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TENTH SITTING

Sir Geoffrey Howe (continued)

that finds expression in the Helsinki final act,
which is being carried forward in the discussions
taking place in the CSCE in Vienna.

I am delighted on behalf of all my colleagues in
the Council of Ministers to endorse everything
that our Portuguese colleague has said. Nine of
us together will be even stronger and more
effective in our championship of the common
European cause that we all share.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Ms.
Ruddock.

Ms. RUDDOCK (United Kingdom). — Does
not the Foreign Secretary agree that the large
number of Soviet short-range nuclear weapons
which will remain deployed post-INF are more
threatening to the West in general, and the
Federal Republic of Germany in particular, than
the Soviet chemical weapons stocks?

How, then, does he explain the West’s
prioritising of chemical weapons arms control
over the short-range nuclear weapons treaty
when the Soviets have made it clear that they are
prepared to deal with the conventional asymme-
tries that have always been used to justify the
deployment of the West’s short-range nuclear
weapons?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman-in-Office of the Council.

Sir Geoffrey HOWE (Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United
Kingdom, Chairman-in-Office of the Council). — 1
tried to address myself to that question, but with
due modesty I commend to the honourable lady
that she re-examine the text of my speech.
However, I shall try to supplement it briefly
now.

It is our judgment that the maintenance of a
due diversity of potential nuclear response is
important and that, if we were to seek to embark
early on SNF negotiations, we should have to
address ourselves to a series of questions which it
has not yet been possible to solve. For example,
how would it be right to proceed down the road
to a third triple zero? How would we be able to
solve the verification problems implicit in an
SNF deal? To what extent should it be restricted
to SNF missiles?

It is our belief that the imbalance in conven-
tional weapons and, perhaps above all, the
Soviet domination in chemical weapons make it
right to apply ourselves to that part of the agenda
first. The honourable lady is right to draw
attention to the importance of the Soviet
statement that they recognise the need to tackle
conventional imbalances by securing a reduction
on the surplus side. That is an important
statement. Now that NATO has published the
data, which we did a fortnight ago, we are very
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anxious to press ahead with actual practical
negotiations on conventional weapons to see
whether the Soviet Union will give substance to
that statement. It is important to see whether
that will be done. We are even more anxious to
see headway being made in the chemical
weapons negotiations where, as I have said, the
Soviet domination in that area is one of the most
frightening features of the scene today.

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

Mr. SOELL (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Sir Geoffrey, I have attempted
to follow very attentively your remarks on the
problem of nuclear weapons and their rle as an
instrument for the prevention of war, but I have
found no answer to the question why thousands
of tactical nuclear weapons are allegedly needed
to ensure that there is no recourse to war in
Europe. These thousands of tactical nuclear
weapons give rise to the dangerous illusion that
tactical nuclear warfare does, after all, present an
option. If the sole aim is to establish a general
deterrent, then the presence of a few dozen tac-
tical nuclear weapons here in Europe is suffi-
cient. I expressly refer to tactical nuclear
weapons below the level of strategic weapons.
That is my first question.

My second question relates to The Hague
platform, which is essentially concerned with the
principles of deterrence and détente, and I wish
to ask when this is to be complemented by a
practical programme detailing the relationship
between armament measures and arms control
and reduction measures. This is the relationship
of which we have no details.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman-in-Office of the Council.

Sir Geoffrey HOWE (Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United
Kingdom, Chairman-in-Office of the Council). - 1
explained that if we were to confine our nuclear
capabilities to a diminishing range of options, we
should be diminishing the credible potential of
the nuclear component of our total defensive
posture. We do not believe that it is right or nec-
essary to argue the case for short-range nuclear
weapons because one is contemplating fighting a
battlefield war with nuclear weapons. We do
think that it is necessary and justifiable to retain
them, certainly at this stage, as part of the overall
range of nuclear options available to NATO
commanders.

Mr. Soell is quite right to say that the devel-
opment of the platform needs to be carried
forward. The follow-up to the platform has, in
the euphemistic jargon of the trade, proved itself
to be a step-by-step process. The steps so far
taken either on the platform or from the
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platform, whether in defence planning or in
building a link to arms control, fall short of what
we would like to achieve, and Mr. Soell is right
to remind us that that has been one of them.

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

Mr. REDMOND (United Kingdom). — Given
the Israeli track record in the Middle East, the
delicate situation that exists there and the impact
of any escalation on East-West relationships,
does Sir Geoffrey condemn or condone Amer-
ica’s sale of the fragmentation bomb to Israel?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman-in-Office of the Council.

Sir Geoffrey HOWE (Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United
Kingdom, Chairman-in-Office of the Council). -
That is not a matter to which the Ministerial
Council has given any thought or attention at all.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Sir
Russell Johnston.

Sir Russell JOHNSTON (United Kingdom). —
On Monday, as Sir Geoffrey has said, the French
Minister of State, Minister for Foreign Affairs,
Mr. Dumas, told us that at the last ministerial
meeting of WEU there was some discussion on
chemical weapons. I asked him whether any con-
sideration had been given to the most effective
means of putting pressure on Irag, who, both in
the Gulf war and more recently against its
Kurdish minority, has earned the unenviable dis-
tinction of being the country that has used more
chemical weapons than anywhere else in the
world for more than half a century.

Let me put the same question to Sir Geofirey,
who also referred to chemical weapons this
morning. In particular, at that ministerial
meeting or in any other context, has there been
any discussion about the potential or otherwise
of economic pressure?

Does not Sir Geoffrey agree that it is highly
unsatisfactory that the West is divided on this
issue? The United States has denied Iraq all
credit because of its activities, whereas the
Federal Republic of Germany has increased its
credits and the United Kingdom has actually
doubled its credits — all while the Kurdish
slaughter continues. Is there a chance of a
common view emerging soon, and what would
Sir Geoffrey like it to be?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman-on-Office of the Council.

Sir Geoffrey HOWE (Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United
Kingdom, Chairman-in-Office of the Council). —
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The question illustrates the difficulty — as in
almost every case — of achieving a common
position not just among western countries but
much more widely. Perhaps Sir Russell has in
mind general economic sanctions. Even the
United States, which moved in that direction,
has not yet put any such measures in place and
the rest of the world has moved even less far.

The question foreshadows its answer. Sir
Russell spoke of the limited extent of agreement
on general sanctions against Iraq. I suggested
that that was in the nature of the beast. It has
proved extremely difficult to achieve effective
economic sanctions and even the United States
has not fulfilled the original objective of Con-
gress in trying to impose such sanctions.

I am not complacent about chemical weapons
— least of all about their use by Iraq. Sir Russell
is right to say that Iraq has distinguished itself in
a very unattractive way. That is one reason why
the United Kingdom has given high priority to
the search for remedies for the use of chemical
weapons.

At the United Nations special session on dis-
armament in the summer I put forward pro-
posals that sought to remedy the gap of action.
We all react with shock and horror when we hear
the reports, but the question is how we are to
achieve effective action.

First, we wanted to achieve a wider
endorsement of the 1925 Geneva protocol. Sec-
ondly, I said that we needed a system of auto-
matic reporting procedures to facilitate United
Nations investigations of allegations of the use of
chemical weapons. The present procedure
requires member states to sign up in support of
allegations. We judge that there should be an
automatic procedure so that, once an allegation
of any substance has been made, the United
Nations investigation procedure comes into play.
The third important factor is a willingness — this
was the narrow focus of Sir Russell’s question —
to ban the export of chemical weapons pre-
cursors to countries that violate the Geneva pro-
tocol. That method is more precisely focused
than any other.

Since I put forward proposals in June this year,
there have been further reports of the use of
chemical weapons. The United Nations returned
to that item on the agenda in September. We
secured an undertaking by the Iraqi Foreign
Minister that his country was not using, and
would not use, such weapons. We attach some
importance to that undertaking but it is
important to ensure that it is observed.

Next in the story comes the meeting in Paris in
January. The very fact that such a meeting is to
take place at such high level — convened swiftly
after it was proposed in New York — will serve to
underline the sense of revulsion that the world
feels about the use of chemical weapons.



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TENTH SITTING

Sir Geoffrey Howe (continued)

My great fear is that such weapons, which have
largely been regarded as off limits as a result of
the 1925 convention, have attained a status of
near acceptability. That is the most shocking
thing. That is why I attach such importance —
and this picks up the point made by Ms.
Ruddock - to trying to make real headway. I do
not think that thrashing around for economic
sanctions is likely to be the best way of tackling
this extremely difficult problem.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
van der Werff.

Mr. van der WERFF (Netherlands) (Trans-
lation). — Mr. President, I have a practical,
household question. As soon as the agreement on
the accession of Spain and Portugal has entered
into force the parliamentary delegations of these
two countries will have every right to sit in
WEU. In order to fulfil its function, the
Assembly will then need larger premises,
equipped in accordance with the plans on which
you, Mr. President, have reported to the Council
of Ministers, The start of the necessary work
depends on the Council’s approval of that pro-
posal, assigning to the Assembly the majority of
the premises now owned by the ministerial
organs in Paris. When will the Council be
deciding about the Agency’s future? What other
building is the Council considering making
available for the Assembly, if the decision I
referred to is not taken very soon?

To cover the cost of the planned alterations
shown in the study submitted to the Council
regarding the modification of WEU’s building in
Paris, a supplementary budget will be submitted
next month. Will the Council give an early
answer so that an early start can be made? 1
would point out that, as soon as the enlargement
of WEU is a reality, this Assembly’s plenary sit-
tings and many of the committee meetings will
have to be held elsewhere if the alterations have
not been completed by that time, which will
undoubtedly cost a great deal more.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman-in-Office of the Council.

Sir Geoffrey HOWE (Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United
Kingdom, Chairman-in-Office of the Council). —
It is important that Mr. van der Werff should
express his anxiety about the implications of
enlargement for the institutions and their accom-
modation. In considering those consequences we
should balance the need to provide appropriate
accommodation against the need to make the
most prudent use of the available resources. For
the reasons that Mr. van der Werff gave, the
Council of Ministers has already agreed to a sup-
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plementary budget for an architect’s study of the
necessary accommodation. We must await the
outcome of that study.

As we contemplate the resources that are
available and the resources that may be made
available we must examine the suitability of
other institutions. If we conclude — as I suggest
we should — that the existing agency structure
still does not meet the needs of the revitalised
WEU and that collocation is the key to an
effective agency giving effective support to the
Council and working groups, our search for the
more efficient use of the resources now devoted
to the agency must involve willingness to con-
sider at the right time the question of collocation.
There is a link. We have a constrained envelope
of resources and if we want to enlarge resources
in the form of premises available to the
Assembly, it is prudent to consider the use that
we are making of other resources. Meanwhile,
the study is going ahead.

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

Mr. EWING (United Kingdom). — My col-
leagues here are trying to provoke me into asking
Sir Geoffrey whether he will consult the Prince of
Wales about which architects should be
appointed, but I shall resist that temptation.

I found Sir Geoffrey Howe’s speech fasci-
nating, particularly the passage in which he
issued a plea to parliamentarians of all the
nations represented here to persuade their electo-
rates and others of the need to preserve the
nuclear deterrent as a component of the western
alliance’s strategic defence policy. I want to be as
gentle as I can, but did I detect the same uncer-
tainty there as I did when the General Affairs
Committee of WEU visited the Pentagon in the
United States earlier this year? I refer to my
feeling that ministers are now worried about the
Soviet Union putting proposals on the table and
the West seeming to resist them.

Until the emergence of Mr. Gorbachev, it was
the West that dictated the pace of disarmament
discussions. I could be wrong, but it seems to me
that in the not-too-distant future it will be the
Soviet Union that dictates the pace. When Sir
Geoffrey asked parliamentarians to persuade
people of the need to retain the nuclear deterrent,
did he mean that he and his ministerial col-
leagues were afraid that people in the West
would want to go much further than politicians
were prepared to go?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman-in-Office of the Council.

Sir Geoffrey HOWE (Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United
Kingdom, Chairman-in-Olffice of the Council). —
Just as Mr. Ewing was tempted to ask me about
the role of the Prince of Wales — I notice that he
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found it difficult to resist that temptation — I find
it difficult to resist the temptation of replying. As
a Welshman myself, I hold the Prince of Wales
in even higher esteem than Mr. Ewing, but
nothing should be inferred from that.

I should like to follow the gentle style of Mr.
Ewing’s question. I spoke of the arguments in
favour of deterrence not because I am worried
about some irreversible slippage in the West’s
commitment to that doctrine. Rather I was
ambitious as always — and hopeful — to enlist
Mr. Ewing as a committed and powerful
advocate of that cause. I may not have suc-
ceeded, but it is well worth trying.

I do not think that anybody should regard the
West as being worried about some dramatic and
recent Soviet successes in seizing the initiative.
The agenda that the West has had on the table
for a long time has recently begun to evoke a
practical, worthwhile and meaningful Soviet
response. Perhaps I may take the example of the
START negotiations and the strategic, or even
intermediate, nuclear forces negotiations. When,
in 1984, I went to Moscow for the first time in
my present job, all effective discussions between
the Soviet Union and the United States had
come to a halt. I tried very hard to persuade Mr.
Chernenko with, inevitably, Mr. Gromyko, to
produce a positive response to the proposals that
the United States and the West had put on the
table. Nothing happened. It was only later, when
the Soviet Union returned to the INF bargaining
table and took up our agenda, that we were
able to make progress. The same is true for
conventional weapons, a point raised by
Ms. Ruddock.

For nine or ten years in the MBFR negotia-
tions in Vienna we strove to reach first base — a
willingness to agree the data that underlie the
argument. Even on that, until recently, the
Soviet Union has been unwilling to take the
matter seriously. Mr. Gorbachev has now said
that the Soviet Union is ready to consider the
inequalities and to recognise the need to reduce
on the side with the greater surplus. That is good,
but it should not be thought that Mr. Gorbachev
is coming on to the field, seizing the initiative
and playing in the Scottish goal mouth. He has
just come out of his own goal area. He is coming
close to the half way line. I am not worried about
the Soviet Union taking the initiative. I am glad
that it is responding to our long-standing initi-
ative, but I want to ensure that western opinion
sees it that way.

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

Mr. JESSEL (United Kingdom). — I should like
to ask about defence and the institutions of the
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European Community. In view of the case that
the Foreign Secretary put for the retention of the
nuclear deterrent and as three members of the
European Community - Ireland, Greece and
Denmark — may be thought to be wobbly on this
and perhaps not very strong on defence gen-
erally, and as some countries outside the
European Community, such as Norway and
Turkey, are very strong on defence, does the
Foreign Secretary see any danger or disadvantage
in our basing our defences on the European
Community rather than WEU and NATO? Does
he see any need for that? Surely our security is
infinitely more important than the aspirations of
the European Parliament.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman-in-Office of the Council.

Sir Geoffrey HOWE (Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United
Kingdom, Chairman-in-Office of the Council). -
Far be it from me to stir up strife between the
many European institutions that serve the
peoples of Europe or to embark at this late stage
of the morning on the task of rationalising all of
those institutions. They all started at different
times in different ways and have different pur-
poses.

Defence is not one of the :European Commu-
nity’s objectives, but certain aspects of security
are part of its objectives as a result of the single
European act and the development of political
co-operation. The European Community can,
within the framework of its terms of reference,
play a significant part in maintaining and
enhancing European awareness of our common
security needs. Mr. Jessel is right that if we seek
the fulfilment of those aspirations in defence, we
must look to the North Atlantic Alliance and
WEU in that framework. NATO is the decision-
making and executive organisation for the
defence of Europe and the Atlantic partners.
Within that structure WEU plays an important
r6le by drawing together those who take our
defence obligations seriously and enabling us to
act as a ginger group to stimulate the strength of
the European pillar within NATO.

Having asserted the conclusions in that pos-
itive way, I do not feel it necessary to cast any
aspersions whatsoever on dany other European
institutions. |

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Cetin, Observer from Turkey.

Mr. CETIN (Observer from Turkey). — We
have been informed - Sir Geoffrey referred to
this in his speech — that Turkey’s membership of
WEU is under serious consideration. I should
like to know what else is needed for Turkey to be
a member of WEU. Secondly, how long does the
Minister think it may take for Turkey to become
a member of WEU?
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Chairman-in-Office of the Council.

Sir Geoffrey HOWE (Secretary of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United
Kingdom, Chairman-in-Office of the Council). — 1
do not think that I could hazard a precise answer
to those questions beyond what I said in my
opening speech. Certainly, in the consideration
that we gave this matter, the Ministerial Council
readily acknowledged the valuable contribution
that Turkey makes to the defence of Europe.
That is a very serious acknowledgement of the
commitment of our Turkish friends.

We are now reviewing the structure of WEU
following enlargement. During that time we
shall, as I said in my speech, keep Turkish
interests under active review. I do not think that
I could risk, on behalf of the Ministerial Council,
being more precise at this stage.

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

Thank you, Secretary of State, for replying to
all the questions.

Does

5. The reactivation and enlargement of WEU -
reply to the annual report of the Council

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the General Affairs Committee,
Doc. 1163, addendum and amendments)

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 reactivation and enlargement of WEU -
reply to the annual report of the Council, Doc-
ument 1163, addendum and amendments.

I call Mr. van der Sanden, Rapporteur.

Mr. van der SANDEN (Netherlands) (Trans-
lation). — Mr. President, since I presented my
last report to the Assembly on behalf of the
General Affairs Committee, there have been
many very important developments on the
world political stage. Our organisation, WEU, is
of course about to be enlarged to include two
new member states, Portugal and Spain. You,
Mr. President, and Sir Geoffrey Howe have
already paid ample attention to this happy event,
but it would not be appropriate for me to ignore
it today, for two reasons. Firstly, it is specifically
the General Affairs Committee that has devoted
a great deal of attention in its reports in recent
years to WEU’s possible enlargement and, with
the approval of the whole Assembly, has also
exerted considerable pressure on the Council of
Ministers. Secondly, the report I have the honour
of presenting today considers this historic event
at length. Now that I, as Rapporteur, have also
warmly welcomed the representatives of the two
new member countries, who will undoubtedly be
sitting in the Assembly and committees as
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genuine members next year, I should just like to
say a few words about the consequences of this
enlargement.

In the addendum to my report, which has just
become available, I say that the Council must
consider carefully what amendments to the mod-
ified Brussels Treaty and Paris Agreements have
become necessary as a result of the accession of
Spain and Portugal. The Council of Ministers
has not yet given our Assembly any clear insight
into this. The draft recommendation therefore
includes a paragraph requesting the Council to
provide more information, as the report itself
refers to a number of articles and protocols
which will have to be looked at more closely.

I urge the Council to take this work in hand
quickly, because amending treaties is often a
very time-consuming business when nine coun-
tries and nine parliaments are involved. The
Assembly would also be very grateful — and I am
now looking in the direction of the Secretary-
General — if it could be consulted on amend-
ments to the treaty before the Council of Min-
isters takes its final decisions.

