate is merely an align-
ment with the position of the United States of
America, the setting up of a veritable front
against the producer countries, and a flagrant
challenge to the Arab countries.

Apart from this, what does the report suggest ?
A policy of austerity and sacrifice which will
be borne by the working classes alone. No, oil
is not at the origin of this crisis. The crisis which
is developing in eapitalist countries is, in truth,
the erisis of the system ; but — and you know
this — workers in capitalist countries will accept
neither the austerity nor the sacrifices designed
to increase still further, at their expense, the
profits of the multi-financed industrial firms
and multinational ecompanies.

To overcome the crisis, a different policy
must be pursued : develop all national resources
— coal, uranium, hydraulic energy and tidal
power ; all States must conclude stable, long-
term agreements with the oil-producing coun-
tries, based on mutual interest, so as to prevent
the market from being dominated by the inter-
national oil cartel — a cartel controlled by eight
companies, six of them American ; restrict the
power of the major oil companies as a matter
of urgent necessity ; co-operate in the field of
energy with the socialist countries and the
developing countries.

This, then, is a brief statement of the political
responsibilities of capitalist countries for the
present crisis, and the ways of overcoming it.

The PRESIDENT (Translation), — I ecall
Mr. Osborn.

Mr, OSBORN (United Kingdom). — 1 should
like to intervene briefly in the debate because
we have had a very valuable and informative
speech by Sir John Rodgers. I wish to thank
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Sir John and his Committee for making their
report available to us.

‘What Sir John has done, in contrast to some
of the other committees on which I have been
working, is to coneentrate his remarks on immedi-
ate tactical information — not so much on the
strategic situation — affecting the supply of
oil. Although he has referred to much wider
issues, his speech and the report have concen-
trated on the supply of oil to Europe and
western countries generally. I should like to
make a few comments on that subject.

A report issued by one of the oil companies
visualised that in fifteen or twenty years’ time
offshore oil production will acecount for 50 %
of oil produetion from normal sources. This
means that the world will develop as a result
of a huge new technology and muech of this
offshore oil will be away from the Middle East
rather than from within it.

This raises another issue which is important
to the United Kingdom, namely, the vulnerability
of offshore oil production in the case of war
or conflict. Drilling in waters of up to 600 feet
could, with the aid of modern technology, well
be stepped up to a much higher figure. I have
read of anything up to 1,000 feet having been
envisaged.

The British Parliamentary Secientific Com-
mittee only a few weeks ago had a very interest-
ing presentation by two of the leading oil com-
panies on the progress that had been made in
the North Sea. I believe that WEU should give
some thought to the vulnerability of the new oil
supplies, because they have to be taken from
the oil beds beneath the sea. The vulnerability
is such that where there are long pipelines it is
not difficult to devise a submarine block-and-
tackle device to cut out that pipeline and cause
a delay of anything up to six months or a year.
It is not beyond the bounds of possibility, and
this applies very much now in Britain. There
must be close security on any rig to ensure that
guerrilla action is not possible there as well.

If T may comment on the oilfield question a
stage further, I would say that perhaps not
enough has been said about the possibilities
of tar sands and oil shale, although I notice —
and I will refer to this later in regard to
project independence — that oil from this source
is not expected to make any major impact until
after 1985 or 1990.
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I should like to make a few comments not only
from the point of view of the work I have done
on the Committee on Scientific, Technological
and Aerospace Questions of WEU but also the
appropriate committees in the Council of Europe,
but before doing so I want to take issue with the
last speaker, who was blaming capitalism for
our troubles. One of the greatest misfortunes
now is that the supply of petroleum has become
a political pawn, thanks to the philosophy of the
left wing, which is to encourage those producing
oil to nationalise their assets. Once nationalisa-
tion takes place, and once oil becomes a com-
mercial commodity, it inevitably becomes a highly
political commodity. This is one of the tragedies
which is all past history. But if I take issue
with him on that, T would agree that the western
world has to look further for other sources of
energy supply. To what extent can we in the
west combine to develop a strategy for this ¢

There is likely to be published early in the
new year — I have had some indication of the
material that may be in this — an OECD report
on sources of energy. I believe that this will
be a useful technical report for all politicians on
the lines of development that should be encour-
aged. I am very glad that Sir John Rodgers
made reference to the Nixon initiative and the
creation of the International Energy Agency,
because this is vital. His recommendations, which
I fully support — particularly recommendation
2, to try to persuade all of us in Europe to work
together with the United States of America —
are very warm to my heart.

I should like now to turn to the scene in the
United States of America. As far as I can gather,
not only are they concerned in project inde-
pendence — there was a useful press release in
November on the question of oil supplies — but
with alternative sources of energy. I referred
this morning to the fact that the Atomic Energy
Commission has been broken up. This dynamie
commission in the United States has been broken
into two parts. Perhaps it was a vietim of the
environmental movement which opposed the
building of nuclear power stations.

But last month President Ford signed a bill
to abolish the AEC within 120 days and to
divide its functions between two new agencies,
the Energy Research and Development Admin-
istration and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion. ERDA, with Dr. Robert Seamans, for-
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merly of the Federal Space Agency, at its head,
will bring together virtually all the government’s
research programmes involving energy. It will
take in the fossil fuel programmes, including
coal gasification of the Interior Department ;
the investigations into solar and geothermal
energy of the National Science Foundation, and
even the Environmental Protection Agency’s
work on new forms of motor car propulsion. On
the other hand, the new regulatory ageney will,
for its part, inspect, test, set safety standards
and give licences for the American nuclear
reactors.

On project independence, I have the official
text released on 13th November. I will not go
into detail on this but it asks: “What is the
definition of project independence ? How suf-
ficient is self-sufficient ?” The United States of
America is asking itself these questions. What
body can ask the same questions in Europe ? To
what extent is it our concern that we should be
doing this ? I raise this question at this parti-
cular time. Sir John referred to energy conser-
vation, and any energy agency must be con-
cerned with this. In Western European Union
we should be concerned not only with standards
of insulation and better use, but in industry 1
am finding that the great brains are trying to
cut down their energy bills. If that information
could be co-ordinated — and in Britain to a
certain extent this is being achieved by the
CBI — on a European and world-wide basis, I
genuinely believe that there are great savings to
be made. The impaect on transport is fascinating.
The Committee on Secientifie, Technological and
Aerospace Questions brought the aireraft manu-
facturers, the ecivil airlines and the airport
authorities together. I believe that in the future
land transport will gain from air transport
because of the high cost of aviation fuel. I believe
that publie transport will take over from the
private car and the lorry. I believe that elec-
tricity will be a mueh more important source
of energy than others. )

These are issues to be thought of in the tactical
and defence sense, which is the concern of WEU,
but they are issues which apply on the civil side
as well.

I only wanted to intervene and to put these
points to Sir John so that his General Affairs
Committee can consider what we in Western
European Union ought to be looking at, what
the European Community should look at, how
they should do it, and what should be left to



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

ELEVENTH SITTING

Mr. Osborn (continued)

the Council of Europe. But this is a vast problem
and I welcome Sir John’s contribution today.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr,
Lester.

Mr. LESTER (United Kingdom). — 1t is a
great honour for me so soon after making my
maiden speech in a national parliament to be
standing here in this Assembly making my
maiden remarks in a European context. There
must, I think, be some sense of divine guidance,
because I can say simply and sincerely that it
was the influence of my first visit to this
beautiful city in 1948 at the age of sixteen which
started me on the path to realising that one was
a European. Since those days, one has tried
to become even more so and, indeed, to bring
one’s family up in the same tradition.

I wish now to address myself briefly to the
report. I would request that it be printed
because I think its contents will be extremely
valuable in a much wider circle than this Assem-
bly. It is impossible to underestimate the change
in the total situation in every walk of life that
the present energy crisis has caused. Any docu-
ment which helps us in our essential re-thinking
is well worthwhile and well worth wide distri-
bution.

The urgency of the first recommendation has
been understood. One is hopeful that the sum-
mit meeting in this city next week, where I
understand the energy question is the first item
on the agenda, reflects that. I hope that anything
we say today will act as a spur to those Euro-
pean leaders in their deliberations.

‘When this challenge came, many of us
expected and wanted a European reaction rather
than a national one. It is a matter of regret that
in the first shock of all that happened this was
not possible. I think now we can re-think our
situation, and we should like to see a European
reaction and a European consideration because
it is very fundamental to the way we believe
our nations are interdependent. Nor does it need
any words from me to underline the decisive part
that oil supply must play in any strategy
because having common equipment and all the
things about which we have been talking in
terms of a defence budget without oil renders
one defenceless.
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I therefore support the sense of urgency in
the fourth recommendation that we should move
quickly in this matter. The suggestion that coun-
tries should decide their own stocks I think is
not helpful because a variation from one to
another could render the whole action useless,
but I think now is a suitable time to look at this
before there are any further developments in
the Middle East.

I do not see that the report is either pro- or
anti-Arab or pro or anti any country. This is a
purely objective report : a stated situation and
an objective answer to that situation. I do not
see it as anti-West, anti-East or anti-Arab, or
pro anybody else.