Mr. President, the Netherlands Foreign Min-
ister, Mr. van den Broek, and subsequently — on
9th November 1988 — the Federal German
Chancellor, Mr. Kohl, have suggested that the
WEU Assembly should in future be composed of
members of the European Parliament. I also
refer to this in my report. This, too, would
require an amendment to the modified Brussels
Treaty. The composition of the Assembly has
already been discussed in the past by, among
others, the Chairman of my committee, Mr.
Ahrens, during the part-session held in Rome in
November 1984 to consider reactivation. All I
will say today is this: there may well be changes
in the composition of the national delegations,
but the members of this Assembly should never-
theless come from the national parliaments. To
emphasise this, I would remind the Assembly
that one of the factors which prompted the reac-
tivation of WEU was the failure of European
political co-operation when it came to interna-
tional security. Until this very important area of
policy is covered by the EEC treaty, it seems
obvious to me that the members of the European
Parliament, who were elected - and elected
directly — for other areas of policy, should not
form WEU’s parliamentary Assembly.

Mr. President, I have already used the word
“reactivation ” a few times. In my report I have
referred to some tension between the Council’s
decisions on the accession of Portugal and Spain
and the completion of reactivation. After all, the
Ministers felt that Spain and Portugal could not
accede until reactivation had been completed.
And what are a few government leaders saying?
That we are still in the process of finalising reac-
tivation. I feel the Council of Ministers should
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shed more light on this as well. But I also lis-
tened carefully to what the Secretary-General
said on Monday. I can accept a great deal of
what he had to say. Let me quote from his
statement:

“In fact, what the Council has said and
repeated is that reactivation of WEU has
become a reality and not that the work of the
organisation has been completed. The
members of the Council are only too aware of
the fact that the process of building Europe is a
gradual and ongoing one and often under
threat and are under no illusion that the work
of WEU - an element in this process — has
now been completed.

I am grateful to the Secretary-General for this
reply to something I still had to say. Being a good
politician, he anticipated what might happen in
the Assembly.

Mr. President, a number of other decisions
have to be implemented, of course, but they are
decisions that the Council of Ministers has in
principle already taken. It hardly needs to be said
that the indecision regarding the single agency
and collocation has made a very strange
impression on our Assembly. The Ministers
know what they want, and they know how they
want it done. But it is clear that one country can
prevent the implementation of these decisions,
and the result is stalemate.

Mr. President, I want to refer briefly in this
context to the statements recently made by Pres-
ident Mitterrand and quoted in this Assembly by
the French Foreign Minister, Mr. Dumas. I refer
to the institute to be established for security
studies. The Secretary-General also talked about
this on Monday, when he said that this institute
would be linked to WEU. I gather from what the
French authorities have said that the institute
will be set up in Paris. I am not happy about this
initiative at the moment. Why not wait, I ask
myself, for the definitive establishment of a
single agency, which might be able to play an
outstanding role in carrying out studies of this
kind for both the Council and the Assembly? The
condition would of course have to be that the
agency or institute would be staffed by inde-
pendent experts. That Paris has already been
named as the site for this institute will simply
make the question of collocation more difficult
than it already is. We really do not need any
more difficulties or problems. The time the
Council still has to spend on solving problems on
which decisions have already been taken would
be better spent on the further amplification of
The Hague platform.

Mr. President, I will not go into these
problems in any greater depth today, but I will
give the Assembly a brief overview of the inter-
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national context in which WEU operates. At the
June part-session I referred to the major results
achieved in the discussions between the super-
powers, the United States and the USSR. These
results are also reflected in the policy which
NATO as a whole and its European pillar, WEU,
must pursue. It is therefore pleasing to see that
the discussions between the two powers are con-
tinuing, now that the outcome of the American
elections is known. If these two superpowers con-
tinue to have the political will, further results can
be expected in terms of mutual and simultaneous
disarmament.

A great deal of interest is now being taken in
conventional weaponry, since the Warsaw Pact’s
numerical superiority is a fact to which the
NATO deterrent has acted as an effective coun-
terbalance. But given the very great importance
of what is at stake, we must ensure that the
influence of the European pillar within the
alliance is guaranteed at any further negotia-
tions.

NATO’s and WEU’s goal is a political, not a
military one. The reduction of armed forces is
not a goal in itself. what matters is to guarantee
peace and security now and in the future.
Détente and disarmament are of secondary
importance to this. In politics we must always
ask ourselves if the West’s military power is still
capable of actually achieving the goal of guaran-
teeing peace. But it also means that the reduction
of military efforts will be best achieved in the
Council as long as it is placed in the context of
the goal to be achieved. The consequences of the
political changes taking place in the Soviet
Union must therefore be considered in the light
of an overall concept of security.

Mr. President, the problem of burden-sharing
was discussed in NATO last week. As our
Assembly’s General Affairs Committee will be
devoting a special colloquy in Florence to this
and other problems next year, I will not discuss it
further now. It was satisfying to hear at least that
- according to the reports I have received -
general agreement was reached in NATO. In
view of the other subjects that will be discussed
in Florence, I also expect we shall be able to draw
some conclusions as to the more distant future of
European security in March 1989.

Mr. President, in the past we have repeatedly
complained that the information reaching the
Assembly was too little and too late. I am pleased
to say today that the thirty-fourth annual report
has appeared quickly and that the flow of infor-
mation to the Assembly has been greatly
improved. We are grateful to the Council for this
and I have, of course, a spec¢ial word of thanks
for the Secretary-General for opening up a new
channel of information to the Assembly with his
two-monthly letters. I can assure Mr. Cahen that
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we very much appreciate this new form of com-
munication between the Permanent Council and
the Assembly.

I have pointed out in various parts of my
report that the Assembly does not receive all the
information to which it feels entitled. Specifi-
cally, we know nothing about the latest meeting
of the Council of Ministers, the one held in
London in November, except that Portugal and
Spain have acceded. There was not even a press
release, and yet I believe that the amplification of
the highly important platform adopted in The
Hague is a mandate which the Council has set
itself and which is of the greatest significance to
the reactivation of WEU.

Nor has the Assembly received any reports on
co-operation in the field of arms production,
something that really must be tackled at
European level now. What we have heard is that
a small bureau set up within the IEPG is to con-
tribute towards the co-ordination of arms pro-
duction. This was decided in Luxembourg in
November, but it is not known if or how WEU is
to be involved.

Mr. President, I have almost finished. Many
subjects are touched on in the report that I am
presenting to this Assembly on behalf of the
General Affairs Committee. There have been
some satisfactory developments, but many
matters still await further decisions by the
Council of Ministers and/or the Permanent
Council. Two major conferences will be held
next year, one organised by our General Affairs
Committee, the other by the Council of Min-
isters. In view of the task which has also been
assigned to the Assembly — and which the
Council of Ministers said should be performed
primarily by the Assembly — we have asked the
Council in paragraph 5 of the draft recommen-
dation to invite the Assembly to play a full part
in the seminar the Council itself is planning to
convene on informing public opinion. There can
be no doubt that it is in the problems connected
with peace and security, in particular, that the
public in our future nine member states must
take an interest.

I will end by saying that I hope the Assembly,
in close co-operation with the Council of Min-
isters, the Permanent Council and the Secretary-
General, can make 1989 a fruitful year. Then the
governments and parliaments will also be able to
contribute to the achievement of the common
objective of peace and security in the New Year.

This Assembly is ready, as always.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The debate
is open.

I call Mr. Reddemann.
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Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Thank you, Mr. Pres-
ident. You give me the opportunity of being the
first to express the Assembly’s thanks to our
Rapporteur. It is not the first time that Mr. van
der Sanden has addressed this topic, and I con-
sider that he has proved to us once again how
capable he is of formulating a report so correctly
judged in relation to the variety of views held by
the Assembly that we all value not only his infor-
mation but also his opinion. Many thanks, Mr.
van der Sanden.

The Rapporteur has indicated that the
Assembly faces the problem of making its weight
more fully felt than before within the structure of
Western European Union. I feel this has become
our problem since the rather foolish observation
of the Council of Ministers in Rome that our sole
responsibility was for the public relations of
Western European Union, that we did not
exercise any parliamentary control, nor were we,
above all, the body which had instigated further
development within Western European Union.

Ladies and gentlemen, I believe that we
should, as the Assembly, make it absolutely clear
that we are not a public relations agency but
regard ourselves as the key institution of Western
European Union and that we have no wish to
wait and see what the Council of Ministers
decides regarding the revision of the treaties, but
that it is our task, as the Assembly, to make pro-
posals to the Council of Ministers for the
revision of the modified Brussels Treaty.

I therefore urge, ladies and gentlemen, that at
the start of the coming year we carefully consider
in our political groups and more especially in our
committees and in the Assembly what proposals
we should submit to the ministers to prevent
them from again adopting a course which reflects
a greater distrust of parliamentarians than of a
potential enemy of the WEU states.

That said, Mr. President, there is a second
point which needs to be made. We should
submit serious proposals to improve the work
not only of the Assembly but also of the Per-
manent Council of Western European Union.
When the Council was set up and the ambas-
sadors at the Court of St. James were requested
to nominate their youngest officials so that theo-
retically there were departments relating to
Western European Union, it was still assumed
that WEU would only play an ancillary réle and
might not even exist in the long term.

At a time when modern technology enables
representatives of all the member states to
assemble within a few hours in any of the
alliance capitals, I consider that the work in the
Permanent Council should not be entrusted only
to an ambassador who is already overloaded
with a mass of other matters. This Permanent
Council must be set up by the political heads of
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the ministries of foreign affairs, so that the
ambassadors in the Permanent Council do not
have to receive their information by way of
tedious instructions and via many channels. This
Council should, in my view, be a body capable of
more rapid and concise consultation and
decision-making.

It will be equally necessary, ladies and gen-
tlemen, to place our co-operation with the
Council of Ministers on a completely new
footing. It no longer makes any sense for us to
meet with the General Affairs Committee and
the Presidential Committee following sessions of
the Council of Ministers, in order to obtain a few
items of more or less interesting information, ask
questions and express opinions.

If we take the revision of the treaty seriously, I
believe that we ourselves should suggest that
Assembly members, selected by the Assembly,
should take part in the meetings of the Council
of Ministers, as a sort of tenth state as it were.
We must make it clear to the ministers that this
is not merely a forum for the executives, but that
the combined parliamentary institution of
Western European Union is recording its vote
within the Council of Ministers.

We must also consider, ladies and gentlemen,
how long we can continue to tolerate a state of
impasse within WEU because of the current
impossibility of agreeing on its location. It is not
enough simply to register the fact: as a parlia-
mentary assembly, we ourselves must arrive at a
very early decision, even if it results in some con-
troversy so that we can bring home to the min-
isters the impossibility of reactivating a union
when we do not even have the opportunity to
decide on its location.

Mr. President, my final point is that we should
cast aside the excessive modesty which we have
often shown in the past. If we are to have a new
treaty to succeed the Brussels Treaty, we should
recall that when this treaty was established in
1948 and modified in 1954, the states of Europe
were still in opposition to one another, as they
were in the nineteenth century, and parlia-
mentary activity extending across national fron-
tiers was barely conceivable.

That time has passed. In the most varied
forums, including the European Parliament and
the Council of Europe, we have demonstrated
that it is possible to work rationally towards the
fusion of Europe in a manner transcending diplo-
matic niceties.

As the parliamentary Assembly of Western
European Union we are therefore, I believe,
under an obligation to make clear to the Council
of Ministers, the allied governments and, if nec-
essary, our own national parliaments, that this
Assembly must become the hub of Western
European Union.
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In making these suggestions as an initial
approach to the revision of the treaty I believe I
am in line with your own thinking, Mr. van der
Sanden. 3

(Mr. van der Werff, Vﬁce—President of the
Assembly, took the Chair)

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Rathbone.

Mr. RATHBONE (United Kingdomy). — 1 begin
by taking this opportunity to add my own per-
sonal welcome to the countries of Portugal and
Spain, the newest members of WEU. Spain has
always been a historic challenger to British
interests, both within the European context and
what used to be called the “ New World ”. But it
has now joined Britain in re-establishing parlia-
mentary democracy and a constitutional mon-
archy. That must bode well for the future of the
close ties that now exist between Spain and other
members of this organisation, particularly
between Spain and Great Britain. Those ties
have been encouraged through the relationship
between our royal families and the unstinting
work of the Spanish Ambassador to the United
Kingdom and the United Kingdom Ambassador
to Spain. Diplomats’ work often goes unnoticed
and unpraised, and I pay special tribute to two
quite outstanding men for their contribution —
for Spain and for Britain and for the friendship
between the two countries. ‘Perhaps it is worth
noting that of the nine members of WEU four
are constitutional monarchies, and one is a con-
stitutional grand duchy. The continuity implicit
in more than half the member nations having a
hereditary head of state should provide addi-
tional stability for the countries and their
allies.

Portugal is a historic friend of Great Britain. In
the past we have been linked by shared interests,
by blood and by trade. We are now linked by
tourism as well as by shared membership of the
European Community and the North Atlantic
Alliance. Portugal and Spain are part of the
European whole and European cohesion and
security will be advanced: as they play their
important part in this defensive union of
Western Europe.

Mr. van der Sanden’s report on behalf of the
General Affairs Commitiee is remarkably
incisive. I pay tribute to him and it. It is a
welcome reminder that WEU is developing as
the vital body that it should be and of some of
the things that remain to be done to ensure the
proper working and influence of WEU. In the
Assembly we continually question whether our
function is properly understood in our own
countries, and the report by Mr. Shelton which
we debated yesterday highlighted our interest in
young people in that regard. The British Foreign
Secretary emphasised that one of our tasks is to
improve that understanding. It is just as well that
the report reminded us of WEU’s responsibilities
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to debate and decide how best to share the
burden of defence and its cost and our com-
mitment to contribute jointly to the control of
the international arms trade and nuclear prolife-
ration and to international and inter-regional
efforts to reduce the numbers of nuclear and con-
ventional arms and chemical and biological
means of aggression from the Atlantic to the
Urals and beyond. In this, Spain and Portugal
have a special contribution to make, drawing on
their linguistic, cultural and trade ties with many
parts of the world outside Europe, including the
western hemisphere. Together we must struggle
with the uncertainties about what is the
European part of a European defence policy
which is also Atlantic, just as North American
members of NATO must struggle with uncer-
tainties about what is the American part of an
Atlantic defence policy which is also European.

As Mr. van der Sanden’s report clearly shows,
the main questions for WEU relate to the
deployment of forces and the sharing of their
costs, to the réle of nuclear weapons and to dis-
armament and arms limitation. It does not
explicitly deal with the question underlying all
those matters, which is the joint and several
assessment of the threat — what it is, how strong
it is and where it comes from. Without such an
assessment of threat it is impossible to plan sen-
sibly the capability that is needed to counter it.
The Assembly will remember that that question
was faced fairly and squarely by Sir John
Stokes’s excellent report earlier this year. The
assessment of threat should become an increas-
ingly important part of our endeavours because
it requires both political and military analysis —
precisely the things that our Assembly should be
competent to provide.

The future of the WEU analysis must embrace
a new reality and a new definition of military
security that moves away from the idea that the
diminution of another’s security automatically
leads to an increase in one’s own. That new
approach can come about only through an
improved East-West dialogue, based on realism
to overcome East-West antagonism and the
paralysing arms competition that has prevented
both sides from considering even more
important long-term questions.

The ABM and INF treaties, SALT and
progress with START all show how we can reach
arms control agreements with the Soviet Union
but progress can be made only through practical
negotiations and it will not be made successfully
if the West is weak or divided and if there is no
mutual interest in striking military balances at
specifically agreed levels.

Later today, we shall be considering a report
on disarmament. Perhaps the time has now
come for the WEU Assembly to establish a com-
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mittee specifically charged with arms control and
disarmament matters. I ask the President and
respective bodies seriously to consider that sug-
gestion. Just as there is a growing appreciation of
the economic interdependence of the developed
and developing world - and international
forums are being established and better used to
ensure international action — so existing forums
in which the issue of regional and world security
can be considered must be ever better utilised.
WEU is just such a forum.

As I said in a question addressed to the British
Foreign Secretary, the peacekeeping function of
the United Nations has largely failed to work
because the United States and the Soviet Union
have not allowed it to. With the changes taking
place in the Soviet Union, there are signs that the
Security Council is beginning to work in a way
that has not been possible since the United
Nations was founded forty years ago. Should not
our reactivated WEU investigate ways in which
we can relate more closely as a group of nations
to the reinvigorated United Nations — each
drawing upon and contributing to the strength of
the other in a mutual effort to ensure continued
peace?

Paragraph 71 of Mr. van der Sanden’s report
deals with a crucial point. It correctly stresses the
importance of national representation at WEU
being drawn from national parliaments. The Sec-
retary-General underlined that point in his
speech on Monday. The Assembly has repeatedly
found that its real influence is through its
members and their national assemblies, national
ministers and national governments.

That is not remarkable because those ministers
and governments retain prime responsibility for
defence matters, for explaining defence activities
to their own public, with the help of their parlia-
ments, and for furthering the increase of
open European armament markets and better
co-ordinated and managed defence research in
Europe. They are responsible for furthering dis-
armament and for confidence-building activities
between defence partners and with Warsaw Pact
countries. Only members of national parliaments
have an established channel and direct contact
with the ministers of those governments; if our
WEU delegations were not composed of such
members the influence of the Assembly would be
weakened and government answerability to par-
liament and parliamentarians would be reduced.
We in Europe should be more aware than others
of where such erosion of accountability can lead.

The year 2000 is only 133 months away. The
start of the 21st century will not automatically
mark the start of a better and more peaceful
world but it tends to concentrate our minds on
what we can do in the interim to move towards
such a world. The problems that matter are those
that affect many people as opposed to relatively
few, and are severe in their effect. The problems
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that matter are the problems that are potentially
solvable.

Western European Union is working on — and
must go on working on — one of the most
pressing of such problems, which is peace
through security in Europe. Our continued reac-
tivation must encourage their work to con-
tinue.

The PRESIDENT. — I call Mr. Antretter.

Mr. ANTRETTER (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, if we
take advantage of the occasion offered by today’s
presentation of a further fine report by Mr. van
der Sanden, and of the thirty-fourth annual
report of the Council, to review once again the
state of WEU and of efforts towards a European
security and defence policy, a very uneven
picture is revealed.

For the first time since the formation of WEU,
the co-operation of the WEU states in main-
taining freedom of navigation in the Persian
Gulf and the subsequent joint mine-sweeping
exercise in these waters have shown that the
member states are fully capable of making
important contributions to security in an area
outside the NATO sphere. I consider this too was
highly significant especially in relation to our
American allies. So it may well be said that this
action was WEU’s first practical success in
implementing the modified Brussels Treaty.

Since the Assembly last met in June this year,
however, the most striking development has
been the rapid and successful conclusion of the
talks on the accession of Spain and Portugal,
leading after only a few months to the signature
of a protocol of accession between these two
states and the seven previous member govern-
ments. We can only hope, Mr. President, that the
procedure agreed for the entry into force of the
accession does not take longer than the relevant
discussions.

The question arises here why governments
considered it proper to decide that acts of
agreement should be required from all the coun-
tries concerned. Article XI of the modified
Brussels Treaty covering the accession procedure
certainly does not demand this. Under this pro-
vision it would have been sufficient for the
invited states to deposit instruments of accession
with the Belgian Government. However, as an
agreement procedure in nine Western European
countries has been decided on, all those con-
cerned should make every effort to avoid unnec-
essary delays in giving Spain and Portugal full
rights to participate in the work of WEU at both
parliamentary and government levels.

When addressing the German Delegation in
Bonn on 25th November this year, Mr. Schifer,
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Minister of State for Foreign Affairs of the
Federal Republic of Germany, described the sig-
nature of the protocol of accession of Spain and
Portugal as the most important result of the
latest meeting of the Council of Ministers in
London.

However gratifying the outcome may be, this
statement strikes me as being indicative of the
uneven picture now presented by WEU. In many
important areas complete stagnation continues
to prevail. This is particularly true of the institu-
tional and organisational problems associated
with collocation, an impasse from which nobody
apparently knows how to escape.

Turning to the political activities of the
Council, Mr. van der Sanden properly draws
attention to the vagueness of the information
supplied by the Council. We are obviously still
far from achieving the various goals of the
platform of European security interests, the
establishment of which seemed so promising. We
constantly learn of the commissioning of new
studies by the Council’s various organs and
working groups, and it is gratifying that the flow
of information to the Assembly has become
more rapid and abundant. I am thinking here
especially of the highly instructive information
letters which we have for some time been
receiving from the Secretary-General.

More and more meetings are held by every
conceivable private and public institution, at
which politicians and members of governments
introduce a succession of new proposals into the
debate on European security policy. I might
mention specifically the recent European
meeting of the French Institute for National
Defence.

These, gratifying in themselves, initiatives and
public utterances, have, however, so far failed to
instil any greater clarity into the public mind
concerning a European concept of security and
defence policy. The 30th November issue of the
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung carried an article
on attempted European collaboration in defence
matters, tellingly entitled “ But they don’t know
what they want”, and it is indeed difficult to
refute this impression.

It cannot, I think, be sufficient to regard WEU
as merely a talking-shop in which nothing is
decided. The French President recently used the
term “groupe d’impulsion” (ginger group). I
once again agree with our Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs, Mr. Schafer, that the member
states will have to agree on a concept for the
European pillar which goes beyond using WEU
as a debating chamber.

This will certainly not be simple, but we have
a fresh chance now, especially as governments
have decided to revise the modified Brussels
Treaty in the light of the accession of Spain and
Portugal. Given the sensitivity of this enterprise,
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about which a great deal could be said, I will
confine myself to a single issue: the future of our
Assembly. For almost thirty-five years Article IX
of the modified Brussels Treaty has provided the
basis for our Assembly. A great diversity of pro-
posals for its amendment have come from
various quarters. To return once more to the
heading 1 mentioned in the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung: we as an assembly should at
least know what we want. We should reach a
clear decision quickly and make our viewpoint
known to the Council and governments so that
we are not steam-roliered by developments con-
trolled from elsewhere.

As I see it, there are two main questions. The
first concerns the composition of the Assembly,
and here I share Mr. van der Sanden’s view that
all proposals should be assessed according to
whether they enhance or weaken the réle of this
parliament in terms of its contribution to the
establishment of a European security policy. We
must assume that the elements of such a policy
will long continue to be decided in the member
states, that is to say, by the parliaments and gov-
ernments concerned, at national level. In the
present situation, proposals which aim at trans-
ferring parliamentary control powers in security
matters to the European Parliament can only
weaken this parliamentary control capability,
since a parliament elected and acting on an
exclusively European basis can have no direct
influence on national decisions.

I would be rather more prepared to associate
myself with an idea such as that put forward by
Mr. van der Sanden, where he says:

“ Another possibility would be to accept that
the word ‘representatives’ in Article IX could
apply both to representatives and substitutes
within the meaning given to these two words
in the Assembly’s Rules of Procedure. In this
case it should be easy to reach agreement
among the delegations that representatives to
the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe would be substitutes in the WEU
Assembly and vice versa, thus allowing
members of the double delegation from each
country’s parliament to be specialised. ”

In my opinion, this is a correct statement.

The second salient question concerns our
rights and powers. Hitherto we have been a con-
sultative body pure and simple, without any
genuine decision-making or control functions.
Do we want things to stay this way permanently,
or should we not rather seize the present oppor-
tunity to demand improvements? Of course we
must adopt a realistic attitude here, and only
submit proposals which stand a chance of being
implemented. It would be conceivable for the
Assembly to be granted complete autonomy over
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its internal affairs, including financial, adminis-
trative and staffing matters. But are there not
other areas affecting the WEU organisation as a
whole, in which the Assembly could and should
have a say? For instance, why should the
Assembly not play a part in deciding institu-
tional issues and the question of collocation?

No doubt we still have a long way to go before
we achieve genuine parliamentary control over a
European defence and security policy, but I think
that the moment has come for us to clarify our
goals. Mr. van der Sanden has indicated that the
issues concerning our Assembly are to be
examined at the colloquy that the General
Affairs Committee is organising in Florence at
the end of March next year. Let us hope that we
have enough time left!

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Rauti.

Mr. RAUTI (Italy) (Translation). — Mr. Pres-
ident, I think it would be right for me also to
begin with the major political event of this stage
in the life of WEU, namely the accession of
Spain and Portugal. As Italians, we welcome this
accession with particular warmth. As I said, I
will make this highly positive development my
starting point and echo the words that President
Goerens used when opening the session, 1.e. that
for WEU the accession of these two countries
should not be considered as an end but a new
beginning. It could be added, or rather I think it
should be added, that now that we have
expanded, now that a large part of Europe is in
WEU, now that the issue of the security and
defence of Europe as a continent involves the
majority of its peoples and territory, this is more
than ever the moment to reactivate and relaunch
European union — and to do so in a real sense
throwing off the attitude or outlook that accepts
as established practice the marginalisation of
WEU by comparison with the key rdle it and
Europe itself should be performing.

To be clear and factual, I shall begin with the
actual conditions in which the work of WEU and
its structures and offices has been and is still
being done. This hoary problem has been raised
once again and it is referred to several times in
the early part of Mr. van der Sanden’s report,
which has to be commended for its clarity on this
point as well as the rest.

Before embarking on that issue, however, there
is one thing that has to be stated: we are working
to an incredibly low budget, in premises that are
virtually impossible and in conditions where no
WEU structure, office, or initiative can hope to
thrive, be organised or really operate as is strik-
ingly illustrated by the example of our agencies
which have, pathetically, never had more than a
paper existence.

None of this is the doing of some higher and
inscrutable inimical fate, ladies and gentlemen,
the truth has names, its origin is very clear: it fits
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into a scenario corresponding exactly with what
was intended. What is happening, in my opinion,
is clear proof of the “low profile ” that it has
always been the intention for WEU to have, care-
fully avoiding, by every possible means -
including niggardly resources and premises
found in a corner of an antiquated building —
making it what it could have been and ought to
be: Europe’s structure for the defence and
security of European territory and people.

Now, however, and this is the central point of
my brief argument, we find ourselves as WEU
and as Europeans facing an entirely new situ-
ation. Certain aspects of this new phase are to be
found in the first lines of this report i.e. in the
explanatory memorandum on the basis of which
the Rapporteur outlines the prospects he sees for
the enlargement and reactivation of WEU.

In particular he says that our study of
European security must break new ground and
that one of the major réles of WEU will be to
preserve the necessary cohesion in security,
given the present prospects of détente and dis-
armament, without jeopardising the unity now
being forged in other fields, the economic sector,
for example. He adds that the so-called “ glob-
alism ” of United States defence policy — in this
connection you may recall Mr. Pontillon’s report
on the way this issue was discussed in the United
States in the run-up to the presidential elections
— if it were to become a reality, which appears
probable, would mean a reduction in the United
States military presence in Europe. It is already
very clear — you only have to look at the records
of the Atlantic Alliance — that the United States
wants Europe to bear a greater share of the cost
of joint security and also, as the Rapporteur
points out, possibly to take on more responsibil-
ities both in the defence of Europe and in the
efforts necessary elsewhere in the world.

But this is not all. In addition to all the factors
prompting Europeans to take on a new réle,
compared with the past and the way things have
gone up to now, there is another major devel-
opment which offers us a really unprecedented
opportunity, namely the crisis in the Soviet
Union.

It is true, ladies and gentlemen, as we have
been reminded during this part-session, that the
Soviet war machine still has vast superiority in
conventional weapons. But history teaches us
that war machines depend on the political will
behind them — they are the instrument and oper-
ational arm of that will — and it is at the level of
political will that the Soviet Union seems to be
forced back in on itself by its internal crisis, faced
as it is with strife and tensions of dramatic
gravity and urgency over practically the whole
area occupied by the peoples of Eastern Europe
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and internally as well, from the Baltic to the Cau-
casus.

Now, unless this process of implosion is
reversed, which appears highly improbable
because politically a return to — shall we say —
Stalinism or even pre-Stalinism is absurd, it may
be expected that for the next few years there will
be no Soviet threat to Europe in the form in
which it has existed since the last war — to
borrow the words of a prudent conservative like
Mrs. Thatcher. This means that we are at the end
of the cold war.

In this new scenario, European union has a
great, exceptional and I would even say, histori-
cally important mission: to shoulder the com-
plete réle of Europe’s defence and security
structure so that, for the first time since the war,
Europeans may be free to develop their own
independent and specific policy as Europeans
and among Europeans now able to decide their
own future and destiny. It would no longer be
simply a debating chamber but also, as the rules
provide, a place where decisions or at least
choices are made, and structural and political
links forged.

If I were asked how this could be done in
practice — not everything at once but how we
could all start work on this together — I would,
leaving sentiment aside which could sound rhe-
torical, point to the most concrete aspect i.e.
armaments.

Through WEU, we could and should aim at
setting up a common area for armaments, in the
same way as we are presently preparing to set up
a single European market after 1992. A political
push in this direction was given in early
November by the thirteen defence ministers in
the Independent European Programme Group
meeting in Luxembourg. A plan of action has
already been drawn up with a package of prac-
tical measures to be taken in the next few years
to promote the integration of the defence
industry in the thirteen European countries.

Contrary to what was said on the first day in
the Assembly, WEU should not be a com-
plement, a sort of appendage to the Independent
European Programme Group; on the contrary, it
should become the central driving force and
most active structure in the group doing more
and better work in the two directions laid down
in Luxembourg: making it possible for national
firms to enter into competition for the award of
external defence contracts over the whole con-
tinent and all-in co-operation in research and
technological development. This is the high road
we need to set out on without delay.

Two days ago, listening to the address by the
Secretary-General, I was struck by his quotation
from the Financial Times of 10th November last
in which Ian Davidson, one of the top British
journalists, wrote that his serious scepticism
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about WEU had changed to a much more pos-
itive view. The article went on: “ When the seven
member states dared to hold a private discussion
of western arms control objectives two years ago
they were roundly rebuked for insubordination
by a State Department official. ”

We Europeans, as Europeans, must lift our-
selves out of this, to my mind, degrading con-
dition, and WEU offers the concrete means of
doing so. We should make full use of it, remem-
bering — in the light of such rebukes — that the
first prerequisite is to end our dependence on
arms supplies from the United States because
Europe can, and must, make its own inde-
pendent choices in this field as in the others.
European union cannot seriously be on the
agenda as long as this dependence exists, as was
clearly brought out in Luxembourg and in figures
looks like this: only 1% for France and 7% for
Great Britain, but 33% for Germany, 44% for the
Netherlands and Spain, 53% for Italy and 89%,
the highest figure, for Turkey. These percentages
do not represent just tens or hundreds, but thou-
sands of millions of dollars, and apply to the
whole of the post-war period — which may,
thanks to WEU, have a happy ending for all of us
Europeans.

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Burger.

Mr. BURGER (Luxembourg) (Translation). —
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, Mr. van der
Sanden’s excellent report is so detailed and
extensive that it is impossible to address all the
problems raised. A choice of priorities has to be
made and I will therefore restrict myself to the
questions of restructuring and defence.

The problem of the WEU Agency clearly does
not seem to be solved. The Council has stiil not
replied to Recommendation 457, and the Secre-
tary-General, Mr. Cahen, did not mention it in
his otherwise much appreciated address on
Monday afternoon.

Although in the accession of Spain and Por-
tugal to WEU Mr. Cahen sees a significant and
perhaps historic step in the growth of European
solidarity in security and defence, he at the same
time admits that, in the negotiations, there had
to be in-depth discussions on substantive
problems and legal issues.

While supporting this enlargement which Mr.
van der Sanden thinks could become a new
stimulus insofar as it will oblige the Council to
answer questions still not settled after thirty-four
years, I also take the view that the updating of
certain fundamental texts of the modified
Brussels treaty is an absolute necessity.

Another problem is that of collocation, which
some ministers and parliamentarians as late as
last year were presenting as a condition essential
to any enlargement.
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The former minister, Mr. Raimond, advocated
that Paris should be the single seat of the minis-
terial organs. The present minister, Mr. Dumas,
takes the view that here in Paris, alongside the
parliamentary Assembly, there should also be a
European institute of advanced security studies
within the framework of WEU, but that the Per-
manent Council could remain in London.

In reminding you of the current disagreement
at the highest level of the Community regarding
the location of the European Parliament and its
subordinate bodies, in which France and Luxem-
bourg are strongly insisting on the legal position
as enshrined in the undertakings of the Com-
munity governments, confirmed as they were at
the Maastricht summit of 1965 and in the single
act, I think we must also ask ourselves whether
the battle over the collocation of WEU will not
in the short or medium term divide member
countries instead of uniting them in the soli-
darity we have to have.

The problem will obviously become more
thorny still in the relatively near future when the
enlargement now under way actually materialises
so generating problems like that of the space
available in this chamber.

Ladies and gentlemen, I believe that the
Council of Ministers, which is alone competent
to act, ought to be studying this question. Two
years ago, during a visit to NATO headquaters in
Brussels, the former minister, Mr. de Donnéa,
received us in the rue de Valois with the words:
“You are now in the future capital of Europe. ”
This brought a sharp reaction from some of the
members of our committee, but Mr. de Donnéa
was probably saying out aloud what others were
inwardly thinking.

Our Belgian friends seemed to have forgotten
the old saying about biting off more than you can
chew.

At Rhodes, Mr. Mitterrand insisted that the
question of location should be included in the
agenda for the next Council of the Twelve. The
future will eventually throw more light on the
collocation of WEU and it would be a mistake to
neglect this problem at the highest level, that is
to say in the WEU Council of Ministers.

Turning to the problems of security and the
European pillar of the alliance, Mr. van der
Sanden rightly drew attention to the unflattering
remarks about WEU by President Mitterrand for
one - “ WEU needs reorganising ” — and Chan-
cellor Kohl for another, who considers there is
plenty of talk about a European pillar of the
alliance but no concrete progress. I am sorry to
observe that political disinformation is to be
found in the West too, even at the highest gov-
ernment level.

Even so, ladies and gentlemen, it is my view
that co-operation between these two historical
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enemies, France and Germany, based on an eco-
nomic and financial council on the one hand,
and a defence and security council on the other,
will not be an obstacle to our defence platform
provided that arms co-operation operates at the
European rather than the exclusively Franco-
German level.

In this context Mr. Caro has referred to the
“ hard core ” of European defence. The setting up
of a flexible organisation for arms co-operation
and the creation of an institute for security
studies suggested by France could help reinforce
the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. It
would provide a forum for joint deliberations by
the representatives of the WEU member coun-
tries on the overall problems of European
defence. Students, diplomats, representatives of
the private sector and military figures could all
be invited.

It is my opinion that, militarily speaking, we
have to keep on our guard towards the East; the
reason is that perestroika has not yet been trans-
lated into cuts on military spending in the USSR.
Only if the European pillar is very strong will it
be able to advance the dialogue between the two
- East and West Europe — with an eye to their
possible rapprochement in the medium term.

As far as burden-sharing in the Atlantic
Alliance is concerned, the Council has failed to
respond despite the United States Assistant Sec-
retary of State’s visit to the European capitals of
the alliance.

When our General Affairs Committee visited
Washington, we found that the United States
Congress looked on burden-sharing as a serious
problem.

The American public, impressed by the
tranquillising image of the USSR projected by
Mr. Gorbachev, could well cause the politicians
to reduce the United States contributions to the
Atlantic Alliance. These already decreased at an
annual rate of 2% from 1971 to 1985, whereas
the European members of the alliance increased
their contributions by an average of 2% over the
same period.

It must be remembered that the United States
budget covers not only NATO but also strategic
and nuclear weapons and the defence of the
Pacific. In our discussions with Ms. Pat
Schroeder of the United States Defence
Department, we were unable to find out just how
much went to NATO.

So the transatlantic dialogue will go on with
each of the two camps endeavouring to persuade
the other of the force of its arguments.
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As for the Council of Ministers, whilst it has
not given the Assembly full satisfaction, we
nevertheless have to admit there has been an
improvement in the supply of information to say
nothing of the beneficial effect of the information
letters from the Secretary-General, Mr. Cahen,
on the activities of the intergovernmental
organs.

I will conclude by expresssing the wish that, at
every level, our organisation may finally speak
and act in unison so that WEUJ may emerge from
the shadows and take a responsible and active
part in the security and defence of the old con-
tinent — without disturbing the peace of mind of
Mr. Pannella, of course!

Ladies and gentlemen, I renew my thanks to
our Rapporteur, Mr. van der Sanden, for the
work he has done and I support the draft recom-
mendation on the reactivation and restructuring
of WEU.

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Katsaros,
Observer from Greece.

Mr. KATSAROS (Observer from Greece). — 1,
too, congratulate the Rapporteur on his excellent
report. However, I should like to make some
comments and observations on Chapter V,
which is entitled “ WEU and the European Com-
munity ”.

First, I draw attention to an inaccuracy in par-
agraph 65, which states: “ Several of the Twelve,
such as Greece, Ireland and Denmark, are not
members of WEU, nor are they candidates for
accession. This precludes ‘any early merger
between WEU and the Twelve. ” In fact, Greece,
in February 1987, formally expressed her interest
in becoming a member of WEU. The Greek
Government made that formal application at the
Assembly’s meeting on 28th April 1987, when
Mr. Poos mentioned it in his address. In
addition, the substitute, Mr. Kapsis, formally
made an official request for Greece to join. On
several occasions in this Assembly I have also
referred to that request.

The Rapporteur has expressed the view that all
countries of the European Community should be
members of WEU. If all the countries of the
European Community are not invited to join
WEU, if they so wish, there would be a poten-
tially damaging distinction between those coun-
tries that participate and those that do not. Far
from strengthening the cohesion of the European
countries, such a distinction could result in a sit-
uation that would not be conducive to European
construction. I again repeat that the desire of
Greece to join WEU is firm, and we hope that all
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the other European Economic Community coun-
tries will help us realise that objective.

The PRESIDENT. — I call Mr. Tascioglu,
Observer from Turkey.

Mr. TASCIOGLU (Observer from Turkey)
(Translation). — Thank you, Mr. President.

With reference to Mr. van der Sanden’s very
detailed report, I am taking this opportunity to
explain briefly Turkey’s position on the process
of revitalising and enlarging WEU. Truly, I
should have been much happier and more reas-
sured had the report contained some slight ref-
erence to my country’s request for membership.
However, the decision of the Council of Min-
isters to keep this request on the agenda and to
continue to give it close consideration inspires
the hope that there will be other opportunities
for discussing the matter in this forum.