One difficulty in the report is that we have
no knowledge of the quantities or value that this
reserve would need. Obviously it is dependent
on the relative scale of any action which may be
taken over a three-month period. However, one
is prepared to look with an open mind if we can
get the actual analysis and the correct figures
to see where the reserve should be and what
should be its content.

I recommend that this exercise be carried out
quickly and effectively. I ask the Rapporteur
and the General Affairs Committee to keep a
watching brief on the future developments fol-
lowing this document. (Applause)

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

Mr. ALBER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, I would like to start by thanking Sir
John Rodgers for his excellent report and for
the wealth of material and information he has
given us. It always sounds impressive when one
can say that the situation is grave and that time
is running out. Where the energy situation is
concerned, this is actually true. It is greatly to
be welecomed therefore that Europe seems slowly
to be giving thought to a common energy policy.

It is a good thing, too, that there is talk of an
international energy agency. But personally I
do not expect a solution of the problems to result
merely from that. Setting up an agency is no
miraculous device. It is often like that in politics:
when one cannot think of anything else to do, one
sets up a committee, which in turn sets up a
sub-committee. It is the same thing here. The
agency which is to be set up will not unfortun-
ately be able to produce a single drop of oil
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itself. Still, as it does no harm, it is better than
nothing. So it can be welcomed.

There has been talk here of solidarity. Out of
politeness I would like to pass quickly over this
subjeet. For if that solidarity is called on and
put to the test — we have already experienced
this once — it could easily turn out to exist
virtually only on paper.

The right answer lies only in research and
technology, and in finding new sources of
energy. So, if we want energy, we must devote
all our energy to research and technology. The
new forms of energy concerned have been men-
tioned — nuclear power stations and solar
energy. And I might add something which will
probably not count for so much : in the univer-
sity of my home town of Stuttgart, there is a
Chair devoted to the generation of wind energy
— and it seems that good results have already
been achieved.

A second point is that we are using up too
much energy, though not by using too much.
For example, far too much energy is needed for
the radiation of light by an electric bulb, because
half of it is transformed into heat. Then there
is the energy which is wasted going straight up
and out of our chimneys every year and going
unused. So this would be another large area for
technology and research.

‘We on the political side are being urged to
do something about focusing this research work.
One often gets the feeling that in the field of
research the right hand knows not what the left
hand doth. I am sure that my colleague Mr.
Richter would agree on that. We have already
attended colloquies and conferences with research
scientists, and found that they did not
know each other, and that people did not know
what research was going on in the various
establishments, This could be a job for those in
politics — to do what is needed to ensure the
concentration of research.

A further point ; let us look for a moment at
electric motors or batteries. Here one has the
feeling that each firm is doing research only
on its own account, and regards results as
strictly confidential and not to be passed on to
anyone else. Such behaviour may be all very
well in ordinary areas of the economy. But in the
energy sector we must seriously ask ourselves
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whether we can make any progress with our
traditional patent and licensing laws. Rules as
strict as these really do hamper the progress
which we badly need in this field.

I would like to mention a second point made
in Sir John Rodgers’ report : recycling of the
millions of petrodollars. This process caused
quite a stir last week in my home town of
Stuttgart, where 14 % of Daimler-Benz (i.e.
Mercedes) was bought out by a country which
at first remained anonymous, and later turned
out to be Kuwait. This will naturally raise
several questions.

In principle there is nothing against it ; on the
contrary — if the Arab countries take a share
in our industry, then they will see the economic
development of Europe quite differently. Never-
theless, the star of Stuttgart-Untertiirkheim
appears to be a star of the Wise Men — or,
rather, of the Rich Men — from the East, and
that does not please everyone. The Romans
were indeed far-sighted when they spoke of
Arabia Felix — happy Arabia. It certainly is a
happy position to be in, when you do not know
how to spend the money you have coming in.
The time has surely come to say that these coun-
tries should do something more towards develop-
ment aid.

But to come back to the recycling of the petro-
dollars : we must recognise that this is a redis-
tribution of wealth, but in a different way from
what we had in mind. Secondly, it is in part a
transfer of wealth to State ownership, but again
in a different way from that envisaged by us,
and in particular by those who for ideological
reasons always wanted State ownership. So much
for the political side.

But let us look again at the economie side of
the picture. We must realise that such a develop-
ment can have considerable effeets, depending
on which sector of industry is being bought up.
It can have strategic effects and it can have
effects — through possible majorities on the
board of directors — on the way in which an
individual business is managed. However it can
also have overall economic effects, since it is
possible, by planned selective purchases, to
influence the whole economic development of a
country. For these reasons too we must review
our company and commercial law, our rules on
publicity and similar matters. For we are faced
with new developments which we have not had
to deal with before.
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Let me say once again, in coneclusion : it is
not a question of thinking that we can solve the
problem merely by setting up agencies or author-
ities. We must make real efforts to solve the
problem ourselves. If we want to have energy,
what we must do is devote the whole of our
energy to new thinking and to new political
developments whose thrust ensures that what is
needed in the field of science and technology
to produce energy will in fact be done. (Ap-
plause)

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

Sir John RODGERS (United Kingdom). —
I should like to thank members of the Assembly
for the contributions they have made to the
debate on my report. I was a little surprised by
the remarks of Mr. Depietri because I hardly
think that his strictures on capitalist countries
of the West as against the capitalist countries
of the Middle East really made any sense. If
he tried to tell me that Saudi Arabia is more
democratic than the Western European countries
I find that very difficult to aceept. It is not
an argument that I could sustain. To me it
only shows a great deal of prejudice and very
little reason. I hope that he will forgive me for
putting it so crudely.

I thank Mr. Osborn for his remarks, which we
will ponder in Committee. It is a subjeet which
1, as Rapporteur, or someone else who follows
me, believe will be of continuing interest to the
Assembly. We will most ecertainly study his
remarks with the greatest interest, and I thank
him for favouring us with them.

I congratulate Mr. Lester on a very excellent
maiden speech. We hope to hear from him often
in future. I can assure him that it is intended
that the report should be printed, so that it
will be available for future reference. I am glad
that Mr. Lester pointed out that there was no
anti-Arab sentiment in my mind when I pre-
pared the paper. Indeed, I went out of my way
to say that the countries of the West had not
fully appreciated that in their economies they
were using oil as a tax-producing commodity and
I pointed out the effect that that was likely
to have on the oil-producing countries when we
were getting not only cheap oil from them but
tax on that oil for our own governmental
purposes. That being so, I have some sympathy
with the Arab countries in that respect.

7-1IV
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I agree with Mr. Alber — and this is a point
raised also by Mr. Osborn — that we must have
long-term coneentration on new forms of energy.
That is our intention and it is one of the main
objectives of the international agency that is
being set up. Apart from energy conservation,
energy research and development and alternative
sources of energy are of paramount importance
but here I draw attention to the chart in para-
graph 11 of the report, where we show the
tremendous differences in the echeapness of
Middle East oil compared with open-cast coal,
deep-mine coal North Sea oil, tar sand, oil shale,
coal-produced gas, ete., including nuelear. It will
be some time before these alternative sources are
anything like as economic as Middle East oil
supply. This is one of the great problems.

Altogether, Mr. President, this has been a
short but valuable debate. ] am grateful for the
contributions that have been made to it. I again
commend the report, and hope that members of
the Assembly will approve it. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman of the Committee.

Mr. SIEGLERSCHMIDT (Federal Republic
of Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President,
Ladies and Gentlemen, may I add just a few
words to the Rapporteur’s remarks. I believe that
the contributions by various speakers to the
discussion clearly reflect what we in the General
Affairs Committee already knew and took as our
basis — that this problem of energy and defence
will not be resolved at today’s meeting, and that
we shall have to continue giving it our close
attention in the future.

I would also like to clarify another point. It
is not, Ladies and Gentlemen, just a matter of
the energy and defence problem in the narrow
sense of fuel for our tanks and fuel for our
military aircraft, but rather of the defence
capability of our countries depending in a wider
sense on the economies of our countries having
an adequate supply of energy available. We all
know how much our defence capability can be
reduced if the economy is hamstrung by the
energy problem.

It seems to me that the essential problem here
is to reconcile the two approaches which for the
moment are not wholly convergent. At first sight
it looked as though the United States — I am
saying this somewhat tartly — wanted to form
a trade union of oil-consuming countries in order
to bring pressure to bear on the oil capitalists
in the producing countries. This was surely not
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what was intended ; nor can it really be the
object of the exercise.

In the same way, it is quite wrong for indivi-
dual countries to start from the standpoint that
the best thing is a policy of sauve qui peut, or
at least — to say it again in French — a policy
of chacun pour soi, Dieuw pour tous. The two
approaches mentioned must be combined. On the
one hand there must be a reasonable dialogue
with the oil-producing countries. But of course,
to the extent that these countries concert their
pricing arrangements and so on, the consumer
countries too must concert their attitudes.