Since the process started, in keeping with its
traditional policy of involvement in movements
aimed at European political, economic and social
integration, Turkey has followed the efforts
devoted to strengthening the European pillar of
western defence and, within this framework,
reactivating WEU, with the closest possible
interest.

At it is common knowledge, I shall not go into
details on Turkey’s réle in European defence and
the importance of the flanks in maintaining the
security of the area at the centre. I will simply
point out that, as soon as the move towards
extending membership of the organisation to
other members of the alliance became apparent,
we immediately made known our readiness and
desire to join WEU. Again, following the
adoption of the platform on European security
matters, we were quick to notify the presidency
that the undertakings contained in the approved
document were at one with the fundamental
principles of Turkey’s foreign and defence pol-
icies.

In so doing, and with the principle of the indi-
visibility of European security in mind, we were
convinced that the security and defence of
Europe could not be envisaged without Turkish
participation and that Turkey could not be
absent from a forum where the various aspects of
European security would be shaped. We are fully
aware of the importance of strengthening the
European pillar for the future of western defence
and we are convinced that Turkey will make a
substantial contribution towards that common
objective.

As all members here will know, the WEU
Council considered our application at its recent
meeting in London. Turkey, as a full and uncon-
ditional member of NATO responsible for
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defending 37% of the common frontier with the
Warsaw Pact countries and fully supporting The
Hague platform, is more than qualified to take
part in the defence of Western Europe.

Though we do not yet have the Council’s
official response, the presidency’s press
statement reflecting the consensus of the min-
isters that Turkey’s application for membership
deserved serious consideration was deemed to be
a first smaill but positive step towards our
accession. I am sure that this final objective will
be attained in the light of the values which we
share with Western Europe and that it will be
one of the components of our collective
defence.

The PRESIDENT. — I call Mr. Cetin, Observer
from Turkey.

Mr. CETIN (Observer from Turkey). — 1 begin
by thanking Mr. van der Sanden for his compre-
hensive report. No one could doubt the impor-
tance of East-West relations and the recent initia-
tives on European security and defence. WEU
has played an important réle in these matters
and it will play an even more important rdle in
the future.

Several factors lead to the search for new pat-
terns of European security co-operation. They
include recent developments in the international
scene, opportunities provided by the remarkable
economic recovery and development of Western
Europe and the challenges of post-INF security.
Within that framework, the importance of the
reactivation and enlargement of WEU is
obvious. It is my sincere wish to live in a world
in which we need neither the Warsaw Pact nor
NATO, but a real and stable peace seems far
away.

We sometimes observe a tendency for defence
planners to focus on the threat to the central
region and to try to evaluate NATO’s security
policy and strategic calculations according to
that mistaken priority. Those who adopt such an
approach fail to realise that the defence of the
central region cannot be considered in isolation;
it must be considered with that of the southern
and northern regions.

Let me say a few words about my own
country. Turkey has the second largest army in
NATO, located in a critical region. It plays an
important réle — between East and West as well
as between north and south. In spite of the heavy
burden of joint defence, Turkey has contributed
— and will continue to contribute — to the
defence of Europe. Because of Turkey’s
important réle in NATO, we firmly believe that
our accession to WEU will make an important
contribution to the European integration effort
in security matters and that the enlargement
process should not bring the principle of indivisi-
bility of defence into question.



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TENTH SITTING

M. Cetin (continued)

As all members of the Assembly know, Turkey
has shown the wish to be a member of WEU. It
has accepted both the treaty and the platform.
Turkey was clearly another candidate for mem-
bership after April 1987. We hope that the
Assembly will call for the accelerated accession
of Turkey to WEU, and that it will bring the
issue once more to the attention of member gov-
ernments.

The PRESIDENT. — I call Mr. Caro.

Mr. CARO (France) (Translation). — 1 first
wish to thank our colleague, Mr. van der Sanden,
and the General Affairs Committee for the
excellent report they have tabled and the draft
recommendation, which I unreservedly support.
I hope it will be adopted with a very large
majority as it is another document conducive to
frank speaking, and it is by telling the truth that
we shall make ourselves understood inside and
outside WEU.

The accession of Spain and Portugal demon-
strates that reactivation is working. Had there
been no reactivation, no country would have
taken an interest in us, and it was in this
chamber that we argued for enlargement to
include the Iberian peninsula as one of the condi-
tions essential to the reactivation of Western
European Union.

At the same time it establishes a kind of north-
south equilibrium with a wider opening towards
the south of Europe and the Mediterranean. I
fully understand the remarks made by our col-
leagues from the Mediterranean and, even,
eastern Mediterranean area. I refer especially to
our Turkish and Greek friends.

It is indeed vital that the European union of
tomorrow, to which The Hague platform and the
single European act expressly refer, should
emerge from an initial consensus within WEU.

I have never counted myself among those who
considered membership of the European Com-
munity to be a prerequisite for accession to
WEU. I have always taken the line that, bearing
in mind the commitments we entered into under
the Brussels Treaty within the Atlantic Alliance,
to be a member of the European Community it
was first necessary to support the aims of WEU
and therefore the defence plans defined in the
framework of the alliance. Today neutrality is no
longer possible — at least not in our fields of
responsibility.

I go along with what is said concerning our
relations with the Council; there is just one point
I would like to stress. There are many ways,
some off the record and others official, of com-
municating with the Council. The fact remains
that, at least once a year, it needs to be possible
for there to be contact with a broadened repre-
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sentation of the Assembly, say the Presidential
Committee, the General Affairs Committee or
the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments. We also need to have on the Council
benches other members in addition to the
Chairman-in-Office, his country’s Foreign Sec-
retary, and just diplomatic representatives from
the others.

It would be good to have the heads of the
foreign affairs departments of the various
member countries present and to hold a bal-
anced discussion with them. We have done this
in the past and had some most inspiring
meetings, their interest greatly enhanced by the
presence of several ministers. I would like the
Council to consider this possibility, which could,
I think, be fruitful for both sides.

With regard to the coproduction of arma-
ments, our Rapporteur rightly refers to the need
to be kept informed of the work of the Inde-
pendent European Programme Group. May 1
stress, Mr. President, the great value of this
group in which the Assembly has always taken
the closest interest, not merely as a source of
information on harmonisation, coproduction
and joint arms production and marketing policy,
but also as a means of ending a number of struc-
tural inconsistencies within WEU.

We cannot defend the cause of European
union in the field of security if we do not also
meet all the conditions necessary to achieve eco-
nomic and financial solidarity as well. There is
constant talk about burden-sharing. I am sure
that it would be extremely enlightening to follow
the example of Mr. Delors at the Commission in
Brussels and prepare a set of accounts here in
WEU, with of course the vital help of the
Council of Ministers, showing what we might
call “the cost of not achieving European
co-operation in the coproduction of arms”, in
which we would add together all the financial
and commercial losses over the years as the
result of our inability to harmonise policy,
achieve maximum savings and produce only
what we can produce and sell to meet our
common defence and arms requirements.

When reactivation was launched in Rome in
1984, the Council included among its essential
points — and I referred to this on the first day of
this part-session — the need for the WEU Council
of Ministers to give political stimulus for the
coproduction of arms. It is essential that we
achieve this goal, and the day we are able to say
how much we have overspent in financial terms,
1.e. how much we have wasted, the day we are
able to work out how much Europe’s failure to
co-operate in the coproduction of arms has cost
and hence the amount we would otherwise have
been able to put in the balance to relieve our
main NATO ally, the United States of America, I
am sure even Senator Nunn will change his mind
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and admit that the financial input in Europe
could be infinitely more cost-effective.

The French Minister for Foreign Affairs has
reminded us of the proposal for a research
institute in security matters. It needs to be said
that for years the Assembly has been clamouring
for a research body, a powerful instrument ena-
bling us to participate in the process of European
construction, especially in the defence field.

However, Mr. President, if you will allow me
to address these words to our Rapporteur who, 1
know, shares my opinion, it is my earnest wish
that we should take every step to avoid a kind of
university research institute springing up
alongside our own organisation. What we need
in the European context and under the umbrella
of WEU is a true European institute of advanced
defence studies, something like what we already
have in France, which is the model the proposal
is based on. What we need is a European IHEDN
under the responsibility of WEU.

The revision of the treaty is on the table. The
draft recommendation refers to this, for one
thing as an aspect of enlargement. I sincerely
hope that we shall be wise enough to confine the
revision to the areas outlined by the committee
and go no further. One of the great advantages
that everyone refers to in the Brussels Treaty lies
in its operative clauses in the opening articles. 1
would direct your attention to Articles V, VIII
and IX. We must at all costs ensure there is no
interference with nor questioning of this funda-
mental basis on which the Brussels Treaty and
the alliance within WEU are founded. To open
the door for re-examination of those articles
would destroy the Brussels Treaty, and I do not
think anybody wants that.

It is on this note that I wish to conclude, Mr.
President. We are inching forward bit by bit,
strengthening the belief in our capacity to create
an operational European pillar of the Atlantic
Alliance. The day will come when we shall have
to be prepared to see the alliance and NATO
renewed, modernised and updated to meet the
changing needs. Our objective as Europeans in
that scenario is a partnership, in other words two
partners face to face in the same room, round the
same table, and in a single alliance, the Atlantic
Alliance.

I refer again to the Franco-German agreement
embodied in the treaty that has just been ratified
by the national parliaments of those two coun-
tries. This adds a further stimulus to a concept
which covers not only collective security and
joint institutions but also an indissoluble alliance
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with our American friends with whose help we
have thus far avoided war and kept the peace.

The PRESIDENT. ~ The debate is closed.

6. Election of a Vice-President of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT. - I have received the nomi-
nation of Mr. Jean-Pierre Fourré for the vacancy
currently existing for a vice-president of the
Assembly.

The nomination is in order under Rule 10 (2)
of the Rules of Procedure.

Under Rule 10 (7) of the Rules of Procedure,
provided there are no objections, Mr. Fourré
may be elected by acclamation.

Are there any objections?..
There are not.

I therefore declare Mr. Fourré elected Vice-
President.

Under Rule 10 (7) of the Rules of Procedure,
the Vice-Presidents take precedence in
accordance with their age, namely: Mr. van der
Werfl, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Sarti, Mr.
Soell, Mr. Pécriaux, Mr. Fourré.

7. Date, time and orders of the day
of the next sitting

The PRESIDENT. - 1 propose that the
Assembly hold its next public sitting this
afternoon at 3 p.m. with the following orders of
the day:

1. The reactivation and enlargement of WEU
— reply to the annual report of the Council
(Replies to speakers and vote on the
draft recommendation, Document 1163,
addendum and amendments).

2. Disarmament — reply to the thirty-third
annual report of the Council (Presentation
of and debate on the report of the Com-
mittee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments and vote on the draft recommen-
dation, Document 1158 and amendments).

Are there any objections?...

The orders of the day of the next sitting are
therefore agreed to.

Does anyone wish to speak?...
The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 1 p.m.)
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1. Attendance register.
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annual report of the Council (Replies to speakers and vote
on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1163, addendum and
amendments).

Speakers: The President, Mr. van der Sanden
(Rapporteur), Mr. Ahrens (Chairman), Mr. Pieralli, Mr.
Reddemann, Mr. van der Sanden, Mr. Ahrens, Mr. van
der Sanden, Mr. Ahrens.

4. Exchange of armed forces personne] between the national
units of the individual member nations (Motion for a
recommendation, Doc. 1171).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Hitschler, Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg, Mr. Ahrens.

S. Disarmament — reply to the thirty-third annual report of
the Council (Presentation of and debate on the report of the

Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments and vote
on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1158 and amend-
ments).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Tummers (Rapporteur),
Mr. Scovacricchi, Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman, Ms. Ruddock,
Sir Dudley Smith, Mr. de Beer, Mr. Hardy, Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg, Mr. Hill, Mr. Scheer, Mr. Klejdzinski, Mr. Balli-
gand, Mr. Jessel, Mr. Tummers (Rapporteur), Mr. Kittel-
mann (Chairman), Mr. Pieralli, Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman,
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman,
Mr. Tummers, Mr. Kittelmann, Mr. Klejdzinski,
Mr. Tummers, Mr. Klejdzipski, Mr. Reddemann,
Mr. Kittelmann, Mr. Tummers, Mr. Reddemann,
Mr. Tummers (point of order), Mr. Hardy, Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg, Mr. Tummers, Mr. Kittelmann, Mr. Hardy
(point of order), Mr. Tummers (explanation of vote), Mr.
Hardy (point of order).

6. Changes in the membership of committees.

7. Date, time and orders of the ddy of the next sitting.

The sitting was opened at 3.15 p.m. with Mr. Pécriaux, Vice-President of the Assembly, in the Chair.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The sitting
is open.

1. Attendance register

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The names
of the substitutes attending this sitting which
have been notified to the President will be pub-
lished with the list of representatives appended
to the minutes of proceedings !.

2. Adoption of the minutes

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — In accord-
ance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, the
minutes of proceedings of the previous sitting
have been distributed.

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

1. See page 34.
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3. The reactivation and enlargement of WEU -
reply to the annual report of the Council

(Replies to speakers and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 1163, addendum and amendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the reactivation and
enlargement of WEU - reply to the annual
report of the Council, replies to speakers and
vote on the draft recommendation, Document
1163, addendum and amendments.

I call Mr. van der Sanden, Rapporteur.

Mr. van der SANDEN (Netherlands) (Trans-
lation). — Mr. President, I will begin by thanking
all those who have spoken this morning most
sincerely for their approval of my report. It has
undoubtedly done me good to see the Assembly
so united in its view of the problem uppermost
in our minds at the moment.

My plan is to follow up the remarks of the
various speakers and, where necessary, to make
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just one comment, for the simple reason that, I
am pleased to say, I have heard so much
approval that just the odd comment here and
there will suffice.

I come first to Mr. Reddemann’s statement
this morning. He focused on the problem of
informing the public. In so doing, he made a
rather strange remark: he said the Council of
Ministers regarded the Assembly as a kind of
public relations organisation for our electors, our
citizens in the nine future countries of WEU. We
know that in the past the Council of Ministers
has allotted a special task to the Assembly where
the provision of information to the public in our
nine members states is concerned. On the other
hand, I feel the world “distrust” used by
Mr. Reddemann, though well-intentioned, may
not be entirely appropriate, because the Council
of Ministers must, of course, realise that they
have their own specific task when it comes to
disseminating information. It was precisely on
this point that I criticised the Council of Min-
isters this morning, because after the Council’s
meeting on 14th and 15th November in London,
not so much as a press release was issued to give
us some information on the substantive
problems — because that is what the meeting was
for, not the accession of Spain and Portugal — on
which the Council of Ministers had or had not
made decisions. That too is worthwhile infor-
mation. I am just as disappointed about this as
Mr. Reddemann.

Mr. President, Mr. Reddemann also com-
mented on the position of the Permanent
Council in London. He said it might be a good
idea if the directors of political affairs in the
various foreign ministries were together to form
the new Permanent Council.

All T can say to Mr. Reddemann at the
moment is that I have no firm opinion on this as
yet. He may well be right, but on the other hand,
I would warn against the risk of losing a great
body of knowledge accumulated by the members
of the Permanent Council - the ambassadors in
London - since reactivation in 1984. Of course,
the knowledge can be transferred, and I believe
that the directors of political affairs in the minis-
tries are also very well informed, but we would
then be operating at a somewhat different level,
the level of civil servants, while the ambassadors
have a rather different status from the directors-
general for political affairs. I am not saying
“ No ” to his suggestion, but to say “ Yes ” at this
stage would be going a little too far for me. I can
assure the Assembly that Mr. Reddemann’s sug-
gestion, which is not completely new to me
because I have heard something similar in this
Assembly in the past, will be taken up in the next
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report submitted to the Assembly by the General
Affairs Committee.

Mr. President, the question of collocation has
been touched on by almost all the delegates this
morning. As I said in my introductory statement,
Sir Geoffrey Howe also referred to this matter in
his capacity as Chairman-in-Office of the
Council of Ministers. It seems rather difficult for
me, as Rapporteur, to say anything concrete
about this at the moment. We heard this
morning that a large majority of the Council had
tabled a particular proposal, which one member
state had turned down as unacceptable. So this is
our current political situation. I pointed out this
morning that I see this as being linked to the
question of the new institute to be established.
This point is causing me particular concern,
because it is simply making the collocation
problem more, not less, difficult to solve. Both
President Mitterrand and the French Foreign
Minister have emphasised that the new institute
must be located in Paris. Mr. President, the
question of collocation should also be seen in the
light of the review of the modified Brussels
Treaty and the Paris Agreements. Let me be very
frank and very clear about this. In the present
circumstances I do not expect the Council of
Ministers to be able to take a decision simply on
the basis of what was set out in the platform. The
Council of Ministers will want to see this in the
context of the revision of the treaty. This means
it will be some time before we see the Council
deciding on this. This does not alter the fact that
our Assembly’s task is clearly to continue
exerting the necessary pressure. As the Assembly
knows, I find it very difficult to accept that the
Council takes decisions and is then unable to
implement them.

Mr. President, Mr. Rathbone said he felt there
should have been a section in the report on
threat assessment, but he added that Sir John
Stokes had recently drawn up a report on this
subject. That was precisely why we of the
General Affairs Committee did not think it was
our business to include a passage on this subject,
which is more a matter for the committee dealing
with defence and disarmament.

Mr. Rathbone also proposed the establishment
of a committee specifically charged with arms
control and disarmament matters. Since he put
the question to you, Mr. President, I feel it would
be inappropriate for me to answer: I shall leave
that to you and the Presidential Committee. I do
not think such matters should be referred to the
General Affairs Committee.

Mr. President, Mr. Antretter made a very com-
pelling statement which appealed to me greatly. I
am very grateful to him. His argument coincided
with my report and my explanatory comments
on it. He and I agree on the subjects that have
been broached, which means that the General
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Affairs Committee and the Assembly are in
agreement. I do not think we shall have many
problems with this. We also agree on the concept
of security that WEU must take as a basis.

Mr. Antretter then commented on the
question of the delegations, linking this with the
revision of the Brussels Treaty under consider-
ation by the Council of Ministers and the Per-
manent Council. He made an urgent appeal to
the Council of Ministers to give the Assembly a
say in the amendment of the treaty. I put a rather
more cautious version of the same request to the
Council of Ministers this morning, so there is no
difference of opinion here either. I am, of course,
very curious to see how the Council of Ministers
reacts, perhaps through the Secretary-General’s
two-monthly letter. Before the treaty and the
associated protocols are amended, the various
aspects will have to be put to the governments.
The Assembly must have a say in this. The
argument developed by Mr. Antretter coincides
with the one I explained this morning.

Mr. President, a particularly difficult point was
raised by two parliamentarians from Turkey,
who are here as observers. They made quite a
clear plea for Turkey’s accession to WEU. I do
not want to say much about this today. I note
that relations between Turkey and Greece are
improving considerably at the moment, which I
believe to be an essential precondition for further
talks with Greece and Turkey about their
accession to WEU. For the moment I will say no
more than that relations are improving. The
future outcome may be crucial to our further dis-
cussions on accession.