A final comment on two points raised by my
colleague Mr. Alber. To a large extent I agree
with the views he expressed ; but on the fol-
lowing two points I have a small eriticism to
offer. First, about the oil agency : I would not
be so pessimistic as simply to say with him that
the agency will do no harm, but will do no good
either. I believe we can assume, if we all join
in making the right efforts, that the oil agency
will be very effective. It will be effective if
all the western industrial countries take part,
and if we recognise that within that framework
there should be no — if I may so express myself
— special deals made by the European Com-
munity. This is a field in which the countries
of the EEC must act jointly with other indus-
trial countries.

My second point concerns the recycling of
petrodollars with Mercedes in Stuttgart. I do
realise the problems presented by such Arab
participation ; but if Kuwait holds 14 % of the
shares in a car assembly plant — I stress a car
assembly plant — I really find this a very
good thing, because the owner of these shares
will be interested in keeping petrol flowing so
that he can sell his cars. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — We shall
now take the votes which have been held in
suspense,

I am grateful for your presence in such num-
bers at this late hour.

8. Rational deployment of forces on the
central front
(Votes on the draft Recommendation and draft
Order, Doc. 664 and Amendment)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). The
Assembly will first vote on Mr. Dankert’s report
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on the rational deployment of forces on the
central front.

Mr. Reale has tabled and moved the following
amendment :

In the first line of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out “Urge” and insert “Encour-
age”.

I put the amendment to the vote by sitting
and standing.

(A vote was then taken by sitting and stand-
mg)
The amendment is not adopied.

The Assembly must now vote on the draft
recommendation.

The vote on a draft recommendation taken
as a whole has to be by roll-call if the Assembly
is not unanimous.

There are two objections.
The vote will therefore be by roll-call.

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

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was then taken)
Does anyone else wish to vote ?...
The voting is closed.

Ladies and Gentlemen, in the absence of a
quorum, the votes on this draft recommenda-
tion and the draft order are postponed until the
next session.

9. Conditions of service in the armed forces

(Votes on the draft Recommendation and draft
Order, Doc. 650)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — We now
turn to the draft recommendation on conditions
of service in the armed forees, for which Mr.
Klepsch was Rapporteur on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments,
Document 650.

I find that there is one objection. A roll-call
vote is therefore necessary, but as there is no
quorum, the vote on this draft recommendation
is also postponed until the next session.
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10. State of European nuclear energy
programmes — security aspects

(Vote on the amended draft Recommendation,
Doc. 655)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The same
situation arises regarding the vote on the
amended draft recommendation on the state of
European nuclear energy programmes — secu-
rity aspects, for which Mr. Small was Rap-
porteur for the Committee on Secientific, Tech-
nological and Aerospace Questions.

The vote on this recommendation is therefore
also postponed until the next session.

11. The energy crisis and European security
(Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doc. 656)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — As
regards the vote on the draft recommendation
on the energy crisis and European security for
which Sir John Rodgers was Rapporteur on
behalf of the General Affairs Committee, Docu-
ment 656, is there any opposition ?...

Mr. DEPIETRI (France) (Translation). — I
oppose it, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — 1 take
due note of your position.

The vote on this recommendation is therefore
also postponed until the next session.

12. National parliaments and the WEU
Assembly

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the

Committee for Relations with Parliaments and

Votes on the draft Recommendation and draft
Order, Doc. 653)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
Order of the Day is the presentation of and
debate on the report presented by Mr. Delorme
on behalf of the Committee for Relations with
Parliaments and votes on the draft recommen-
dation and draft order, Document 653.

I call the Rapporteur.

Mr. DELORME (France) (Translation). —
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, as Rap-
porteur of this Committee I have the honour to
submit a report which will not, I think, give rise
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to any polemics. It is already an advantage to
be able to note this.

Before stating the guiding principles of the
report, I would like to point out that I am
replacing one of our former ecolleagues, Mr.
Gabriel Péronnet. He was the original Rap-
porteur for this report but has become a Minister
during the period between sessions. I con-
gratulate him and I believe members will
associate themselves with this. Thus I am assum-
ing his succession.

The report first deals with improvements in
relations with national parliaments. I think that,
while our Committee may not have an important
political part to play, it nevertheless has a
mission — that of drawing the attention of the
parliamentarians of member countries to the
work of our Assembly. Permit me to point out
that at the close of this session we shall very
much need to draw the attention of our parlia-
mentary colleagues to our work, for if we want
to succeed in building Europe, we must first
look at the proceedings of existing assemblies.

As compared with others, the Assembly of
WEU had the privilege of being set up by
treaty and therefore of having legal existence ;
but that implies that its members and com-
mittees have a duty — that of making them-
selves known.

I do not want to make any forecasts, but
frequently in Committee I have turned over the
following thought : when we ask our colleagues
what WEU represents and how many countries
belong to it, when we ask what is the difference
between the European Parliament and the Par-
ltamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe,
we are astounded and sometimes horrified to note
the ignorance of those very people who ought
to be the best informed — i.e. our colleagues.

When it is a matter of WEU, an organisation
which includes seven eountries, it is essential
that our proceedings should be followed. That is
why your Rapporteur, the Committee and the
Chairman of the Committee make a point of
asking you to make the proceedings and debates
of our Assembly known.

We noted last year — and remember, it is a
Frenchman who is speaking — that a Minister
for Foreign Affairs made statements in this
Assembly which he had never made in our own
National Assembly. This was a privilege, but
above all it showed that our union has a part
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to play, and even a leading part, since Mr.
Jobert gave hitherto undisclosed information
from the rostrum of this Assembly.

As T do not want to make a long speech, I
shall confine myself to a brief comment on the
report.

It is the desire of the Committee and of your
Rapporteur that all texts relating to our work
should be disseminated and that we should be
very vigilant about this. In order to make the
union better known, we ought each in our own
parliaments to make use of the means available
to us in the form of written questions, oral
questions and oral questions with debate, so
that WEU recommendations shall be given
effect.

For the millstone which often hangs round the
necks of European assemblies is that they only
vote on recommendations. The very definition
of this word indicates what that means. When we
vote on a law, we are legislators and can lay
down that law ; a recommendation is always a
decision which remains subject to the sovereign
judgment of Ministers.

‘We therefore have a mission to fulfil, which is
why in this report we emphasise the importance
of your following the example of some delega-
tions — and here I would pay tribute to the
Italian Delegation. It is not because the Chair-
man of our Committee is Italian and because
she represents the Italian National Assembly,
nor is it a simple matter of courtesy, if I say
that Italy has provided an example ; but it is
a fact that the parliamentarians who did harrass
their government were the Italians. In particular,
one of our colleagues, Mr. Bonaldi, has never
ceased, by means of written questions and letters
to the Prime Minister, to ask what had become
of the consultation and decisions taken within
the Atlantic Alliance on the European policy
for the peaceful use of nuclear energy. He also
raised the question of security in the Mediter-
ranean.

Well, this is the kind of action which your
Rapporteur and your Committee ask you to
undertake.

In this short report we have tried to give you
some idea of the work you may have to do and
have asked you to take various steps, including
the implementation of your own rules. But we
have algo suggested a few innovations.
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We would like it if, within each delegation,
you had a sort of co-ordinator, a person who
ensured liaison with his own parliament. Let me
explain. We often have committees which,
through indifference or habit, meet and deal
with problems without reference to European
questions. I think it would be the task of this
co-ordinator to suggest that Rapporteurs from
WEU are given a hearing by national commit-
tees. I emphasise this point, for if we could
have in the Belgian Parliament, the Bundestag,
the French or the Italian Parliament, a speech
from, say, a British Rapporteur, for example
if one day we could place on the agenda of the
Committee of National Defence of the French
Parliament a statement by Mr. Critchley, Chair-
man of the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments of our Assembly, that indeed would
raise a certain amount of interest and we would
have achieved what we were attempting by
means of this report, which is to make our
Assembly known.

In our national committees we have already
had the opportunity of hearing representatives
of the European Community as consultants, Why
not representatives of WEU ¢

To sum up, what we want is that the texts
which are adopted in this Assembly should be
followed up and above all that they should
arouse the interest of our own parliaments.
Truly, it is because there was a need for it that
this union was created nearly twenty years ago.
It should be demonstrated that this need, which
was evident at the time, still exists twenty years
later.

That is why we have also dealt with this
question of the twenty years of the union’s
existence, and we propose to do everything
possible, with the help of the Presidential Com-
mittee and the Office of the Clerk — to whose
work I would here like to pay tribute — to
bring out in a booklet information which, we
hope, will help to dispel the ignorance from
which Western European Union too often suf-
fers, and to make it better known.

This then, very briefly, is what we say in
this report. It is an appeal which we are launch-
ing at a time when — and I am sorry that some
of our colleagues are no longer here— factual
evidence shows that so long as Europe has not
been fully built, so long as we have no institu-
tions, so long as we have no assembly elected
by universal suffrage, that is, an assembly which
can speak in the name of all our populations,
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we shall remain at the stage of making recom-
mendations.

I am convinced that those who attend our
meetings regularly do not think that we ought
to remain at that stage. In any case I myself
am convineced that we must go further if we
wish to demonstrate our usefulness and effica-
city.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I want to remain opti-
mistie, for I am so by nature. The facts have
not shown that we have been either very effec-
tual or very homogeneous. In connection with
recent problems raised in previous reports, we
have had the opportunity to show that if we
were united we would be strong. It is to this
strength that I ask you to contribute by asking
you to do everything possible to show that we
have to exist and that our task is an important
one. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman of the Committee, Mrs. Miotti Carli.

Mrs. MIOTTI CARLI (Italy) (Translation). —
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the expla-
natory memorandum submitted by Mr. Delorme
provides a starting-point for giving new mean-
ing to WEU’s existence within the national
parliaments of the seven member States. I will
not take up time with the salient points of Mr.
Delorme’s report, rich as it is with ideas, rich
also with many suggestions for achieving this
revitalising process: the appointment of a co-
ordinator within each delegation ; the meeting
together of members of a national delegation
after each part-session to determine the action
to be taken in each parliament and to study
and plan the steps required in approaching
governments ; and the hearing of Rapporteurs
on WEU topics by Foreign Affairs Committees
whenever the latter deal with questions which
have been debated in the WEU Assembly.

The means of publicising the work of our
Assembly and of the Council of Ministers pro-
posed in Mr. Delorme’s admirable report will
remain inoperative without the concrete partiei-
pation of each single member of the Assembly,
who should aceept the responsibility of making
his country aware of events taking place in the
various WEU gatherings. And it is with some
sadness that I note, Mr. President, that at the
very moment when we are discussing the matter
of publicising our work — the work of the
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Assembly of Western European Union — we
do so in a practically empty hall,

However thoughtful and effective may be the
steps designed’ to entrust certain members with
this task of dissemination, which can no longer
be evaded, the steps themselves are in danger
of becoming for many mere alibis of a sort,
devices for setting our conscience at rest and,
in brief, ways of leaving things in the unchanged
condition in which they unfortunately stand.

This necessity has also been noted by our
Rapporteur in the closing part of his report.
Italy for its part, as he states, has fulfilled this
task of publicising our work : in paragraphs 17
and 18 of his report, Mr. Delorme draws parti-
cular attention to the questions addressed in
September 1973 to the Italian Ministers for
Defence and Foreign Affairs relating to Recom-
mendations 235, 236, 237 and 238 : Recommenda-
tion 235 on the promotion of a policy on the
peaceful use of nuclear energy ; Recommendation
236 on greater co-operation in defence, the ratio-
nalisation of joint efforts and the co-ordination
of research ; Recommendation 237 on the need
for following closely the current major negotia-
tions aimed at assuring European security, with
particular reference to balanced forece reductions
in Europe, the security problem in the Mediter-
ranean and in the regions of the north-eastern
flank of Europe and the necessity of maintaining
the Brussels Treaty in full ; and Recommenda-
tion 238, which urges governments to improve
Europe’s contribution to defence.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would like to
thank Mr. Delorme for his accurate, detailed
and balanced work, carried out with the percep-
tion, intellectual vigour and legal awareness that
are his ; and I am grateful to my colleagues and
the representatives who have listened to me.
Thank you, Mr. President. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank
you, Madam Chairman.

No amendment has been tabled to the draft
recommendation submitted by the Committee
for Relations with Parliaments in Document
653.

The vote on the draft recommendation will be
by roll-call if the Assembly is not unanimous.

Is there any opposition to the draft recom-
mendation %...

Are there any abstentions ?...
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The draft recommendation is adopted unani-
mously *.

Is there any opposition to the draft order
contained in Document 653 ?...

Are there any abstentions ...
The draft order is adopted unanimously 2.

The next Order of the Day would be a last
report on advanced technology in Canada and
an address by Mr. Grosart, Parliamentary Obser-
ver from Canada.

The question is whether we ought to carry
on this evening before a practically empty hall,
as the Chairman of the Committee has just
pointed out, or whether you prefer to adjourn
this debate until tomorrow morning.

‘What does the Assembly think ...

(It was agreed to defer the debate until the
next Sitting)

1. See page 40.
2. See page 41.
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13. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the
next Sitting

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I propose
that the Assembly hold its next public Sitting
tomorrow morning, Friday 6th December, at
10 a.m. with the following Orders of the Day :

Advanced technology in Canada — the conse-
quences for Europe (Presentation of and
Debate on the Report of the Committee on
Scientifie, Technological and Aerospace
Questions and Votes on the draft Recommen-
dation and draft Resolution, Document 649).

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 6.30 p.m.)



TWELFTH SITTING

Friday, 6th December 1974

SuMMARY

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

8. Advanced technology in Canada — the consequences
for Europe (Presentation of and Debate on the Report
of the Commilttee on Scientific, Technological and Aero-
space Questions and Votes on the drafi Recommendation
and draft Resolution, Doc. 649).

Speakers : The President, Mr. van Ooijen (Rapporteur),
Mr. Grosart (Observer from Canada), Mr. Osborn,
Mr. Richter, Mr. de Bruyne, Mr. Mendelson (on a point of
order), Mr. Carter, Mr. Small, Mr. van Ooijen (Rappor-
teur), Mr. de Montesquiou (Chaéirman of the Committee).

4. Close of the Session.

The Sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Mr. Nessler, President of the Assembly, in the Chasr.

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes

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

Are there any comments %...

The Minutes are agreed to.

2. Attendance Register

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

3. Advanced technology in Canada — the
consequences for Europe
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the
Committee on Scientific, Technological and

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The first

Order of the Day is the presentation of and
debate on the report of the Committee on Secien-

1. See page 43.
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tifie, Technological and Aerospace Questions on
advanced technology in Canada — the con-
sequences for Europe and votes on the draft
recommendation and draft resolution, Document
649.

I call Mr. van Ooijen, the Rapporteur of the
Committee.

Mr. van OOIJEN (Netherlands) (Translation).
— Mr. President, it gives me great pleasure to
be able to present to the Assembly the report
from the Committee on Scientific, Technological
and Aerospace Questions. The Committee has
had the opportunity of seeing and admiring a
number of examples of advanced technology in
Canada. The great readiness of our hosts to
answer all our questions, and the very clear
explanatory talks we were given about difficult
technical problems, made it possible for us to
compile this report. I am delighted at the pre-
sence here among us of Senator Allister Grosart,
Chairman of the Steering Committee of the
Canadian Senates Special Committee on Natio-
nal Science Policy ; it is one more sign of the
importance that Canada attaches to its contacts
with Western Europe. During a week there, we
had very useful discussions about the control
exercised by the Canadian parliament in the
fields of science policy, Canadian foreign policy,
policy on space, policy on nuclear and other
forms of power, the aerospace industry and the
problems of paper and pulp production. The
Committee had only a limited time at its disposal,
but thanks to a very well organised programme
it was possible to see a great deal within one
week.



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TWELFTH SITTING

Mr. van Ootjen (continued)

The first thing that is bound to strike anyone
going to Canada for the first time is the enor-
mous expanse of the country. By European stan-
dards, Canada is unimaginably large. The great
majority of Canada’s twenty-three million in-
habitants live in a strip of land some two hundred
miles wide along the northern side of the border
with the United States and along the Atlantic
and Pacific seaboards. To the north of this zone
there is a vast tract of land where no more than
500,000 people live in small communities. More-
over, the country is a bilingual one — speaking
English and French — leaving aside the Eskimos
and a number of other minorities most of whom
have cultural links with Western Europe.

It is therefore extremely important for the
Canadian Government, of whatever political
colour it happens to be, to have a sound commu-
nications system ; hence the substantial efforts
that Canada makes in aerospace. Satellites are the
only way that communications (telephone, radio
and television) can be set up effectively and
economically. This is something Europe would
do well to take note of and learn lessons from.
The same can surely also be said for the develop-
ing countries. How does one weld a continent into
a single nation ¢ Canada’s answer to this question
could one day be useful to Europe as well.

Apart from satellites, the Canadian Govern-
ment has also shown great interest in vertical
take-off aircraft and in aireraft that need only
a short runway. This is a development that could
also be of great importance in Europe, parti-
cularly in terms of inter-city air links. While in
Canada it is small townships that do not have
the wherewithal to build large airfields, in Europe
there is very often insufficient space around
large towns to build an airport close to the centre.
On top of this, there is in Europe the problem
of noise pollution, which can be very substan-
tially reduced by the use of VTOL aircraft.

A particular problem facing Canada, which
has the big American electronic companies on its
doorstep, is the question of how the State is to
exercise a reasonable amount of control on eom-
munications when these take place through the
internal computer links of private companies.
Could it not be said that these offer unfair com-
petition to the postal and telecommunications
authorities and the private telephone and tele-
graph companies that exist in Canada ? I heard
someone in Canada use the phrase “Every man
his own computer terminal.” It seems like tomor-
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row’s world that has already begun in Canada
today, and one from which we Europeans can
learn a number of lessons, cautionary or other-
wise.