I was pleased to hear Jean-Marie Caro’s contri-
bution to this debate. He made it clear that reac-
tivation must make progress and that contacts
between the Assembly and the Council of Min-
isters must be stepped up. I myself have certain
ideas about this. I will be very careful over what I
say now, because this is a sensitive issue, but I
will say what is in my mind. I am not too happy
about the developments for which this Assembly
is itself responsible, namely the fact that contact
between the Council of Ministers and the
Assembly in the last eighteen months to two
years has been primarily through the Presidential
Committee. The Rapporteurs, who are directly
involved in the decisions taken by the Per-
manent Council and by the Council of Ministers,
are not being included in these contacts. I tell
you quite frankly, I am not very happy about
this. The result is that information no longer
flows from the Council of Ministers to the
Assembly through the Rapporteurs but through
the Presidential Committee. I feel this has gone
too far and it is time for the Assembly to discuss
it, as this situation cannot and must not con-
tinue. Things must change. I well remember how
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it was in the past, when as Rapporteur I was
most emphatically involved on a few occasions
at a meeting of the Council of Ministers, where
we were able to discuss the interests that we must
jointly safeguard.

Mr. President, my final comment concerns the
institute. I have not hesitated to raise this matter
today. It is possible — I say this to Mr. Caro —
that WEU needs an institute of this kind. All I
wondered this morning was whether this should
be done on the lines proposed in recent weeks by
President Mitterrand and the French Foreign
Minister. I feel there are other ways. We would
do better to link it with the work of the single
agency, whose terms of reference have not yet
been definitively settled. If we took this course,
the single agency could be a study centre serving
both the Assembly and the Council of Ministers,
which would provide a solution to the problems
now before the Council of Ministers.

Mr. President, various members spoke about
the finances which directly affect our Assembly
in connection with the enlargement. I need say
no more about this. The problems are clear to us
all.

I will conclude by underlining Mr. Caro’s
comment that we are constantly taking a step in
the right direction, in the idirection of closer
co-operation within Europe,: as well as between
the Council of Ministers and the Assembly. Like
him, I expect it will not be long, once the Council
of Ministers has taken the decisions it has to take
— which undoubtedly include the political ampli-
fication of The Hague platform — before we sit
down at the same table as equal partners, to the
benefit of the peace and security which we, as the
European pillar within the Atlantic Alliance,
wish to uphold.

(Mr. Goerens, President of the Assembly, took
the Chair)

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

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. Presidént, ladies and gen-
tlemen, I would first of all like to associate
myself with all the previous speakers in thanking
Mr. van der Sanden for the thoroughness of this
report. If I remember rightly, this is the third
report that you have presented, Mr. van der
Sanden. Your reports therefore provide us not
simply with an instant snapshot of the state of
our organisation, but with asurvey over quite a
long period. I am especially grateful for this and
for the fact that you will also be presenting the
next report.

This session is the first following the minis-
terial decision on the accession of Spain and Por-
tugal, and I am very pleased that this accession,
which the Assembly has warmly advocated for
years, has now actually come about. We should
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remember that this accession has been made pos-
sible by the preliminary work of the very suc-
cessful Netherlands presidency, for which I
would again like to express my special thanks. I
hope that within a reasonable time it will also be
possible to reach a positive decision regarding
the candidatures of other European states, as
soon as the formal and practical conditions for
accession have been met.

Mr. President, it has already been pointed out
several times that we should be considering the
future development of Western European
Union. This was why yesterday momning — I
think rightly — we rejected a request for urgent
procedure which would have pre-empted aspects
of these deliberations. Nothing is less compatible
with urgent procedure than these complex delib-
erations concerning the future development of
our organisation.

It is important that the Assembly should take
part in these deliberations at the earliest possible
stage — I mean from the word go — since they
concern the position of the Assembly and its
members, the parliamentarians of WEU.

Compared with the European Parliament and
the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe, the WEU Assembly is in the weakest
institutional situation. I believe that we should
demand to be put on the same footing as the
European Parliament. We need greater
autonomy and a more assured and stronger insti-
tutional position. We also need improved
external conditions.

In this connection I will say a word about the
idea of an institute introduced by the French.
Without wanting to say anything conclusive
about this proposal for the moment, I do favour
one aspect of the suggestion, namely that this
institute should also be at the disposal of the
Assembly. It is a fact that we urgently need an
institution available to the Assembly which is
free from government instruments. We should
also keep this requirement in mind in the forth-
coming deliberations on a revision of the WEU
treaty.

Mr. President, the committee debated this
report thoroughly. There were several suggested
changes which were discussed in the course of
the proceedings and incorporated into the report,
which I now ask the Assembly to accept.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — We shall
now examine the draft reccommendation on the
reactivation and enlargement of WEU in Doc-
ument 1163.

I have six amendments which will be con-
sidered in the following order: Amendment 1
tabled by Mr. Pieralli and Amendments 2, 3, 4
and 5 tabled by Mr. van der Sanden.
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Mr. Pieralli, Mr. Greco and Mrs. Francese
have tabled Amendment 1 which reads as
follows:

1. Redraft paragraph (i) of the preamble to the
draft recommendation as follows:

“ Considering that the positive trend in the
international situation and the forthcoming
stages of East-West relations imply that
Western Europe will have to assume special
responsibilities in the negotiations on the
reduction of conventional weapons to ensure
its security, promote disarmament and con-
tribute to international peace;”

I call Mr. Pieralli.

Mr. PIERALLI (Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, the wording of the amendment which
we proposed, as revised by the committee with
our agreement, has been approved by the
majority of the committee and includes two
additions to the draft recommendation. First, the
amendment describes developments in the inter-
national situation as positive, which seems to me
undeniable. Second, the revised amendment
refers specifically to negotiations on conven-
tional armaments in Europe, which are to open
at the end of next January, and emphasises the
special responsibilities of Western Europe in
these negotiations, which I also feel to be unde-
niable because it is the strategic stability of our
continent that is at issue.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Does
anyone which to speak against the
amendment?...

I call Mr. Reddemann.

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — It is our impression,
Mr. President, that the purpose of this
amendment is to separate Europe from its allies,
that is from the United States and Canada. Had
the amendment proposed that we should assume
these major responsibilities jointly with our
transatlantic allies, I would readily have
endorsed it. As it stands, however, approval
might give a completely false picture of the
Assembly’s previous decisions, and I therefore
oppose acceptance of the amendment.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — What is the
opinion of the committee?

Mr. van der SANDEN (Netherlands) (Trans-
lation). Mr. President, given the view
expressed in paragraph (i) of the preamble, I do
not, as Rapporteur, see the need for this
amendment.

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

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, the committee
discussed this amendment this morning and a
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majority decided in favour of its acceptance. The
votes were 10 in favour of the amendment, 6
against and 1 abstention.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I now put
Amendment 1 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 1 is agreed to.

Mr. van der Sanden, the Rapporteur, has
tabled four amendments, Amendments 2, 3, 4
and 5, which read as follows:

2. Redraft paragraph (vi) of the preamble to the
draft reccommendation as follows:

“ (vi) Welcoming the accession of Portugal and
Spain to WEU;”

3. After paragraph (vi) of the preamble to the
draft recommendation, insert a new paragraph as
follows:

“ Noting that the nine signatory countries of
the modified Brussels Treaty agree that a
revision of the treaty is necessary; ”

4. After paragraph (vi) of the preamble to the
draft recommendation, insert a new paragraph as
follows:

“ Considering that satisfactory application of
Articles V, VIII and IX of the treaty means
effectively deleting or updating the protocols
to the Paris Agreements that no longer meet
European security requirements; ”

5. At the end of the draft recommendation
proper, add a new paragraph as follows:

“ Undertake without delay an examination of
those provisions of the modified Brussels
Treaty whose deletion or revision it considers
necessary and inform the Assembly of the
results of that examination. ”

Mr. van der Sanden, do you agree to present
Amendments 2, 3, 4 and 5 together?

Mr. van der SANDEN (Netherlands) (Trans-
lation). — Mr. President, there is no problem.
These amendments stem from the fact that the
original report and recommendation drawn up
by the General Affairs Committee came into
being before the meeting of the Council of Min-
isters on 14th and 15th November. This meant
that we had to amend the report and recommen-
dation to reflect the decision taken by the
Council of Ministers on the accession of Spain
and Portugal. These amendments stem solely
from that decision. Apart from this, the com-
mittee did not have time to adjust the recom-
mendation accordingly. The amendments have
all been approved unanimously by the General
Affairs Committee.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). Does
anyone wish to speak against the amend-
ments?...

I call Mr. Ahrens, Chairman of the com-
mittee.

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — The committee discussed all
these amendments this morning and is unan-
imous in advocating their acceptance.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I put
Amendment 2 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 2 is agreed to.

I put Amendment 3 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 3 is agreed to.

I put Amendment 4 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 4 is agreed to.

I put Amendment 5 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 5 is agreed to.

We shall now proceed to vote on the amended
draft recommendation.

Under Rule 33, the Assembly votes by show of
hands unless five representatives or substitutes
present in the chamber request a vote by roll-
call.

Are there five members requesting a vote by
roll-call?...

There are not. The vote will be taken by show
of hands.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)

The amended draft
adopted .

recommendation is

4. Exchange of armed forces personnel between
the national units of the individual member
nations

(Motion for a recommendation, Doc. 1171)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is a motion for a recommen-
dation on the exchange of armed forces per-
sonnel between the national units of the indi-
vidual member nations tabled by Mr. Hitschler
and others, Document 1171.

In accordance with Rule 28(4) of the Rules of
Procedure, I call Mr. Hitschler to present his
motion.

1. See page 36.
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Mr. HITSCHLER (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, ladies
and gentlemen, I would ask your agreement to
refer this motion to the General Affairs Com-
mittee. The recommendation concerns Part III
of The Hague platform calling for itmproved
training, but is also particularly aimed at pro-
moting the idea of the reciprocal integration of
WEU armed forces.

The creation of the Franco-German brigade
gave rise to some short-lived irritation on the
part of the other WEU member states. However,
it has since been recognised that from the WEU
standpoint such far-reaching collaboration can
only be welcome, as this form of military part-
nership serves the security interests of the WEU
member states. But collective action of this kind
should encompass all the WEU member states,
as the principle of integration is equally appli-
cable to all. In the long term, therefore, a special
relationship between the Federal Republic of
Germany and France should not be the end of it:
collaboration embracing the other member states
as well is essential to implementation of the total
WEU concept.

If part of the period of military service were to
be spent in the forces of an alliance partner, this
would provide a better insight into the command
structures, the weapons systems and the internal
management of the allied force. In the event of
war, when units of different nationality working
side by side have to perform combat functions in
unison, this improved knowledge could confer
significant advantages.

It therefore scems sensible to get the condi-
tions established in peacetime for improved
intermeshing, and not only at staff level. The
motto “Learn your neighbour’s language ”
should also be regarded as not merely culturally
desirable but as a military necessity.

Questions arising from the practical imple-
mentation of the idea should be considered in a
report. This could, for example, cover such
issues as the exchanges to be arranged in
peacetime, which must be on a voluntary basis.
The exchange opportunities should apply to both
conscripts and professional soldiers, including
those with fixed terms of engagement. The
period involved might be limited to, say, three
months. The country of origin would continue to
be responsible for pay and military juris-
diction.

All these questions of detail need closer exami-
nation and study. The appropriate clarification
could be undertaken by the General Affairs
Committee. I ask you to refer this recommen-
dation to the General Affairs Committee.

The PRESIDENT (Translation).
anyone wish to speak against?...

Does

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg.
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Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I want to speak against the proposal only to the
extent that, in my judgment, the matter should
go to the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, and not to the General Affairs Com-
mittee.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — This is for
the Presidential Committee to decide, should the
Assembly decide to have the motion for a recom-
mendation included in the register of the
Assembly.

Does anyone wish to speak on behalf of the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments?...

I call Mr. Ahrens.

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, it is my belief
that more than one committee has an interest in
the proposal. First of all there is the question of
political principle, which concerns the General
Affairs Committee. The other issues addressed
by Mr. Hitschler, including military jurisdiction
and forces pay, are certainly not matters for the
General Affairs Committee. The General Affairs
Committee should debate the principles and
prepare a report as a basis for further deliber-
ation by the Committee on Defence Questions
and Armaments.

On the question of principle we should
therefore agree initially to referral to the General
Affairs Committee, and we should then ask the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments to take the matter further on the basis of
this recommendation.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). The
Assembly is no doubt agreed that this motion for
a recommendation be included in the register of
the Assembly.

Is there any objection?...
It is so decided.

In accordance with Rule 16 of the Rules of
Procedure, this motion for a recommendation
will be included in the register and referred by
the Presidential Committee to the appropriate
committee.

5. Disarmament — reply
to the thirty-third annual report of the Council

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the Committee
on Defence Questions and Armaments and
vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 1158 and amendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the presentation of and debate
on the report of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments on disarmament —
reply to the thirty-third annual report of the
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Council and vote on the draft recommendation,
Document 1158 and amendments.

I call Mr. Tummers, Rapporteur of the com-
mittee.

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation).
— Mr. President, the report I now have to present
on my committee’s behalf gives a clear indi-
cation of the paradoxical circumstances in which
this subject is now being discussed. I had the
impression this morning that the Chairman-in-
Office of the Council also felt the need to refer to
these paradoxical circumstances. From moment
to moment you can feel optimistic, experience
certain reservations, feel obliged to withdraw
your own desiderata, or move on, while ensuring
that negotiations continue. Let me put it in more
practical terms. None of the changes that have
occurred since the meeting in Reykjavik has
directly resulted in a consistent line being fol-
lowed as regards armament and disarmament.

The report was presented at the beginning of
the year in a completely different form. The
Council’s thirty-third report was, after all, long
overdue, and a kind of vacuum had developed.
We had two options: not to submit a report on
the appointed date, or to present an interim
report.

At its meeting in The Hague my committee
decided to present an interim report to consider
what changes in thinking on armaments and dis-
armament had been discussed since Reykjavik.
The description given was not acceptable to the
committee, which is also revealing as regards the
circumstances in which we have been operating
since Reykjavik. The Rapporteur’s statements
were not denied, but it was feared that, given the
quantity of facts — the reports and information
recived and all the data that came to light — there
was a greater need to stick to those facts which
had emerged from the negotiations on armament
and disarmament all over Europe.

Initially, then, the report was left as it was.
Then it was felt that it should be presented as a
more detailed picture of the committee’s views.
The Rapporteur acted accordingly. He tried to
express the various opinions of the committee
members. Did this make it any easier to avoid
the paradox and lay down firm lines to define the
subject? No. It is even difficult to recognise the
main line adopted by the committee as a whole.
What is the main direction being followed as
regards disarmament efforts, arms control and
concern with the visionary aspect that is to lead,
as the ultimate objective, to a world without
weapons where no further threat exists? To put it
in more realistic and less visionary terms, what
needs to be done about arms control to eliminate
risks? Talking about arms control does, after all,
mean that there is still a chance of an arms race,
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because control does not ultimately exclude an
arms race. The line that ensures stability in the
arms situation must be sought between disarm-
ament and arms control, or in a synthesis of the
two. This stability must be achieved through the
conclusion of satisfactory agreements on the
basis of satisfactory negotiating conditions,
which must include all aspects of control.

The paradox persists in the present, unstable
situation: there will still be some arms reduction
and some arms production. What should now be
given top priority in order to achieve this negoti-
ating situation, and why? How can we eliminate
the paradox from history at this time? How can
we achieve this stability with the minimum risk
to peace and security? What goal are we pur-
suing?

The negotiating base must not only seek to
establish but actually to realise this stability. We
can achieve it by showing that we are willing to
negotiate, by putting forward confidence-
building proposals and by devising control mea-
sures for an accurate verification method, which
may eventually make the dream of stability in
the arms situation come true.

Many proposals can, of course, be made in this
area. Between finding the key to the activities
leading to the mutual no-first-use declaration on
the one hand, and optimal reduction as the
objective on the other hand, there are an
enormous number of intermediate stages. There
is, for example, a ban on nuclear weapons,
keeping space weapons out of space, openly
declaring military capabilities in all areas,
reducing missile sites, opposing the arms race
and reaffirming opposition to chemical weapons,
a subject which will be on the agenda for the con-
ference to be held in Paris in January. This con-
ference will be attended by Iraq and Libya in
addition to the countries taking part in the
Geneva conference. The information we were
given this morning at least reveals that the Iraqis
have said that “ no use ” and “ no intention to
use ” will be discussed on that occasion. We nat-
urally hope that all this will be formulated more
clearly and in greater detail in Paris in January
and that Iraq and Libya can attend — arrange-
ments for this are in hand.

This morning the Chairman-in-Office of the
Council made an appeal to us concerning rela-
tions with the public. A paragraph of our draft
recommendation is devoted to this subject and 1
would stress how much importance we attach to
it. The superficial perceptions — and who can
blame the man in the street if he cannot follow
this complex subject matter other than superfi-
cially — are derived from a headline over a brief
report on the results achieved in the field of arms
reduction. The initial reaction to this is to say
that defence will cost less. After all, we shall be
making do with fewer weapons, so there will be
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something left over for other necessities: a
nursery for a tank, one might say.

Public information is extremely important.
The research carried out on behalf of this report
revealed that the system of reduction and verifi-
cation will not lead to substantial reductions in
defence budgets. We must convince people that
peace and security do not come cheap and we
must add that they are worth whatever price we
have to pay. We discussed these matters yes-
terday. The people we represent still know too
little about the opinions expressed here and the
recommendations which go to governments and
must be implemented. It is terribly difficult to
disseminate satisfactory information about this
and to get it generally accepted. It is therefore
very important for an institution like WEU to
take appropriate action itself. It would be a good
thing if the parliamentarians received proper
backing from WEU. What matters is not com-
posing reports or bringing the part-session to a
satisfactory conclusion: what matters is to
achieve results where peace and security are
under threat.

I realise that the report raises many contro-
versial issues. I therefore intend to regard the
debate on it as a public debate, in which the pros
and cons are set out and explained. The public
must be given the chance to reach their own con-
clusions. That is why I prefer a report that con-
tains extensive compromises to one that
founders at the committee’s doors.

THE PRESIDENT (Translation).
debate is open.

The

I call Mr. Scovacricchi.

Mr. SCOVACRICCHI (Italy) (Translation). —
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, the point I
want to make in this brief statement is that if we
are to tackle the problem of disarmament with
realism and not reach hasty conclusions like
“ unilateral disarmament ” we have to consider
it in association with the major issues of
co-operation and integration, East-West relations
and internal European economic and political
relations.

The aim of stability at the lowest possible
level, as international relations intensify and
develop, now seems more feasible and may well
make it possible to harmonise peaceful values
with security measures provided we identify and
make good use of every possible resource. Italy,
for its part, has contributed by redeploying the
United States F-16s on its territory. European
policy in these concrete moves towards arms
reduction and at the same time towards security
must in our opinion be fitted into a broader
process also involving the Atlantic Alliance in
the development of its relations with the USSR
and the Warsaw Pact countries. The dual-track
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strategy should not be changed therefore because
so far it has given excellent results both in the
negotiations on the reduction of conventional
weapons now taking place in Vienna and in the
signing of the Washington INF agreement on 8th
December last year. These results, which show
the value of the permanent forums and of negoti-
ating from a position of strength, in no way
imply passive submission to the Soviet initi-
ative.

In our view this is the only way to achieve the
50% reduction in strategic nuclear weapons, a
global ban on chemical weapons and the elimi-
nation of the enormous imbalance in conven-
tional forces in Europe. This would be a real
peace policy on which we could all agree and
which we should all desire.