We already know in Europe that the Cana-
dians have developed their own nuclear reactor,
which has now gone into service with the electri-
city ecompanies, This nuclear power station —
known as CANDU — has been hailed as a suc-
cess. As parliamentarians, we were of course
curious to know why Canada, which is so richly
endowed with oil and minerals, had nevertheless
invested relatively large sums in nuclear energy ;
all the more so since in a country like Canada
private industry is left a very large measure of
freedom, and the authorities are not easily moved
to invest money in, for example, electrical power
stations. The answer to this question covers a
number of points. During the last world war
Canada was involved in the Manhattan projeect,
because its soil hid large reserves of uranium.
Once started along the nuclear path, the Cana-
dian authorities thought that the knowledge that
had been acquired ought to be put to use for civil
purposes. A reactor type having once been
decided upon, the authorities wanted their scien-
tists and engineers to follow the chosen policy
through. While Britain and France abandoned
reactors using natural uranium, the Canadians
pressed on with this system and succeeded in
developing it further,

A country that has sizeable uranium deposits
will naturally have a far greater interest in
using unenriched uranium than a country that
has to import it. Besides, the heavy water that
was needed does not offer any insuperable prob-
lem, and producing heavy water is felt by the
Canadians to offer more advantages than setting
up a uranium enrichment plant. It should be
noted here that the natural conditions for pro-
ducing heavy water are very favourable in
Canada.

The third aspect is that of cost. A generating
station working with nuclear energy provides, we
were told, much cheaper electricity than a tra-
ditional power station even in Canada, where
minerals and fuels are easily extracted.

The fourth point is the certainty that fossil
fuels will not always be available in unlimited
quantities, and are thus better saved for pur-
poses other than generating electricity. These,
then, are the reasons why Canada has decided
to press ahead with the development of nuclear
energy.
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At the Pulp and Paper Research Institute
the Committee learnt of new ways of protecting
forests, timber stocks and other natural resources.
We Europeans are bound to be struck by the
fact that such a heavily-forested country as
Canada is already feeling serious concern about
timber production in the years to come. Research
is going on into making better use of waste timber
and recycling used paper, as well as into the
possibility of changing over to fast-growing
species which could be used — by burning or in
other ways — to generate energy, and thus pro-
vide annually-renewable sources of power.

The report now before you also looks at the
way science matters are organised in Canada. We
look at how co-operation is arranged between the
central government and the provinces, how the
Minister for Scientific Policy and Technology
does his job, and how parliamentary control is
exercised. Experience gained in this field will
undoubtedly be of interest to the countries of
Europe. Governments and parliaments in a num-
ber of European countries are looking for ways
in which they can have a greater influence over
the large sums of money that are earmarked in
the budget each year for scientific research. In
the Netherlands, for instance, there has for two
years past been a Minister for Scientifie Policy,
whose duties were to a large extent drawn up
on the basis of experience gained in this field in
Canada. I am quite certain that the lessons that
have been learnt about scientific policy and par-
liamentary control could be just as useful to
other European countries.

I shall not spend more time now telling you
about what the Committee saw and heard, Mr.
President, but I did think that it was well to
give the Assembly an idea of what was gained
from this trip.

This brings me 1o the points to be found in the
draft recommendation and resolution. It was
stressed by the Canadian parliamentarians that
Canada needs more and better contact than in
the past with parliamentarians from Europe. Up
to now their external contacts have been con-
centrated on Washington and the American Con-
gress. Without wishing to break off these existing
contacts, Canadian members of parliament are
seeking to forge new and close relations in the
field of science and technology. They would like
to see meetings organised once or twice a year
to discuss areas of high technology such as I
mentioned a moment ago — aerospace, satellite
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communications, nuclear energy, aircraft pro-
duction and the various applications of these.

In the recommendation to the Council of
Ministers, the Committee is suggesting that the
Council help parliamentarians to prepare for
these meetings by arranging for briefings, ete. It
is felt that the European Space Agency should
be able to co-operate with the Canadians on
aerospace matters in a greater number of fields
and more intensively.

To our national parliaments we are suggesting
that, to meet the wishes expressed by the Cana-
dians, an interparliamentary -association for
scientific and technological affairs should be set
up. We think, too, that they should organise col-
loquies between WEU parliamentarians, Cana-
dian members of parliament and the members
of the science and technology committees of the
national parliaments.

I hope, Mr. President, that the draft recom-
mendation and resolution can be accepted by the
Assembly, so that we can achieve co-operation
that is fruitful for us all. I would like to end by
offering my thanks to the Presidential Commit-
tee which agreed to our trip, and to the Canadian
authorities and all their officials who made it
such a success. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank
you, Mr van Ooijen, for your excellent report.

I now call Mr. Grosart, the parliamentary
observer from Canada, to whom I extend a warm
welcome.,

Mr. GROSART (Observer from Canada). —
Mr. President and distinguished parliamentarians
of Western European Union, my first pleasant
duty as a member of the parliament of Canada
is to convey our thanks to you for the invitation
and opportunity to observe your proceedings
here and to learn from them. It is a special honour
to be permitted to address you when you are
considering what to wus appears to be an
important report by Mr. van Ocijen the Rap-
porteur of your well-known and renowned Com-
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions,

I assure you that we in Canada regard it as a
high compliment to our modest scientific activi-
ties in global terms that your Committee has
visited us and presented a detailed, interesting
and excellent assessment of certain aspects of
our research and development and related scien-
tific activities.
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As Chairman of the Steering Committee of the
Special Committee on National Science Policy
of the Canadian Senate I am particularly grate-
ful, as I know are all members of the Committee,
for the many references in the report to the
three-volume reports of our Committee. It may
be of interest to you to know that we are now
proceeding on a mandate from the Senate to
make a detailed study of futures, as we call them,
in relation to on-going Canadian policy.

Having said that, I may perhaps be permitted
a personal apology for what might appear to
some to be a presumption on my part in mono-
polising this great honour by inflicting myself
on you for the second time in half a year. A wise
man once said to me: “It is a great mistake to
start a speech by making an apology.” He said :
“If your remarks are any good you won’t need
an apology and if they are no good an apology
won’t help”. However, the apology is perhaps
appropriate when I say that when we first
received your invitation we had hoped that the
Honourable Charles Drury, our Minister of
Science and Technology, and/or Senator Lamon-
tagne, Chairman of the Special Committee, would
be able to come. Unfortunately events made that
mmpossible. As you may know, the government
were defeated late in the spring on their budget.
We had an election and we are so far behind in
our legislation that at present there are fifty
government bills before the House of Commeons
and the Senate.

I am glad that I have the opportunity to be
here today. I had not intended to do so because
I have just returned from a session with the
European Parliament in Strasbourg with some
of the officials of the Community in Brussels as
a member of the Canadian Delegation which was
hoping — and I think has succeeded in a small
way — to improve the terms of our access to that
very important market, one and a half times that
of the United States, the greatest import market
in the world.

Perhaps I should make it clear that I am no
expert on science. I am not a scientist. The closest
I ever got to the title of “scientist” was when 1
graduated in political science. But since I have
been a science watcher, so to speak, I have come
to realise that there is no relationship whatever
between political science and real science.

Let me illustrate the problem that faces par-
liamentarians in the general field of science and
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technology by telling you that I recently spoke
at a Canadian university and a professor, an
economist from one of our large universities,
rose and said : “I shall read off the names of the
members of the Senate Science Committee and
their occupations.” He did so and then said:
“You will notice that not one of them is a scien-
tist or has any scientific background.” When I
was asked to respond I said : “I have great sym-
pathy with the professor. He has enunciated a
problem in miero and I should perhaps tell him
what is the problem in maero.” The problem was
outlined by Mr. Wedgwood Benn, the former
Minister of Science and Technology in the United
Kingdom :

“Perhaps the most frightening fact facing the
world today is that the more dangerous, dif-
ficult and all-embracing decisions which are to
be made in the future in respect of science and
technology are all going to be made by poli-
ticians. There is no other way. They will not be
made by scientists because of the very nature
of our parliamentary systems.”

I hope you will bear with me if I make a few
further remarks particularly about the recom-
mendation and draft resolution in the report. I
find myself somewhat in the position of a speaker
who found himself addressing one of our service
clubs. Before he began he asked the chairman :
“How long can I speak ?” I think that remark is
appropriate to the present situation. The chair-
man said : “You can speak for as long as you
like but the rest of us are getting out of here at
2 o'clock.” I am aware that there are those
constraints upon us. I shall be as brief as I can
and if I am thought to be going on too long I
hope that the Chairman will not hesitate to ring
the bell and stop me.

I must congratulate Mr. van Ooijen and his
Committee on their report. We found it a very
comprehensive assessment of some highlights of
what the Committee has been good enough to call
the Canadian achievements in science and tech-
nology. The recommendation that there should be
established at this time an interparliamentary
association of science and technological interests
was very much welcomed. We made a similar
recommendation in our third report and sug-
gested that Canada might be the host country for
the first meeting of such an association if and
when it can be organised. I am not in a position
to respond positively. I am not a member of the
government but I can assure Mr. van QOoijen and
the Committee that I shall earry back the mes-
sage to our Minister of Science and Techno-
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logy, and I have every hope that there will be
some immediate response from Canada to that
interesting suggestion.

The suggestion is not an entirely new one. I
made the same suggestion at a meeting of the
Science Committee of the Council of Europe at
Lausanne two years ago. That Committee accep-
ted the resolution and carried it rather further
than I had suggested and made it @ recommenda-
tion to the constituent nations of the Couneil.

I discussed the same question when I was a
member of the International Panel on Science
and Technology at about the same time when the
Daddario Committee was sitting. We then had
a very interesting response largely from the
Latin American countries. The origin of our
1rterest was the visit by members of our Senate
to European countries and to the Congress of
the United States in the early days of our deli-
berations. We heard a great many witnesses and
we began with the wise men of science policy of
the world. Then we examined our departmental
officials, the universities, and finally the indus-
trial sector. We then came to Europe, visited a
number of countries, spun off the conclusions we
had reached with parliamentarians in gix or
seven European countries, and found that we
have learned much. We changed our minds on
a good many things because of what to us was the
extreme importance of international comparisons
in national science policy.

If anyone were to ask why perhaps this is the
time and oeccasion for the establishment of an
interparliamentary committee, as suggested in
the resolution, limited for the moment at least
to OECD countries, and what its raison d’éire
might be, I would say that for us it comes out
of our experience that there is really no substitute
for discussions of comparative approaches, com-
parative achievements, in science and technology.

One of the most difficult things for parliamen-
tarians is to find some yardsticks. How do we
judge our own science policy ¢ How do we decide
whether our total budget, government funding
and total funding, is adequate to keep us wher-
ever we want to be in the science and technology
race ? How do we kmow whether our distribution
of the funds is adequate between the disciplines
and properly distributed between basic and
applied seience and development and innovation?
How do we know whether our mix is a good one
between the performers — government, in-house,
universities and industries ?
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In our own case we have found that our mixes
were very bad. T am thankful to say that the
government has been proceeding quite rapidly to
implement many of our recommendations, and
that in itself should give some hope to parlia-
mentarians who are interested in influencing
their own national science policy, because we
have found that our government will listen to
parliamentarians.

There are two aspects of this. One is on the
domestic scene and the other is on the interna-
tional scene. On the domestic scene we have all
found that one of the problems is that science
and technology is so all-pervasive that the indi-
vidual policies become solitudes and become hid-
den, so that the totality of the science and tech-
nology effort of any country is very difficult to
find. It is usually distributed through a number
of departments. This has meant that generally,
certainly in our parliament — in our House of
Commons we have no Committee on Science and
Technology, only in the Senate — we have found
that parliamentarians are constrained because of
the difficulty of actually analysing science policy.
This is also because seience policy is compara-
tively new. The rate of change has been exponen-
tial for a number of years and has had tre-
mendous effects on the political, social and eco-
nomice norms and values of all nations. We have
found that there is expertise in agriculture,
because there are farmers in most legislatures,
there is expertise on foreign policy, expertise on
taxation and finance, regional policy, defence
and so on, but very little expertise in depth
among parliamentarians. It is our firm belief
that the types of exchanges that will take place
if the recommendation of your Committee were
1mplemented would make a major contribution to
this problem.

When we turn to the international aspect we
become aware that technology itself is generating
important new demands on the whole interna-
tional system. It creates constraints on national
independence, and to a degree that is at present
not fully appreciated. There is a paradox here.
As Eugene Sokolnikov said, technology is creat-
ing imperatives to internationalism, particularly
since World War II. On the other side we have
the fact of proliferating nations and nationalism,
and it is this paradox that we feel could be
resolved to some extent if these exchanges of par-
liamentarians took place.

One of our major recommendations has been
what we call the visible science budget, that is,
a total science budget, extracted from the esti-
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mates of the various departments and presented
to the Ministry of Science and Technology before
it goes to our Treasury Board. We are fully
aware of the many problems that arise where
there is in any parliamentary system ministerial
responsibility, but we feel that our suggestions
have to some extent overcome them. We now
have an ex post facto total visible science over-
view of the estimates, and, hopefully, within the
next year this will be presented before the various
departmental estimates go to the Treasury Board,
so that the totality ecan be examined by the
Ministry of Science and Technology, who will
then advise on such questions as I have already
mentioned — the adequacy of the distribution of
the funds overall, the adequacy of the distribu-
tion between performers, and perhaps above all
an answer to the question : Is our science and
technology budget enough or is it too much ¢
Unless we see it in totality there is no way in
which we can come up with answers to these
very important questions,

Perhaps I could now give a very quick break-
down of government science funding in Canada.
Our total budget this year will be one billion
three hundred million dollars, which is an
increase of 11.6 % over last year — just keeping
up with inflation — but it represents 7.4 % of
total government expenditure and amounts to
1.2 % of our gross national product. This puts
us much farther up the list of countries than we
were when the Senate Committee began its work,
and I think we can take some credit for that. Of
this total government funding, 55 % goes to
applied science, 28 9% to development, and 18 %
to basic science.

In our energy research, 75 % is nuclear, 3 %
coal, 17 % oil and gas, and 2 % hydro. This is
something we should be looking at. This informa-
tion has just come to the surface. Are we wise,
in the new circumstances of the oil erisis, in
devoting 75 % of our total energy research to
nuclear and only 17 % to the oil and gas problem,
particularly in view of the fact, as indicated by
Mr. van Ooijen, that, whereas at the moment we
are self-sufficient in oil, we do not know how
long that self-sufficiency will last — perhaps not
beyond 1985 unless we have new discoveries,
which we are hopeful that we will have.

64 % of our total government spending on
science and technology is intramural, that is,
done in government laboratories of one kind or
another. In our Committee we have been very eri-
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tical of that. The government is moving to place
considerably more of its funding in the industrial
sector which at present is 18 %, with 16 % going
to education and non-profit organisations.

In answer to the question, why are these kinds
of breakdown important, I would reply that it is
only when there is this kind of analysis of the
total budget that it is possible for parliamen-
tarians to get to grips with the expenditure, with
the reasons for the expenditure and perhaps the
reasons for the gaps, deficiencies and duplica-
tions which we certainly find.

I wish now to make a few remarks on specific
matters. The first page of the report deals in
general with some of the major problems. The
second page is quite specific in its comments on
development of the VTOL aircraft. We found
this to be considerably more successful commer-
cially than we had expected. There is a regular
service now between Ottawa and Montreal which
is working out extremely well.

Reference is made to nuclear research and
development. Some may have heard that we have
had a problem in our largest nuclear station at
Pickering which the Committee visited. This is
gerious in the sense that it has temporarily
knocked out one of the four reactors in that
station. However, my information is that it is a
purely mechanical error. In placing certain
drums in tubes — and I will not go into the
technicalities — there was a tolerance of about
half an inch, in some cases the drum was inserted
about three-eighths of an inch and in others a
little more. This in turn eaused pressure in the
tubes, but the atomic energy scientists tell me
that they are very hopeful they may have inert
material which will solve this problem. It affects
only one of the reactors and we have every
confidence that we will be able to solve this prob-
lem very quickly.

The report of the Committee mentions other
energy sources. I have given an indication of
perhaps a somewhat impractical approach at the
moment because of the oil erisis, but no doubt
that will be changed.

The report of the Committee speaks for itself
on computer communications. We always have
the problem in Canada, of course, in big science
of our proximity to the United States. We have
had considerable difficulties in developing eco-
nomically viable indigenous computer systems,
but we are getting there.

Reference is also made to the remote sensing
systems in satellites. I believe we may have
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pioneered to some extent in this area largely
because of the land size of Canada to which
reference was made, the second largest land
mass in the world. There is also reference to
our domestic satellite communications where we
have established the first geophysic geostationary
satellite system.

I thank you, Mr. President, and the dis-
tinguished parliamentarians for their patience
and kindness in listening to me and above all for
giving me the opportunity to occupy this dis-
tinguished rostrum for these twenty minutes.

In conclusion, I wish to say that we endorse
heartily the recommendation and resolution in
the report. We will do what we can in Canada
to facilitate the start-up of such an association.
As T said, I will carry this back to the Minister
and to my colleagues. It will be a happy event
for both of us if this important new breakthrough
in parliamentary co-operation in science and
technology has as its mother or father the Cana-
dian Parliament and as its mother or father the
Assembly of the Western European Union.
(Applause)

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

I invite speakers to keep to the time they have
asked to speak so that we may conclude our
debates this morning.

Mr. OSBORN (United Kingdom). — I con-
gratulate Mr. van Ooijen on successfully putting
together in one report all our varied experiences
during our visit to Canada. Such a visit is of
value as it gives us in Europe the chance to see
how other countries tackle their problems. It is
right that politicians who are concerned with
science and technology should see how others do
it — by “others”, I include China and the Soviet
Union, as I would the United States of America
and Canada.