In this historic task, WEU, knowing that it has
a fundamental réle in the integration process and
as a factor of stability on our own continent and
in our vital relations with the Atlantic Alliance, a
structure clearly complementary to ours, espe-
cially in the context of East-West relations,
should act as a point of reference. WEU today,
recently strengthened to a significant degree by
the European platform on security interests cur-
rently being put into effect by the accession of
Spain and Portugal and by the technical
co-ordination of naval operations in the Gulf, is
in the optimum position to meet the require-
ments of the time. It should also be recalled that
the last phase of the Italian mine-sweeping
mission to clear international shipping routes in .
the Gulf is a “ WEU mission ” and that — an
even more significant fact — the navies of Europe
have, to use the official term, operated “ out-of-
area ”. So regardless of what the future of WEU
is to be, we believe that our commitment and
determination must not waver nor our pace be
slowed. Thank you, Mr. President.

THE PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mrs.
Baarveld-Schlaman.

Mrs. BAARVELD-SCHLAMAN (Nether-
lands) (Translation). — Mr. President, I feel that a
report entitled “ Disarmament ” should discuss
disarmament. You have to read the draft recom-
mendation through very carefully to find any-
thing about disarmament. You will realise that I
have serious objections, particularly to the rec-
ommendation and I shall therefore confine
myself to discussing this. I shall not be making a
general statement on disarmament. Considering
the amendments I have tabled, it seems better to
me if I concentrate on the draft recommen-
dation.

The Rapporteur took as his starting point a
sentence about The Hague platform. My party
and I do not fully endorse The Hague platform,
which is based on the necessity for nuclear
weapons, in the interests of Western European
security and defence. I cannot subscribe to this
view, and accordingly I do not agree with the
premise underlying the first paragraph.
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During the debate with the French Foreign
Minister, Mr. Dumas, and this morning’s debate
with the Chairman-in-Office of the Council, it
was constantly reiterated that the possession and
maintenance of nuclear weapons guarantee
security. We are also repeatedly told that the INF
treaty would never have been concluded had we
not had nuclear weapons. This is stated as a
truth, which is not questioned. I find it equally
wrong to claim that the main reason for the
Soviet Union’s decision to come to the negoti-
ating table for discussions on disarmament was
its internal economic situation. I would not
regard that as the truth, either. We all know that
a combination of factors resulted in the opening
of negotiations.

In paragraph 1(a) of the draft recommen-
dation, the Rapporteur proposes that priority
should be given to conventional and chemical
weapons in the negotiations. I would express no
preference to that effect: I see far better prospects
in parallel negotiations. There should be simulta-
neous negotiations on chemical and conven-
tional weapons and nuclear weapons. What point
is there in setting priorities before any thought
has been given to parallel negotiations? I feel this
is partly due to the lack of a cohesive view. In the
West there is more of an ad hoc response and ad
hoc attitude to things than a cohesive security
policy. This is also why more and more new con-
ditions, requirements and priorities are intro-
duced. I feel it would be better to complete the
negotiations on nuclear, chemical and conven-
tional weapons than to set priorities where dis-
armament is concerned.

Time and again we hear talk of the eastern
bloc’s enormous conventional superiority. I
think — and I am not alone in this — that this is
an enormous over-estimation of the eastern
bloc’s conventional capacity, not to speak of the
quality of conventional arms in the eastern bloc
and the geographical position of conventional
arms in the Soviet Union and the eastern bloc
countries.

In paragraph 1 (b), the Rapporteur says that
denuclearised zones would be a factor of
destabilisation for European security. I entirely
disagree with him on that. What is more, it
seems to me that this may be an opportunity to
take the confidence-building measure of agreeing
on denuclearised zones on both sides. It is often
made to look as if we were sacrificing something.
So the point is that there should be a zone on
both sides. I see a denuclearised zone as one way
of taking a confidence-building measure. It forms
an integral component of balance in Europe.

I find that paragraph 2 is couched in a kind of
old-fashioned cold war language. It says that we
should reply to Mr. Gorbachev by stressing that
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we have long had a forum in which conventional
arms and above all conventional disarmament
are discussed. This is surely not the way to talk
in a recommendation on disarmament. I feel it
should be discussed in a positive way.

Paragraph 3 says that defence spending will
not necessarily be reduced. This is an old
argument. During the debate on Mr. van der
Sanden’s report this morning it was said that we
shall be discussing defence costs for three days in
Florence in March. But we have already been
talking about them here for a terribly long time. I
think something else should be said on the
subject today. Judging by the terminology used
in paragraph 3, it is more of the same old song:
we can assume that there will be disarmament,
but we must not tell the people that this will
release money for other things. I at least wonder
whether the way in which this is expressed also
means that we have no plans at all to reduce
defence spending. Last month the NATO min-
isters met in my country, the Netherlands, and
discussed the new nuclear round. They let it be
known that they would be considering the
“ modernisation or replacement of weapons ”, a
misleading title in my opinion. I feel this
amounts to an increase in nuclear weapons. The
Lance is being replaced by an improved missile,
a precision weapon which can be fired with a
much heavier load. The F-16 aircraft are being
equipped with target-seeking nuclear missiles
instead of bombs to be drapped on the battle-
field. They too have a much greater range,
reaching as far as the limits of the medium-range
missiles that have been abolished, and thus con-
stituting a threat to the INF treaty. Furthermore,
these missiles can be launched with much greater
accuracy.

Mr. President, where the modernisation and
replacement of weapons are concerned, we
should not choose the weapons whose nuts and
bolts have rusted through, as the Belgian Foreign
Minister has just put it. He said: come back
when we are talking about rusty nuts and bolts.
No, I see this as the same old song from those
who still want armament, new weapons under
the cloak of modernisation and replacement.

Mr. President, it will be clear that I am not
very satisfied with the recommendation that has
been submitted. I hope the amendments I have
tabled will produce a recommendation that
really concerns disarmament and not an increase
in the threat.

THE PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Ms.
Joan Ruddock.

Ms. RUDDOCK (United Kingdom). — 1 con-
gratulate the Rapporteur on his hard work and
commiserate with him about the result; as a
member of the committee, I know that that
result does not represent his personal views.
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The difficulties that the committee experi-
enced in drafting the report reflect the lack of real
consensus on security matters in Western
Europe. It is somewhat ironic that while glasnost
is revealing diversity of opinion in the eastern
bloc, western governments are seeking to impose
stultifying unity on their alliance partners. That
has been evident in the final communiqué of
every NATO meeting; it will be evident in
Brussels later this week and it is evident in the
report.

As Mrs. Baarveld said, the problem is at the
heart of WEU and The Hague platform. Specifi-
cally it concerns the appropriate mix of nuclear
and conventional weapons, the notion of nuclear
deterrence and the assertion that only nuclear
weapons provide an unacceptable risk. Histori-
cally, those who have argued the case and sought
to justify a nuclear armed alliance have cited the
conventional threat from the Soviet Union and
that country’s relentless pursuit of the nuclear
arms race. The difficulty for nuclear weapons
enthusiasts and, indeed, for WEU, is that Mr.
Gorbachev has declared himself in favour of a
nuclear-free world and willing to deal with con-
ventional asymmetries.

Such proposals should have been systemati-
cally and objectively examined to determine
whether they were in the West’s interests. Many
of us feel that if they had been so examined the
next priority, alongside adjustments in conven-
tional imbalances, would have been the removal
of all short-range nuclear weapons.

NATO has consistently justified the
deployment of short-range nuclear forces on
grounds of Soviet superiority in conventional
land forces. Clearly, that link exists, yet the
report dismisses that same link for disarmament
purposes and favours the prioritising of chemical
weapons instead. What is the explanation? Can it
be that supporters of paragraph 1 (a) no longer
consider Soviet short-range nuclear weapons a
threat or that they underestimate the effects on
the Federal Republic of the use of such weapons
by either side? Of course not. The only argument
that they have been able to mount is that con-
cerning the remaining conventional imbalance —
an argument that would have been convincing
had not the Soviets offered to redress that very
imbalance.

There are no logical answers to the report’s
negative stance on this issue if it is genuine dis-
armament — in East and West — that we seek.
Perhaps there is another agenda — the agenda of
those who seek to maintain the cold war by more
subtle means. They know that if the Soviet dis-
armament proposals in Europe are spurned or
significantly delayed, the momentum behind the
INF agreement will be lost. Sadly, I believe that
WEU is being used to promote that agenda.
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Nowhere is that more apparent than in the
section of the report headed “ NATO forces post-
INF” where we are told of the great military
utility of cruise and Pershing II and of the gap
that will be left by their removal. How extraor-
dinary that is when we have been told for nearly
a decade that the reason for deploying cruise and
Pershing was to persuade the Soviets to give up
their SS-20s. If the SS-20s were a specific threat
in 1979, that specific threat is now being
removed and no mental agility can change that
fact and provide NATO with a justification for
circumventing the INF with so-called adjust-
ments.

If WEU is committed, as it should be, to
advancing western security interests, its com-
mittees ought to be able to look objectively at the
dangers of a new upward spiral in the nuclear
arms race. It is frankly juvenile simply to give
modernisation in the Soviet Union as justifi-
cation for that and it is disappointing that WEU
cannot explore alternatives such as an East-West
freeze on new deployments in the European
theatre.

Instead of reiterating the Montebello decisions
made in the cold war years, we ought to be exam-
ining the scope for postponing modernisation
while further East-West disarmament discus-
sions are pursued. In short, I believe that WEU
ought to listen to the doves in Europe rather than
the hawks.

That brings me to my final criticism of the
report. Part III of the explanatory memorandum
deals with attitudes to arms control and disarm-
ament. The manner of its repudiation of uni-
lateral action is well known to British socialists
and it is as lacking in substance here as it is in
our own country. No one to my knowledge advo-
cates total unilateral disarmament by the West
yet many, including the United Nations
Secretary-General and defence specialists, both
East and West, advocate unilateral initiatives.
Indeed, it was President Kennedy’s unilateral
abandonment of atmospheric nuclear tests that
led to the partial test ban treaty.

Some months ago, this Assembly failed to find
a consensus on threat assessment. Today, I
believe that it does not find a real consensus on
disarmament. We should not be surprised nor
even perhaps disheartened because of that, for
we are witnessing the end of the cold war and
with it that old order of cast-iron certainties. The
report fails to reflect the new thinking that is
taking place in Western Europe as in Eastern
Europe. As such, it does a disservice to WEU. I
believe that it must either be substantially
amended by Amendments 5 to 8 inclusive or
rejected by the Assembly.

THE PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Sir
Dudley Smith.
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Sir Dudley SMITH (United Kingdom). — Lis-
tening to Ms. Ruddock, a socialist parliamentary
colleague of mine from Britain, one would think
that there was no rearming going on in Russia.
One would think that there was no
modernisation. She has been consistent. She was
previously chairman of the well-known — even
notorious — Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament
in Britain. I am glad that it had little electoral
response. It has been rejected at several general
elections and I predict that it will be rejected
again,

Questions of disarmament and defence come
down to credibility. We have to ask whether the
defence system of any country is credible,
whether proposals for disarmament are credible,
whether verification procedures are credible and
whether offers made by various sides are
credible. I believe that there are perilous paths
ahead of us. Some of them were mentioned by
Sir Geoffrey Howe in his excellent and realistic
speech this morning but, nevertheless, I believe
that those paths can be negotiated successfully.

Like everyone else in the Assembly, I welcome
the better understanding between East and West
and the more enlightened approach of the
Soviets during the past year or two. Long may it
last. There is, however, no way in which we can
sit back and rely on the East’s approach. If it
crumbled, we would be in a serious situation. We
all hope that that will not happen.

As I have said before, and as I shall no doubt
say again, if we are unlucky enough to suffer a
third world war, I believe that it will begin as a
conventional war. It might escalate into a
chemical exchange. We have heard again today
that the Soviets outnumber us in chemical
weapons. That is a matter of the gravest import
for the world.

We also need intense disarmament activity in
conventional forces to bring us somewhere near
parity with the Soviet Union in such forces in the
centre of Europe. I am pleased that the report
talks of the need to maintain the strategy of
flexible response with nuclear weapons. We must
maintain a modern, effective and flexible nuclear
deterrent but we must also bear in mind the fact
that the Soviets are still modernising and
reorganising their nuclear forces. I stand to be
corrected, but as far as I am aware they are also
modernising and reorganising their conventional
weapons. Alas, there is no doubt that they greatly
outnumber us in men, machinery and weapons.

Talking about the problems of NATO last
weekend The Daily Telegraph reported: “ So far
no cuts in the Soviet defence budget and
armament programmes have been detected. ” A
sensible and realistic approach is being taken by
most sensible politicians of the centre and the
right. The same is true to some extent of the left,
but not the extreme left. I believe that most poli-
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ticians recognise the chances that now offer
themselves and the concomitant dangers.

Sir Geoffrey Howe, the press and others have
mentioned the perception of the public, whom
we represent. With the ambitious and useful
approach of the Soviet leader, with the addi-
tional talks that have taken place and the under-
takings that are now in step with the ideas
advanced over the last year or so, many
members of the public, superficially, no longer
perceive a nuclear threat or danger. They believe
that there may be no need for countries such as
ours to spend as much money — let alone more
money — on defence, because of the new enlight-
enment and the alleged new understanding by
the Soviets.

Given that situation, it will be that much
harder for all countries to sell to their electorates
via their governments the need to be vigilant and
prepared and to have the right defence mech-
anism. In those circumstances we as an
Assembly have a distinctly educational job to do,
continually reminding people that peace is
always fragile and that it will be maintained only
by credible deterrent forces in all our countries at
Western European, and particularly at NATO,
level.

If we do this, we shall be lable to preserve the
peace as we did in the cold war era, in what has
now become a warmer and better climate but has
many of the same dangers. We shall then
maintain the peace well beyond our own time
and into the time of our grandchildren.

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

Mr. de BEER (Netherlands) (Translation). —
Mr. President, I will begin by saying how much I
appreciate Mr. Tummers’s report. It is a bal-
anced report. I appreciate it particularly because
it makes definite choices. What is our current sit-
uation? The INF treaty is being implemented so
we now have to concentrate solely on disarm-
ament, strategic armaments, the 50% reduction
on both sides, chemical weapons, conventional
weapons and short-range nuclear missiles. We
obviously cannot tackle all these areas at the
same time or, at least, not successfully. I feel one
of the reasons for the success of the INF treaty is
that we concentrated on the one aspect, disarm-
ament. We did not try to do everything all at
once. It seems to me that we should stick to this
line and concentrate on certain priorities in the
areas we still have to deal with.

During the debate on the INF treaty in WEU I
pointed out that Western Europe is taking a great
risk by accepting this treaty. The Warsaw Pact is
clearly superior in the field of conventional stra-
tegic weapons. It is also clear that the elimination
of medium-range missiles has simply made the
imbalance even greater.
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I also said that we had to meet this risk with
our eyes open. It now remains to be seen how
seriously the Warsaw Pact is taking disarm-
ament. If the Warsaw Pact shows a real will-
ingness to accept an asymmetrical reduction in
conventional weapons, belief in the sincerity of
its intentions will be considerably enhanced. We
must obviously therefore give priority to disarm-
ament, conventional disarmament and disarm-
ament as regards chemical weapons. Unless we
do, the imbalance will simply become worse
rather than better.

But there are other reasons for not giving pri-
ority to short-range nuclear forces. Firstly, we
would be removing the incentive to the Warsaw
Pact countries to make concessions in the con-
ventional sphere. Secondly, the flexible response
is still in great demand: it has not disappeared.
By removing short-range missiles from Europe,
we would be removing the first stage in the esca-
lation of the flexible response. This first step is
essential. If there were no more medium-range
and short-range missiles in Europe, the flexible
response would no longer be credible. The fact
that the Warsaw Pact has twice as many short-
range missiles as the alliance is irrelevant in this
context. What is relevant is that these weapons
are there and that the flexible response has sub-
stance. Eventually — let there be no misunder-
standing about this — we shall also have to
abandon short-range missiles. That goes without
saying. But this should only happen when the
Warsaw Pact is no longer superior in the conven-
tional sphere. Once that is the case, the flexible
response will no longer be needed.

One of the merits of the report is that it makes
this choice clear. Amendment 6, on the other
hand, seeks the opposite. If this amendment is
adopted, it will clash with the whole tenor of the
report. I do not think this Assembly will want to
accept something so ridiculous.

Mr. President, the WEU Bureau had talks at
the Soviet Embassy yesterday evening. The
WEU delegation was headed by the President.
The Russians were represented by an official
from the Soviet Union’s Department of Foreign
Affairs. The talks were held in a satisfactory
atmosphere. The surprise was that the subject of
Mr. Tummers’s report came up during the dis-
cussions. The Russian comment was, if possible,
even more interesting. They described the report
as constructive and felt able to endorse it in
general terms. The only doubts they had con-
cerned paragraph 1 (b), which they found incom-
prehensible, I will say something about this in a
moment.

So we now find ourselves in an ironic situ-
ation. By tabling an amendment which seeks to
push the report in a certain direction, some
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members of the Socialist Group of WEU have
moved further to the left than the Soviet Union.
It seems to me that we do not need to be “ plus
royaliste que le roi ”, although I am afraid this
saying no longer really fits the Russians, now
that they have no Tsar.

I should just like to add a few words about
Germany’s position. We fully appreciate that, in
the event of armed conflict, Germany would be a
front-line state. That follows from its geo-
graphical situation. But I do not believe this
should be used as an argument for giving priority
to the abolition of short-range missiles. If there
should actually be a nuclear conflict — God
forbid — there is, of course, no question of the
threat being to Germany alone. In such a situ-
ation enemy tanks would have penetrated hun-
dreds of kilometres into Western Europe and its
very existence would be at stake. If the nuclear
step is ever taken, the nuclear battlefield will not
be confined to Germany or the two Germanies.
The whole of Europe would be the target. This
cannot therefore be adduced as an argument for
giving priority to the abolition of short-range
missiles.

Mr. President, on closer examination I find the
draft recommendation proper less satisfactory.
This recommendation was considered in the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments, the assumption being that Mr. Gorbachev
would be proposing a new framework for the dis-
cussion of disarmament at the summit meeting
in Moscow. This view was denied by Mr.
Mandelevitch yesterday evening. When he was
asked about it, he said that there was no
intention of creating a completely new
framework for disarmament talks: the intention
was that a conference of this kind should provide
some impetus in the right direction. The matter
would then have to be worked out by the twenty-
three countries involved in the CSCE talks. If
that really is the intention — if all the amendment
is seeking to do is to provide a stimulus, and if
the intention is that the conference should be
properly prepared — then I am rather in favour of
Amendment 8.

The meaning of paragraph 1 (b} of the draft
recommendation was clear when we discussed it
in committee. The phrase “ arms control mea-
sures should be global ” is largely a reference to
chemical weapons. Unfortunately, two subjects
have been compressed into one sentence. The
part of the sentence between brackets fortunately
refers to nuclear weapons, though on closer
examination I find it rather unfortunate. It
causes misunderstanding. It caused a misunder-
standing among the Russians yesterday evening.
No amendment has been tabled with a view to
improving the wording here, nor can one be
tabled now. Perhaps the Rapporteur can make it
clear in his reply that the intention is not, of
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course, to spread nuclear weapons throughout
the world and that everyone is to be given the
opportunity of operating at the same level.

In paragraph 6.8 of the report, the Rapporteur
says: “ A particular phenomenon of late has been
the creation of special arms control departments
in ministries for foreign affairs or the various
ministries of defence of the member states. The
creation of such departments is to be highly rec-
ommended. ” I welcome this comment and am
surprised that it is not reflected in the recom-
mendation, where I would certainly have
expected it to be incorporated. Perhaps the
Rapporteur can tell us why he has not done this.

(Mr. van der Werff, Vice-President of the
Assembly, took the Chair)

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Hardy.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — Mr. de
Beer’s last point was fascinating. The Rapporteur
may have felt that the Assembly would be quite
happy if we educated the unenlightened, but was
perhaps less eager to ally himself with those with
professional expertise.

I am, however, extremely pleased and grateful
to Mr. de Beer for welcoming the INF. Like
several other Assembly members, we give a
much warmer welcome to the reality than we did
to the initial proposition. I recognise, as does Mr.
de Beer — it is recognised across the political
spectrum - that this is arguably the most
important debate of the week. Certainly the
Socialist Group, on whose behalf I speak,
recognises that.

I stress that Mr. Tummers has the approbation
and respect of our group. We appreciate the con-
siderable energy that he has devoted to the
subject, which reflects his dedication to the cause
of peace through negotiation.

Mr. Tummers would, I think, agree that he
made enormous gestures to accommodate a wide
base of opinion, but he will probably also accept
that a number of us prefer the initial version that
he presented to our committee to the one that
has since emerged. Committee members will
recall that during the last meeting but one, when
we considered the report in detail, I said that I
wished for a substantial amendment.

This morning Sir Geoffrey Howe suggested in
a sporting metaphor that the Warsaw Pact coun-
tries were only just walking on to the pitch. He
gave the impression that the West had long
occupied that arena and were waiting impa-
tiently to be joined. He did not say that the emer-
gence of the Warsaw Pact does not seem to have
commanded any pleased and eager enthusiasm
among those already present. It seems to me,

143

indeed, that there is an excessive suspicion of
sustained negotiations, which is scarcely encour-
aging, even if — as Mr. de Beer said — it is to be
negotiation by stages. We ate now due for the
negotiation stage. We have had START and
INF; what is next, and when? We should be
trying to ensure that the progress for which Mr.
Gorbachev has called is made possible.

I do not dissent from the view that since
the 1940s the concept of mutually assured
destruction may have had relevance. What I
question, and what increasing numbers of people
in Europe question, is whether such a com-
mitment should stretch to infinity, with all that
that means in terms of the allocation of
resources, the likelihood of hatred or the inevita-
bility of tension or peril.

When we talk about short-range nuclear
weapons, we must recognise that we lower the
threshold of tension and pre-emption. That is a
stage that all thinking people should demand as
an appropriate subject for negotiation.

There is a time for vision and a time for
courage. It surprises me that too little of both
qualities is being demonstrated in the West. It is
Mr. Gorbachev who seems to have taken the ini-
tiative and begun to command public esteem
and popularity in the countries of democracy. It
is no good denying that he has had a substantial
impact on our community. Perhaps that is why
we are going to start bringing large — or even
small — numbers of students to watch WEU at
work.

I do not believe that we have enough resources
to counter the image that Mr. Gorbachev is
building. If we wish to counter that image and
take an initiative, it will have to be in terms of
the game to which Sir Geoffrey Howe referred.
We shall have to show that we are prepared to
kick the ball as well, and to kick it a little faster
and further than those on the right have sug-
gested.

We need to show that our attachment to
nuclear weaponry is not pervasive, that we are
prepared to negotiate the reduction. I accept that
that reduction must be agcompanied by the
asymmetrical reduction in conventional weaponry.
It is obvious that the internal strains, problems
and challenges within the Warsaw Pact now give
us an opportunity of achievement, and I believe
that we should seek that achievement without
delay.

Sir Geoffrey suggested this morning that the
Soviet Union had taken up the agenda of the
West. I hope that that assessment is correct. It
seems that it is, but if the Soviet Union has taken
up that agenda, why should we seek to divert or
delay it?

I believe that we have the prospect of peace,
but it must be as a result of detailed and ener-
getic negotiations. Let me draw the Assembly’s
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attention to the statement from the European
social democratic and socialist parties of coun-
tries belonging to the Atlantic Alliance — the
Rome statement. Unfortunately, it has not
received anything like the attention it deserves,
certainly within the United Kingdom. It ought to
receive attention, because it touches on the sur-
vival of humanity. I recommend that all political
groups consider seriously the proposals that it
embodies. They are entirely realistic and
opportune. I do not believe — and I would like all
respectable academics to study it — that any sane
organisation or individual could dismiss its con-
tents lightly. I hope that it will become the basis
of Western European foreign policy, a policy
based on realism but one that does not eschew
either courage or vision.

I believe that our amendments are in tune with
that declaration, and I hope that they are made.
If they are, the report will be acceptable and the
work of Mr. Tummers will not have been in
vain. If not, we shall have perpetrated an act of
folly and been guilty of a lack of vision that will
inevitably be regretted, not merely in this
Assembly but more widely.

The PRESIDENT. - I call Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
Among my many activities is that of a supporter
of wild-life and preserving the species. Today we
have seen a sad sight — the display by the, alas,
almost isolated British Labour Party of being a
beached whale, spluttering on the beaches,
having been rejected at several elections and
having put forward absolutely nothing fresh.
Some of the speeches that have come from those
quarters have been very sad indeed.

I found one of the remarks by Ms. Ruddock
surprising and difficult to comprehend. She said
that WEU had a stultifying effect. She was
referring to The Hague platform. But The Hague
platform was subscribed to by governments of all
parties, particularly the French Government,
which to my knowledge is not a conservative or a
right-wing government. It is therefore clear that
those with the responsibility of looking after the
security and welfare of the peoples of Europe
understand the situation and have given their
unanimous support to The Hague platform.
Those left outside go on talking but get little or
no support from those they claim to represent.

Of course it is clear that Mr. Gorbachev wishes
to make progress. I do not deny it. Indeed, I
welcome it. I do not even seek to question why
there has been this sudden change from almost
forty years of “ niet ” to an era of “ da . It may
be that the peoples of the Soviet Union want to
share in what they see to be the growing pros-
perity of the West, but I, and I think this
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Assembly, would welcome some concrete sign
of determination to begin the asymmetrical
reduction in conventional weapons.

I find it difficult to accept that this Assembly is
a kind of Johnny-come-lately in welcoming the
INF. I paraphrase Mr. Hardy’s comments, but I
think he will agree that that is the gist of what he
said. Had we been, we would not have gone on a
trek to Washington to make it clear that we
wanted the American Congress, and the Senate
in particular, to ratify the INF treaty. We all
welcome it, but that is but the first stage in a long
progress to what everyone here wants — world
peace. However, one does not achieve world
peace by unilateral gestures that have little or no
meaning.

Those who find it odd that WEU wishes to
give priority to conventional and chemical dis-
armament measures either were not present
when Sir Geoffrey Howe spoke or did not listen
to his speech. More likely, they did not under-
stand it. We must therefore make progress on
these two major issues, because there appears to
be a willingness on the part of the Soviet author-
ities to make progress on those issues.

I confirm what Mr. de Beer said — that the
view expressed in a certain large building in
another part of the sixteenth arrondissement was
not unfavourable to Mr. Tummers’s report. We
should take that clearly into account.

Some people have spoken this afternoon of
doves and hawks. Those old, out-dated words
are no longer used by those who understand
what is going on in the world today. We are all
realists in trying to make step-by-step progress,
as the other Sir Geoffrey said earlier today.

The situation at present has a parallel with
Hans Christian Andersen. It is like the emperor
with no clothes. The Soviet Union is saying:
“Yes, we will make progress. We are now
picking up the offers made by the West a decade
ago. ” The fact that they have come on to the
field does not necessarily mean that that is as far
as they ought to go. We would welcome actual
progress, for example, in achieving a reduction in
the number of tanks produced each week or the
number of nuclear submarines and war planes
produced each month. When we see that and can
verify it, and when they can verify the West’s
production, we shall then begin to agree that they
are playing under the same rules as ourselves.
Like the governments of the West, I am prepared
to believe that that is what the Soviets want. But
unfortunately belief is not enough for me to want
my government — I think this view is shared by
everyone else present — to jeopardise our safety
until we can see something concrete resulting
from the talks.

It may be that on his visit to America this
week to the United Nations, Mr. Gorbachev may
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make some concrete proposals that take us along
that road. If he does, all of us would welcome it. I
doubt whether there is anyone left in this room
on the so-called right who would not welcome
that. But I occasionally wonder whether those on
the so-called left understand the positive
responses that have been made during the past
decade by those on the right, and they have been
major responses and advances.

The report in its entirety, including its recom-
mendations, is balanced and good, but I wish to
comment on three points in the recommenda-
tions. I leave aside the interesting explanatory
memorandum because, as the Rapporteur rightly
said, that is his work. We cannot alter or amend
it. However, we can look at what has come out of
it by way of recommendations.

My first point has already been touched on
and relates to recommendation 1 (a). It concerns
the concentration at this stage on conventional
and chemical disarmament. I hope that the Paris
conference, which will look at the Geneva pro-
tocol and chemical warfare as a whole, will
provide the key that will enable progress towards
finding a form of chemical disarmament that is
susceptible to verification.

As a realist rather than a politician, I am not
certain whether it is possible to verify chemical
production because, alas, any collection of ingre-
dients can be distorted into some evil mixture. I
therefore do not know whether that will be
wholly possible. But if we can at least get the gov-
ernments of nations to agree that they ban the
whole concept of chemical warfare, that might
carry with it the determination on their part to
make it difficult or impossible within their terri-
tories to manufacture products that might be
used in chemical warfare.

Secondly, as recommendation 1 (d) states, it is
right that “arms control should proceed by
stages ”, followed by the key words “ allowing the
security of all to remain assured throughout ”.
Again, I recognise, as we all must, the immense
and enormous sacrifices made by the Soviet
Union during the invasion that she suffered,
including millions of casualties.

One can understand that the Soviets want
their security, but, equally, they must understand
that we want ours. It is a question of establishing
mutual trust. The opportunity now exists for
responsible statesmen to build upon that trust
but it has to be earned, and it will not come
easily.

Sir Geoffrey Howe referred to recommen-
dation 3. We need to put the facts to our public
and our electorates. It is perfectly true that there
is a vast amount of information and, I have to
say, disinformation, about what has been pro-
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posed from the Soviets. We have not matched it,
first, because we do not have the resources and,
secondly, because it is not our way, but we must
explain the facts. If we explain the facts, the
public will accept them. The public in my
country accepted them overwhelmingly at the
last two general elections, in spite of all the mis-
information used by those who advocate uni-
lateral disarmament and all that goes with it. If
we can put the facts to the public, I believe that
WEU has the right approach and that the report
ought to go through virtually unamended.

The PRESIDENT. ~ I now call Mr. Hill

Mr. HILL (United Kingdom). — The question
that we must ask ourselves is: “ When is a
deterrent not a deterrent? ” Sir Geoffrey Howe
made it perfectly plain. He said that if we ran
ahead of the situation and phased out short-
range nuclear weapons, we would leave the
USSR in a very powerful strategic position, with
almost all the known chemical weapons in
Europe and with overwhelming conventional
forces.

Like many of those who have spoken, I wish
Mr. Gorbachev well. He is ta speak in New York
State today. I have always said that he is a first-
class public relations man, but, in the words of
the old American expression, can he deliver the
goods? Peter Hardy, the leader of the British
Socialist Delegation, said that we needed
courage. I think that we need a certain amount of
caution. We certainly do not want to brush aside
the hand that is being held out or ignore the
doves that are flying all round our heads or the
reports coming out of the USSR that some of
Mr. Gorbachev’s plans are beginning to fall on
deaf ears.

How far have the Soviets gone to date?
According to my notes, the size of the stockpile
has decreased from 7000 warheads to about
4 600 since 1979. No one here — obviously not
Mr. Tummers — can produce figures to show a
similar decrease in weapons in the Soviet Union.
I am sure that Mr. Tummers is well aware of the
Soviets’ plans to modernise their theatre nuclear
weapons. Frog missiles are being replaced by -
longer-range, more accurate SS-21s. Dual-
capable Fencer aircraft and medium-range
Backfire bombers are being deployed in larger
numbers, and the Blackjack strategic bombers
are being equipped with the new AS-15 air-
launched cruise missile with a range of 2 000
miles.

Ms. Ruddock did not have a single fact to
support her case. It certainly takes courage —
blind courage — to support a case with no facts
whatever. The Assembly is not going to act on a
promise. We are well aware that Mr. Gorbachev
is as genuine as he can be, but there is no doubt
that there are some very hardliners in the Soviet
defence forces. A vital change — from one Pres-
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ident to another — has been made in the United
States and we are to be called upon for more
burden-sharing. The WEU community has
increased in size, with two more nations joining,
and eventually we shall be called upon not only
to pay for more of our own defence but to enter
the verification process.

I agree with Sir Geoffrey that it will be a dif-
ficult time. Verification, whether by satellite or
by individual members of the respective armed
forces, will be extremely difficult. I also agree
that there is no way in which we could possibly
control the verification of chemical weapons. I
do not know whether my newspaper was correct,
but it said that it had been found that a German
chemical company was supplying to an Arab
nation materials that were eventually finding
their way into weapons used in vile attacks on
people in the region,

The Conservative Party is anxious to make
progress. We shall do so by moving as fast as we
can in our various tasks. However, we cannot
possibly have further reductions in nuclear
weapons until we start talks on chemical and
conventional weapons.

Mr. Tummers’s document was apparently very
much altered in committee, and I am sure that
he will be ready to defend it and support some of
the amendments. The verification process will be
the proof of the pudding. You, Mr. President,
need to know that what you have agreed in
Geneva and elsewhere is being carried out —
either by observers or by satellite. I cannot stress
too strongly the fact that simple politicians will
believe what is written in the newspapers and
what comes out in press statements. But that is
not the same as the verification of stockpiles.

The whole report is worthy of consideration.
We have already heard that one country has
assessed it very favourably. I am sure that the
United Kingdom Government would not make
such an assessment. The report has been forced
upon Mr. Tummers, and I sympathise with him.
A couple of years ago a report was brought
forward in such a way that the Assembly could
not agree. This evening, however, we have to
vote and my colleagues, whatever their political
party, need not only courage but caution and the
patience to see whether Mr. Gorbachev will
deliver the goods.

The PRESIDENT. — I call Mr. Scheer.

Mr. SCHEER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, ladies and gen-
tlemen, I wish to speak to the report of the Com-
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments,
and I emphasise this point, as it is a compromise
document from the committee and certainly
does not reflect the earlier version on disarm-
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ament given in the debate by the Rapporteur,
Mr. Tummers. There was in fact an earlier report
by Mr. Tummers, which was rejected by the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments and with which I largely sympathise. Mr.
Tummers’s efforts to arrive at a compromise
document have brought us to the present situ-
ation, where people are voicing criticisms which
do not relate to him personally. I wanted to
emphasise this, because on most disarmament
policy issues I feel that my own personal position
is invariably very close to that of Mr.
Tummers.

I wish to make two observations on the debate.
One concerns the concept of modernisation. I
believe that this term has been wrongly
employed from the outset and amounts to a self-
deception. What we have here is not the normal
form of modernisation which will always apply
to military forces unless they become an element
in a disarmament treaty. On the contrary, it con-
cerns new nuclear weaponry in the case of short-
range nuclear weapons, initiating a new quality
of reciprocal threat. It additionally covers
genuine compensation for the elimination of the
West’s intermediate missiles, but here we must
ask why compensation should be necessary, if
the loss of the West’s intermediate missiles has
been balanced by the elimination of similar
weapons in the East? In other words, there is no
need for compensation — that is the point to be
emphasised. We are not talking here about
modernisation, but about the acquisition of new
nuclear weaponry — that is the reality.

I come now to the second point. Mr. de Beer
has stated that the Soviet Embassy says the
Soviet Union has no objection to the content
of the recommendation. How long, I wonder,
has the parliamentary Assembly of Western
European Union been basing its attitude to dis-
armament on what the Soviet Union has to say
about it? That is quite a new argument. What
matters here is our own position, based on our
own assessment of the problems and the circum-
stances.

Proceeding from this point, I should like to
emphasise that the attitude of the Soviet
Embassy spokesman causes me no great surprise.
Why? For the same reason that I am not sur-
prised that the United States Government, for
instance, strongly resists disarmament processes
involving short-range missiles. The reason is per-
fectly simple — it is there in the text, in fact. We
have all become accustomed to a vocabulary in
which strategic weapons are the arms of the
superpowers, while the rest, the short-range
nuclear missiles, are tactical weapons.

How is this to be interpreted? Clearly, strategic
arms imply totality, whereas tactical weapons
only affect the front line. But we are the front
line, and if the front line is jeopardised we are
affected strategically. In other words, short-range
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nuclear weapons are of strategic significance to
the countries of Europe. As soon as we accept the
concept of tactical weapons for us and strategic
arms for them, we accept in principle our réle as
a front line for the superpowers. That is why I
reject a definition in these terms. We should talk
about long-range and short-range missiles. For
the superpowers, the Soviet Union just as much
as the United States, the focus is obviously on
the abolition of long-range and intercontinental
missiles. It is certainly not on short-range nuclear
weapons, as the availability of short-range
nuclear weapons implies the possibility of
regionalising nuclear conflicts and hence the pos-
sibility of leaving the territories of the super-
powers themselves unscathed in the event of
nuclear conflicts.

This means that if it is justifiable for the super-
powers to regard the abolition of intercontinental
missiles as their priority, it is equally justifiable
for the European states to give priority to the
abolition of short-range nuclear weapons. If we
in WEU reject this, and actually feel we must be
right to do so because the Soviet Union and the
United States display no inclination for the abo-
lition of short-range nuclear missiles, then we are
representing neither our own nor Europe’s
interests. That is my interpretation of the situ-
ation.

So there are two reasons why in the immediate
future we must also give priority to disarmament
processes covering short-range nuclear weapons,
alongside our efforts on behalf of conventional
arms reduction. One reason is that this is our
contribution to the process of nuclear disarm-
ament from the European side.

The second reason is that the Soviet Union
has a superiority of twelve to one in short-range
missiles. Twelve to thirteen times as many
Soviet short-range missiles are deployed in
Eastern Europe as American short-range
weapons in central Western Europe. If we call for
a drsarmament effort covering short-range mis-
siles, this will therefore help to dismantle Soviet
superiority in this sector. I simply do not under-
stand why this should be rejected by the West. |
can see only one explanation, that of dogmatism
in our policy of deterrence, which makes the
West refuse to extend the disarmament process
to short-range nuclear missiles. But we are con-
cerned here with very important political goals,
not the implementation of some dogma which
has been developed over the last thirty years and
has now become a brake on future develop-
ments.

A further reason for giving this matter priority
is precisely that it is in our interests to do so.