I welcome the contribution by Senator Grosart
as Chairman of the Steering Committee of the
Special Committee on National Secience Policy.
I welcome the fact that he has been present
here. The most important and valuable out-
come ig our recommendation, which I heartily
support, to create an interparliamentary asso-
ciation for scientific and technological affairs. T
feel that this is a matter of urgeney and one with
which we should deal to some extent. What we
have to establish is exactly who comes to this
association. I will conclude by referring to that.
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Mr. van Ooijen in paragraph 38 of the report
points out that senior officials of Canada have
contacts with senior officials of the Communities
every six months, and he says that more contacts
are certainly useful and it is of the greatest
interest that they should take place at parlia-
mentary level also. If Ministers and officials are
meeting, then contacts at parliamentary level
must take place as well. What I hope is that any
getting together would put its emphasis on the
technology industry rather than science because
it is practical solutions that we want at the
present time.

Mr. van Ooijen mentioned nuclear and other
energy. We have some useful reports from
Alberta on tar sands and oil shale. We even saw
experiments on windmills to provide home
electric generation as well as the report on the
VTOL aireraft which have been put as priorities.
I am interested to learn that what we saw as a
prototype venture is now proving commercially
successful. Infricacies of navigation provide les-
sons which are of value to the whole world.

Mr, van Ooijen referred also to computer com-
munications. Here Canada has one advantage.
70 % of its electricity at present is hydro. It
varies from state to state. I know that the hydro
programme is mearly completed. However, what
is missing from Mr. van Ooijen’s report is two
spheres which will be of more interest to the
western world. Firstly, Canada as well as the
United States of America is the granary of the
western world. We have had the world food
conference. Better yields and adequate output
from Canada and the United States of America
are essential for the survival of the world as
well as the western world. I do not think Mr.
van Ooijen put enough emphasis on the visit to
the Pulp Institute. Forestry is important not
only to the north of Europe and the Soviet
Union but obviously to Canada. The practical
problem is extracting the timber from the forests.
The cost of forestry is in felling the trees and
in getting the trees to the mills where they can
be pulped. The idea of fast-growing trees which
can be completely disintegrated and pulped on
site portably is a new coneept which is of
immense significance to the whole of the western
world. Therefore, the use of timber as a source of
protein at the present time and the better yield
from our land are all the more important.

Mr. Grosart referred to the enquiry on scien-
tific policy — I have the three volumes in
London. Canada — and Mr. Grosart is a Con-
servative Senator -— has a slightly different
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philosophy from that developed by Conservatives
ten years ago, and one which I shared, which
was that science should not be isolated but that
scientific and technological research and endea-
vour should take part in day-to-day activity
whether at governmental or industrial levels. For
instance, I think it right that building research
in Great Britain should be attached to the
Department of the Environment rather than to
some scientific agency. Scientific endeavour in
administration as well as in industry is a major
problem which parliamentarians should consider.

I come back to the recommendation on the
interparliamentary association for scientific and
technological affairs. What is essential is that
parliamentarians, those who normally do not
understand science or are not interested in it,
should meet scientists, industrialists and engi-
neers at industrial level. In Great Britain we
have had a Scientific Committee and we now
have a Select Committee. Other countries have
other systems.

How does the interparliamentary association
operate ? Mr. Grosart said that the Council of
Europe had accepted such a meeting, and I hope
that we will endorse it. I suggest that if the
Canadians are the people to issue the invitation
they will need to have a body organise this
conference. They may wish to do it themselves,
but the intention is that all OECD member coun-
tries should be invited. I therefore envisage that
the proposed organisation should meet OECD,
which is responsible to Ministers but which, apart
from debates in the Council of Europe and advice
to us, has very little contact with parliamenta-
rians.

My hope therefore is that the Canadians and
the sponsors of this first meeting will send invi-
tations to the parliamentarians involved in
science and technology in all their countries;
secondly, that an invitation be made to this
Western European Union Committee on Scien-
tifie, Technological and Aerospace Questions.
You indicate, Mr. President, that you wish me
to conclude, so I will just say that invitations in
my view should also be issued to the Council of
Europe and to the European Parliament. The
agenda is important. There is urgency in ensur-
ing the survival of civilisation as we know it,
both industrially and commercially. This agenda
must be thought out and specific items given to
us to deal with.
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I congratulate Mr. van Ooijen on his report,
and I thank Mr. Grosart for being with us. I
urge the Assembly to acecept the recommendation.
(Applause)

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

Mr. RICHTER (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). — Mr. President, I too
would like simply to say that some of the things
learned from the WEU Committee’'s trip to
Canada were for me unforgettable. I would like
to single out a few points.

The first and most important thing for me
was realising to what extent Canada is able to
organise its national life with modern means of
communieation, particularly satellites. We were
told about six satellites which have been built in
Canada and which keep Canada supplied with
necessary data.

The second point was that the Canadian centre
for remote sensing provides the country with
detailed data about its land masses, inland lakes,
and the surrounding sea. In this respect Canada’s
working methods are probably, with those of the
United States, in the forefront of world develop-
ment.

Third, I was also impressed by Canada’s
sensitive attitude to environmental questions. I
recall a series of talks we attended as European
parliamentarians, and which dealt among other
things with an IBM study of the pollution of
Liake Erie. I found in Canada a quite different
attitude to environmental matters and in the
course of our journey we saw the extent to which
people are now prepared to pay special attention
to environmental problems when building new
pipelines for gas and oil.

Fourth, I consider that the experiences which
Canada is accumulating in exploiting oil shale
and tar sands are of great significance for
Europe.

Fifth, substantial sums are earmarked in the
Canadian research budget for technological co-
operation between Canada and the United States.
The links with American firms in this co-opera-
tion must naturally be very close.

Sixth, I conclude from this that better co-
operation between Canada and Europe would
ensure that monopolistic positions which Ameri-
can firms might achieve on the world market
would be avoided.
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The contacts with parliamentarians from our
eontinent which could result from the proposals
by the Rapporteur, Mr. van Ooijen, are there-
fore of great importance. For that reason I would
urge that his draft recommendation be adopted.

Perhaps I may, as Chairman of the Council of
Europe’s Committee on Science and Technology,
say a few words to the Chairman of the cor-
responding Committee here. I am very grateful
to my colleague, Mr. de Montesquiou, for the
fact that in past years it has always been pos-
sible to harmonise the work of the two committees
so that there has been no duplication. The subject
we are discussing now provides a prime example
of the harmonisation it has been possible to
achieve with Mr. de Montesquiou.

I would like to refer, therefore, to the results
of the third eonference on Science and Parlia-
ment, which was organised in Lausanne by the
Council of Europe. There we were dealing with
problems of quite a different kind. At this Coun-
cil of Europe conference it was primarily a mat-
ter of clarifying questions of prineiple : how can
we improve the opportunities for members of
parliament and scientists to work together ¢ The
future endeavours of the planned fourth con-
ference will, I think, also be along those lines,
and will also mean bringing into the discussion
issues such as those raised by the Club of Rome.
There will, however, also be a fundamental dis-
cussion of other themes. Our colleague Mr.
Osborn is at present working on a report which
deals with the limits to growth. I feel therefore
that fields for and the scope of discussion have
thus been laid down for both parliamentary
assemblies, and that all this can be turned to
good account in contacts with Canada at both
levels, o]

Let me in conclusion thank Mr. Grosart, the
Senator from Toronto, for the rewarding
experience of visiting his country. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Transtation). — T eall Mr.
de Bruyne.

Mr. de BRUYNE (Belgium) (Translation). —
My contribution will be a very short one, Mr.
President, and I shall certainly not be going into
the content of the report itself, nor into the
recommendation and resolution.

I do however want to draw attention to a
rather typical aspect of this resolution and
recommendation. We are calling, for their imple-
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mentation, on bodies other than Western Euro-
pean Union itself. We are hoping that effect will
be given to our resolution and to our recom-
mendation on the one hand by an interparlia-
mentary association for scientific and technolo-
gical affairs, and on the other by the European
Space Agency. In other words we are in some
ways quite powerless to see that our wishes are
carried out. It might perhaps be useful to
investigate to what extent resolutions and recom-
mendations like this are in faet followed wup.
‘While doing so one might also make a systematic
examination of what the relations between
Western European Union and other institutions
ought to be.

You no doubt know, Mr. President, that in the
EEC what are called external Community rela-
tions form a very important area of EEC policy.
I do realise that because of a variety of cir-
cumstances WEU cannot follow the same path,
using the same opportunities and the same instru-
ments. It might however be a good idea — and I
am putting this forward for you to think about,
because it is not a matter for the Committee on
Scientifie, Technological and Aerospace Questions
— to go thoroughly into the matter of what form
relationships between WEU and other organisa-
tions ought to and could take, so that we can
operate more effectively in an area which, I
believe, offers great possibilities for the future.
(Applause)

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

Mr. SMALL (United Kingdom). — I shall be
very brief.

Mr. MENDELSON (United Kingdom). — On
a point of order, Mr. President. I am not quite
certain whether the debate is now closed or
whether Mr. Carter is yet on the list to be called
in the general debate.

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

Mr. CARTER (United Kingdom). — I put my
name on the list last night, Mr. President, and
I was hoping to have the floor for five or ten
minutes, but I will keep my comments to the
briefest possible time.

I am a new member of the Assembly and any
comments I have to make must be made in that
context, as I have not much knowledge of the
way the (Committees and the Assembly work.
However, I urge the Assembly to adopt in total
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the recommendations of the Committee, because
anyone who has had anything to do with science
and technology, either outside political circles or
within them, must be aware that international
co-operation is of great urgency at this time.

The point I wish to make is that in aceepting
all the recommendations that are made in the
report we should recognise as European politi-
cians, representatives of European national par-
liaments, that it carries with it a very heavy
indictment of the European rdle in this field
over the past thirty years. Looking at the four
principal recommendations which are made and
the four areas of high technology with which
we are concerned — aireraft, nuclear research,
energy, and computer affairs and communica-
tions — Europe has a very bad record indeed.

‘When we are discussing a resolution of this
kind we are entitled to ask how likely it is that
European nations, which cannot agree amongst
themselves and co-operate with one another, will
find it any easier to co-operate with an external
country such as Canada. It may well be that
prompted by the need to co-operate in a much
wider way — that is, with Canada — we will
be compelled to look at our own record in the
field of high technology and, in doing so, find
greater co-operation amongst ourselves.

In conclusion, I want to refer briefly to a
recent British experience in one of the fields
concerned — that of nuclear energy. We are
somewhat in advance of the rest of Europe,
because we have already gone to Canada and
have concluded an agreement on a limited area
of co-operation with Canada on the CANDU
project. Having gone on for twenty-five years
or more with a nuclear programme which we
increasingly could not afford but which we
desperately needed as a nation — that is, to find
alternative energy sources — we found that we
had to look elsewhere for help and inspiration.

Consequently, we are now co-operating with

Canada.

I hope sincerely that the Assembly, quite apart
from passing what may turn out to be a pious
resolution, urges individual governments in
Europe to co-operate with Canada and, indeed,
with one another. I hope sincerely that individual
members of the Assembly will not leave this reso-
lution on the table but will return to their
individual parliaments and their individual poli-
tical parties and urge each and every govern-
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ment in Europe to co-operate in the field of
high technology. If this resolution does no more
than compel us to do that, I think that it will
prove to have been extremely worth while.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation) — Thank
you, Mr. Carter. You are a young representative,
but you know how to conform with the needs
of a discussion which has to some extent to be
cut short, although it is one of the very first
importance.

I call Mr. Small.

Mr. SMALL (Uwnited Kingdom). — 1 shall
speak for only a few moments, Mr. President. I
congratulate the Rapporteur on a very diligent
and comprehensive report. I know Canada
reasonably well. It would be a discourtesy of me,
as Senator Grosart and I are on first name terms
and house-to-house visiting terms, not to con-
gratulate him on his modesty.

For anyone who is interested in examining
the international technical pulse a visit to Canada
is well worth while. Taking the relationship in
the nuclear field and the choice of nuclear reae-
tors, the British Government saw fit to use
British technology and Canadian experience.

The other thing I will say about Canada is
that anybody who visits it should make an ana-
lysis of a country whose communications system
is best illustrated by saying that Lake Superior
is a three-day journey from some places within
that country

The remote sensing systems are such that I
am provoked to say that the quality of the mate-
rial in satellite terms has reached the stage
where it is interesting to wonder whether one
could in fact now look at Pravda over Brezh-
nev’s shoulder, so good is the quality of the
system. The system graphically describes conti-
nents on the screen, and they are in advance of
most people.

Canada is the country of the big sky. It has
much to offer the rest of us in international
technology. Again, I congratulate the Rappor-
teur on his very comprehensive report and hope
that the Assembly will adopt it. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation) — I call the
Rapporteur.

Mr. van OOIJEN (Netherlands) (Translation).
— Mr. President, I want to start by expressing
appreciation of what was said by Mr. Grosart.
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His interesting survey of the increasing inter-
nationalisation of science and technology con-
firms, I believe, once again the desirability of
parliamentarians taking an interest — an interest
going beyond national borders — in science
policy. I am grateful to him for coming here,
and for his kind words of praise for the report.

The other speakers here have not made my
task a difficult one. Mr. Osborn, whom I would
similarly thank for his congratulatory comments,
has said that it is important that politicians
should talk primarily about technology and not
so much about pure science. I agree with him
on this point, although I feel that politicians do
have a certain responsibility for research and
for pure science where science policy is con-
cerned, and need to remain informed about what
is going on in this field.

Mr. Osborn has also said that neither the draft
resolution nor the report pays sufficient atten-
tion to two particular problems, that of food
production — Mr. Osborn mentioned Canada as
the granary of the world — and wood and pulp
production. I think that Mr. Osborn is quite
right here. It would have been quite possible,
and I would undoubtedly have taken up his sug-
gestions if he had made them at the time when
the report was being drafted. One always goes
about drafting a report in a somewhat arbitrary
fashion. I thank him for making this correction,
which will now in any case be included in the
proceedings of this Assembly.

Mr. Richter, too, had praise for the report
and pointed to the desirability of trying, through
this resolution, to arrange collaboration between
this Assembly’s Committee on scientific affairs
and the corresponding Committee of the Council
of Europe. This is perfectly sound reasoning ;
as the sciences become inereasingly international-
18ed, and increasingly transcend national fron-
tiers, the politicians will be foreed, if they want
to keep up with things, similarly to look beyond
their own frontiers. Consequently it is reason-
able that we in WEU should seek to make con-
tact with the Council of Europe and the Euro-
pean Parliament, both of whom are, in their
own fields, having to deal with the same problem.

On this point, Mr. de Bruyne put forward
the view that WEU tends rather too readily to
turn to other bodies rather than to the WEU
Council of Ministers. I believe that he is per-
fectly right here, but that there is a valid excuse
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for this. This is that we in Europe must try
to make contact with each other at a variety of
levels, in order to arrive at some form of Euro-
pean co-operation. So long as there is still no
government with international powers capable
of putting this idea into concrete form to an
adequate extent, there will continue to be a
tendency for us to bypass the WEU Council of
Ministers to some extent and turn direct to other
bodies. I, like Mr. de Bruyne, regret this but I
think it is almost inevitable. Nevertheless, for
the sake of clarity in our discussions, it is not
a bad thing that attention should regularly be
drawn to this point.

I am grateful to Mr. Carter for what he had
to say about European co-operation. He asked
how the Europeans were going to be able to work
together with Canada while they already found
it so difficult to work together with each other.
It seems to me that this comment is not entirely
unfounded, but I would turn once again to what
was said by Mr, Grosart, that where science and
technology are passing beyond the national fron-
tiers politicians will have to do the same if they
want to keep a proper measure of knowledge and
influence. It may well be that science and tech-
nology will get ahead of us if we, as politicians,
are not able to bring about the unity of Europe.
And then it is we who will have to follow.

Finally, I would like to offer my sincere thanks
to Mr. Small for the kind words he said about
my report. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman of the Committee.

Mr. de MONTESQUIOU (France) (Transla-
tion). — Allow me to address myself directly to
Mr. Grosart and to express my thanks to him,
both because of his personal qualities to which
we are greatly drawn and because he is the
representative of a country with which Europe,

and more particularly France, has very close
links.

We thank you for all that you have said not
only about the present, but also about your
future projects for co-operation in the techno-
logical and technical fields, as well as the rela-
tions which are essential if we are to ensure that
men should at the same time enjoy greater hap-
piness and greater freedom.

Turning to a more specific field, you have a
concept of nature and, with the help of your
aircraft, the Canadair 215, you have saved lives
and you have preserved nature. I wanted to add
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this somewhat sentimental note, whereas my col-
leagues have stressed our relations in the tech-
nical sphere.

Co-operation between Europe and Canada on
a global level can only prove enriching for both
parties, and I would thank you for all that you
have done personally, as well as for all that
your government has accomplished, in combating
all those dangers that threaten the world. You,
as a representative of the great north, have today
brought us a breath of fresh air. I thank you
for this. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I thank
the Chairman of the Committee.

The debate is closed.

The Committee on Secientifie, Technological
and Aerospace Questions submits in Document
649 a draft recommendation and a draft resolu-
tion.

No amendment has been tabled to the draft
recommendation.

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

Is there any opposition to the draft recom-
mendation 1...

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

The draft recommendation is adopted unanim-
ously L.

No amendment has been tabled to the draft
resolution.

I put it to the vote by sitting and standing.

(4 vote was then taken by sitling and stend-

ing) '
The draft resolution is agreed to unanimously 2.

4. Close of the Session

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The busi-
ness of the Twentieth Ordinary Session is now
completed.

Does anyone else wish to speak 1...

I declare closed the Twentieth Ordinary Ses-
sion of the Assembly of Western European Union.

The Sitting is closed.
(The Sitting was closed at 11.20 a.m.)

1. Bee page 46.
2. Bee page 47.
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