I now turn specifically to paragraphs 1 (a),
1(b) and 2 of the draft recommendation. That
the emphasis in paragraph 1 (a) is placed exclu-
sively on conventional and chemical disarm-
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ament must be rejected, for the reasons given
above. We should not tie our own hands: we
must see to it that the conventional disarmament
is accompanied by a round ol} negotiations aimed
at reducing and dismantling short-range nuclear
weapons. We cannot and should not counte-
nance a ten-year intermission in nuclear disarm-
ament in Europe, awaiting the possible outcome
of a treaty on conventional disarmament.
However, if paragraph 1 (a) were to become a
political reality, this intermission is just what
would occur.

Paragraph 1(b) is completely untenable, and I
can only warn against approving any such
arrangement. It says, in the first place, that arms
control measures should be global. What does
that mean? Efforts to convene a European con-
ventional disarmament conference are not
global, they are continental. If this were
approved, it would actually mean renouncing the
principle of the European disarmament con-
ference. In other words, this phrase is
untenable.

The text also says that arms control measures
must not prevent some countries from doing
what others are allowed to do. Again, what does
this mean? It means that this passage expressly
contravenes the WEU treaty, which says that the
Federal Republic of Germany, for instance, shall
not manufacture any nuclear, biological or
chemical weapons. So in the Federal Republic of
Germany we are prevented from doing some-
thing which others are allowed to do. To be quite
plain, I support the continuation of this prohi-
bition, but this phrase would basically negate the
terms of the WEU treaty.

And another thing: it would essentially signify
our philosophical rejection of the whole non-
proliferation treaty, since this treaty prohibits
many, many signatory countries from doing
something which others, that is the countries
with nuclear weapons, are at present still allowed
to do. It follows that this phrase has not been
properly thought out, and cannot remain as it
stands. I am not now speaking from a socialist or
a personal viewpoint. On the contrary, this must
be rejected by the Assembly as a whole as being
fundamentally incompatiblé with the spirit of
WEU.

Paragraph 2 rejects Mr. Gorbachev’s call for a
pan-European summit on disarmament and
refers to the context of the CSCE.

I think the rejection implicit in paragraph 2 is
wrong. We need a joint treaty on conventional
disarmament. Such joint agreement will not be
reached if this process is left solely to disarm-
ament diplomacy, which lacks the political
authority to speed up the operation. I therefore
expressly plead for an amendment to paragraph
2, stating that we as WEU call for a conference of
all the foreign affairs and defence ministers of the
member states of the Warsaw Pact, WEU and
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NATO which are taking part in the European
disarmament conference, in order to hasten this
disarmament process. This would have the
political mandate to achieve some real acceler-
ation. We must not let this matter become sub-
merged in disarmament diplomacy and in its
often sluggish workings. These remarks are not
directed against disarmament diplomacy but in
favour of political impetus. We must not run the
risk of the European disarmament negotiations
becoming a repetition of the MBFR negotiations,
which have produced no results in fifteen years.
That is a tragedy.

We have another reason for the need to gain
time. Faced with wide-sweeping Soviet offers of
a kind completely unthinkable prior to Mr.
Gorbachev, many say that we should be careful,
as we do not know how long Mr. Gorbachev is
likely to last. However, if we fear that Mr.
Gorbachev’s policy can perhaps not be main-
tained for internal reasons, that is all the more
reason for us to conclude, as quickly as possible,
sound and far-reaching disarmament treaties
with provision for reciprocal verification. A dis-
armament treaty is an accomplished fact, which
would no longer allow any government in East or
West to revert to the previous situation. It
follows that all those who have no faith in the
peace — and who question the stability and dura-
bility of the new Soviet attitude — have special
reason to conclude disarmament agreements as
quickly as possible, so as to seize the chance
which is now on offer.

(Mr. Goerens, President of the Assembly,
resumed the chair)

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

Mr. KLEJDZINSKI (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, ladies
and gentlemen, I wish to present the argument
for Amendment 6. We tabled this amendment
because we took the view that the broadest pos-
sible support should be mobilised among the
WEU member states for a more precise formu-
lation of paragraph 1(a) which would express
more clearly the wishes of our Assembly.

In so doing — and we regard this as very
important — we also seek conformity with Reso-
lution 200 (1988) of the thirty-fourth annual
meeting of the North Atlantic Assembly, which
took place in November 1988.

The wording of this resolution is — and I quote
verbatim:

“The Assembly,

1. Determined to work for the adoption of
further mutually complementary, militarily
significant, and effectively verifiable stabilising

148

measures that would create greater openness
and more predictability in military activities
in order to reduce the risks of surprise and
reinforced attacks, diminish the threat of
armed conflict resulting from misunder-
standing or miscalculation, and inhibit the use
of force for the purpose of political intimi-
dation;

2. Recalling the provisions of the 1975 Hel-
sinki Final Act, according to which the partici-
pating states recognise the interest of all of
them in efforts aimed at lessening military
confrontation and promoting disarmament;

3. Recognising the complementary nature of
arms control measures affecting the structure
of armed forces and those regulating military
activities;

5. Concerned that every opportunity for
progress in the forthcoming conventional arms
talks be thoroughly explored;

12. URGES the 35 participating states of the
Conference on Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures and Disarmament in
Europe to adopt, at the next session of the con-.
ference, new measures in conformity with the
1983 Madrid Mandate. ”

Paragraph 1(b) describes our objective in the
following very precise terms:

“ in consonance with a comprehensive concept
which encompasses the interrelation between
the conventional and nuclear components in
our force planning and negotiating strategy,
negotiations should take place on tactical
nuclear weapons with a range below 500
kilometres as well as conventional forces in a
way which at any time contributes to stability
in Europe;”

Another reason why we cannot agree with par-
agraph 1(b) is that the wording “ arms control
measures should be global and must not prevent
some countries from doing what others are
allowed to do” is open to misinterpretation. It
cannot stand in this form.

My colleague, Mr. Scheer, has already gone
into this point in detail. As I am speaking to an
amendment, I should like at this juncture to
make an important comment on this passage. I
share Mr. Scheer’s opinion that the present
wording violates the spirit of the WEU treaty
and the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. As
applied to the Federal Republic of Germany, it
has a security policy dimension which is cer-
tainly not wanted by any of the other WEU
partners.

As social democrats, we will not enter into
speculation concerning the possession, storage
and operational control of nuclear weapons, and
we reject any discernible lack of clarity on this
issue as a matter of principle.
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Our paragraph 1(c) also takes up the issue of
battlefield nuclear weapons — an item which does
not figure in the report. Our paragraph 1(c) is
worded as follows:

“In order to enhance stability and to com-
plement and reinforce a conventional stability
agreement primary attention should be
devoted to reduction and withdrawal of battle-
field nuclear weapons; ”

Battlefield nuclear weapons are not short-
range missile systems but are to be placed in the
category with ranges of up to 40 km.

Our paragraph 1(c) goes on to say:

“their short range, the limited number of

ammunition depots, and war-fighting rationale

contribute to dangerous instability in the event
of a crisis;”

Mr. Scheer made a number of references to
short-range weapons systems. To make the point
clear: because of the geographical extent of the
Federal Republic of Germany, battlefield nuclear
weapons definitely count as strategic rather than
tactical weapons for the Federal Republic,
although they are not so classified in the
numerical weapons inventories.

Our paragraphs 1(d) and (e) are practical pro-
posals for agreement on confidence-building
measures.

Paragraphs 1(f) and (g) deal with verification,
and I wish to emphasise paragraph 1(g), worded
as follows:

“ Arms control should proceed by stages,
allowing the security of all to remain assured
throughout; ”

We chose the words “ proceed by stages” to
facilitate the agreement of those who make the
point — an important one in their view — that
“ we cannot withdraw if nothing is happening on
the other side while practical disarmament mea-
sures are being agreed and verified ”.

I again ask you to approve Amendment 6. I
ask for your approval partly because I am con-
vinced that further steps must be taken to rein-
force and emphasise the obligation to prevent
the use or the threat of force to violate the terri-
torial integrity or the political independence of
any state. This is a standpoint which has not only
been formulated by the social democrats here:
anybody who reads through Resolution 200
(1988) of the North Atlantic Assembly will find
that it makes a similar point.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Balligand, the last member down to speak.

Mr. BALLIGAND (France) (Translation). —
Mr. President, this WEU Assembly report
appears at a time when disarmament negotia-
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tions are at a pitch of activity and intensity
which would have been unimaginable only five
years ago. At that time the Geneva negotiations
on intermediate nuclear forces had broken down
and the first Euromissiles were being deployed.
All the other disarmament forums were in
deadlock, and only the Eurppean disarmament
conference was still at work.

This ended in Stockholm in 1986 with the
adoption of confidence-building measures, so
hope remained. Since then it has become
stronger. On 8th December 1987 the INF treaty
on the withdrawal and destruction of interme-
diate missiles was signed in Washington. For the
very first time a genuine disarmament agreement
had been concluded, and for the first time the
Soviets had accepted the principle of asymmet-
rical arms reduction and on-site verification.

There are now new hurdles to be cleared. But
in this process Western European Union has to
make its voice heard. If European security is to
be assured by a defence effort at the required
level, this security can only be reinforced by the
disarmament process.

Firstly, we should approve the START negoti-
ations aimed at reducing the strategic nuclear
arsenals of the two superpowers by 50%. Such an
agreement would put an end to the nuclear arms
race that the two superpowers have been engaged
in since the end of the second world war.
Coupled with strict compliance with the ABM
treaty, it would preserve intact the doctrine of
nuclear deterrence as a means of preventing war
since, with six thousand nuclear warheads, the
United States and the Soviet Union would still
be able to destroy each other several times over.

As regards chemical weapons, a strict ban
needs to be placed on their use because, with the
spread of missile manufacturing technology, it
could be possible for some countries to acquire
facilities for launching such weapons over
medium and long distances.

We hope that the conference to be held in
Paris in January will provide the stimulus nec-
essary for signing a treaty prohibiting the manu-
facture of these weapons. Most countries have
responded favourably to our invitation and we
hope that Iran and Iraq will be represented.

Apart from providing this important stimulus,
the objectives of the conference will be to
condemn the use of chemical weapons in the
past, reaffirm the protocol undertakings and urge
the signatory countries to abide by them, appeal
to countries to exercise self-discipline and
restraint with regard to such weapons and
support the réle of the United Nations and its
Secretary-General in this area.

Lastly — and I have left this to the end because
it is of crucial importance to us as Europeans and
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French socialists — an early start should now be
made on the negotiations on conventional forces.
France has spelled out the objectives that the
negotiators should set themselves. These are the
objectives which our representatives in the
Atlantic Alliance and in Vienna are backing up
with concrete proposals.

First we need to establish a situation of sta-
bility in the conventional forces deployed in
Europe. For this we need to reduce and set
ceilings for heavy equipment, tanks and artillery
and to introduce related measures designed to
restrict the mobility and availability of forces. At
the moment the asymmetry in terms of opera-
tional units favours the Warsaw Pact. The possi-
bility of any surprise attack which could be
exploited and grow into a large-scale offensive
has to be prevented. This concerns not only mil-
itary equipment but also the organisation of
forces in peacetime. Parallel to operational
confidence-building measures, structural mea-
sures need to be taken to the same end. For
instance, constraints are needed on matériel nec-
essary for offensive purposes such as bridging
equipment.

Then there is the question of logistic support.
The conduct of a lengthy war requires supply
depots, transport for men and equipment,
ammunition, spares and facilities for repairing
damaged equipment in the shortest possible
time. Action to make a prolonged war impossible
must be taken in all these areas.

Military doctrines need to be discussed and
compared. For this we need transparency with
regard to military systems, which means there
has to be an exchange of information on armed
services budgets, planning, organisation and
manoeuvres.

Ceilings also need to be set for the forces of
any one country in the area as a whole, and a
strict ratio of national to foreign military
equipment imposed.

Lastly, and this will certainly not be the least
of the difficulties, adequate verification measures
will have to be set in place on a reciprocal basis
and acceptable to all parties concerned. In this,
observation satellites will have a part to play.

European co-operation of the kind which will
be proposed tomorrow by our two Rapporteurs
would be a useful initiative and help to defend
our interests.

On all these issues France has acted with an
energy that needs to be communicated not only
to the other members of WEU but also to the
countries in the Atlantic Alliance and, more gen-
erally, all those taking part in the Conference on
Security and Co-operation in Europe.

150

In our view the countries in the CSCE talks
ought to be involved in these negotiations in
accordance with the principles laid down by the
Madrid conference. The neutral and non-aligned
countries in Europe are just as much concerned
by the outcome as the others so the negotiations
have to be multilateral and every country must
be allowed to speak for itself.

It is imperative that Europe should have a col-
lective strategy for its security and especially for
disarmament. In this context, WEU, now
including nine of the twelve member states of the
European Economic Community, has a funda-
mental part to play, since what is at stake is our
future as Europeans.

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

Mr. JESSEL (United Kingdom). Mr.
Balligand spoke a moment ago of transparency. I
shall tell him of one transparent truth. Next to
Russia there used to be a little country called
Lithuania — a small Baltic state. That has been
eaten up by the Russians. Its capital is a city
called Riga. In my country children used to be
brought up on a jingle, which said:

“ There was a young lady from Riga

Who went for a ride on a tiger.

They returned from the ride with the lady

inside

And a smile on the face of the tiger. ”

We must not be like the young lady from Riga.
We must not be taken for a ride. We must not be
so stupid.

Mr. Scheer said that for internal reasons Mr.
Gorbachev may not be able to have his way. We
do not even know whether Mr. Gorbachev will
be there two or three years from now. The man
may not even exist. Should we gamble the future
of our security on the survival of one man?

The Russians are building up massive military
forces — nuclear, conventional and chemical.
They are structured not for defence but for
attack. I give as an example their five hundred
submarines. How can anyone possibly argue that
a vast country such as Russia, which is self-
sufficient in food and oil, should want five
hundred submarines for its own defence? Of
course it does not. They are intended for attack,
and the numbers are increasing year by year and
month by month. Until those numbers are
diminished, it is hopeless to demand, and useless
to expect, that we should rely for our safety and
security on the words of the Russians. Let us
never forget that.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The debate
is closed.

I call the Rapporteur.

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation).
— Mr. President, the last speaker has made it easy
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for me by not addressing me but simply replying
to Mr. Balligand. I shall therefore not take up
what he said but go straight on to express my
appreciation of the full and measured review he
has given on behalf of the socialist party. The
socialists can regard this review as encour-
agement for their views.

I will go back to the beginning of the list of
speakers. 1 feel I should say that I myself
explained the history of the report in my intro-
ductory statement, in order to give those
members who were critical the tools for a proper
examination. There was a preliminary report and
my explanation was needed to make my position
in this debate understandable. I wanted a public
debate, in which all the positions would be
revealed.

I would have preferred it if Mr. Scheer had
made his statement in committee. That might
have made something of an impact. Mr. Scheer’s
statement has heavily underscored and rein-
forced the essence of this debate.

I have enjoyed the debate because it has again
illustrated the paradoxical atmosphere sur-
rounding the matter in hand. I am not standing
here to defend a party political programme or my
personal philosophy. I have presented the
opinions expressed in the committee, and was
not pleased to hear comments to the effect that
the Rapporteur was personally responsible. The
Rapporteur was said to be using the language of
the cold war. It would have been better if these
cold war clouds had been recognised on the com-
mittee scene rather than being reflected in the
Rapporteur’s spectacles.

Ms. Ruddock has illustrated this conflict. She
has shown her understanding of the situation in
which the Assembly has to deal with this subject.
Thorny points arise, the committee’s policy
cannot be accurately defined, no one in the com-
mittee can say that it has a remit to discuss
armament and disarmament. Once again, this is
the paradox. Some members have been lured
into anecdotal contradictions. Sir Dudley Smith
spoke of Ms. Ruddock’s réle in a British com-
mittee. Obviously, it was not the result or the
political content of his remarks that interested
him: he was intent on creating a caricature. Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg followed suit. He talked about
the conference in Paris and partly — could this
have been a coincidence? endorsed the
wording used in the recommendation. Like him,
I hope this conference will be attended by all
concerned.

Mr. de Beer talked about monitoring by stages.
Should we be aiming at global agreement straight
away, or should be proceed step by step? That is
an all-or-nothing trap which we must not fall
into. He also talked about me in the same
way that Sir Dudley Smith talked about
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Ms. Ruddock. The Dutch elections are not rel-
evant to the problem we are now discussing.
History has progressed since Reykjavik, not
since the elections in the Netherlands. We must
concentrate on that, otherwise we shall be trying
to impose our point of view by resorting to
diversionary tactics. I would find that regret-
table.

Mr. Hill commented on the persistence of his-
torical distrust of the Soviet Union and included
Mr. Gorbachev in this, despite what is actually
happening in the Soviet Union. He missed the
chance to bring things up to date, as Mr. Scheer
did. But, of course, he did not have a model,
since Mr. Scheer spoke after him.

Mr. Scheer did not resort to an updated
analysis of outmoded concepts for party-political
reasons, or for the sake of socialist realism. I
appreciate that. I shall reveal what I have learned
during this discussion when we come to consider
the amendments.

Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman talked about the
defence budget. Here I was sorry to see that we
are verging on not wanting to understand. We
must make it clear that the price of peace and
security in this new phase simply has to be paid.
Those who believe that atms reductions will
release funds in the defence sector at national
level to finance something ¢lse must be told at
once not to cherish vain hopes. All in all, the
reductions we want do not affect what is nec-
essary to peace and security, but concern the pro-
curement of arsenals in general, which, if all goes
well, will produce results. That is what we are
aiming at.

I am grateful to Mr. Hardy for underlining the
points we have already discussed in the com-
mittee.

Mr. de Beer surprised me by saying that there
was a conference yesterday evening at which my
report was on the programme. If that was
expected, it would have been better to invite me
along. Even if it was a coincidence, that is still no
reason to say that the report must not now be
adopted and that the socialist wing of this
Assembly wants to prove further left than the
Soviet Union. If we create favourable conditions
for the negotiations between East and West, that
does not mean we can be identified with one of
the groups who want to favour the talks. That is
certainly not the case. There must be a meeting
of minds on completely different ideas before
any such identification is possible. I find it politi-
cally naive, and in fact beneath Mr. de Beer, for
him to use this example to gain our support. In
other political statements he demonstrates a
broader and more spiritual vision than he has
done in this minor Parisian political episode.

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

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, ladies
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Mr. Kittelmann (continued)

and gentlemen, I can be brief. The debate which
has taken place here concerns the wide spectrum
that exists in national parliaments in matters of
defence policy. Although it does not share its
government’s ability to act in its own country,
the opposition is able to make an input into the
parliament of Western European Union. That is
quite legitimate, but whether it is always fair, as
far as the nature of the debate is concerned, is an
open question.

On behalf of the committee, I should like to
express my warm personal thanks to the
Rapporteur for his report. This morning we lis-
tened to Sir Geoffrey Howe’s address, which was
received with great applause. Whoever heard the
address and the contributions to the debate when
questions were asked, must conclude that mem-
ories are sometimes at fault, since in some cases
quite contradictory inferences have been
drawn.

I consider it important for the Assembly to
know that this report underwent very long and
intensive discussion and was approved by twelve
votes to two with two abstentions. It is a realistic
report. In future, obtaining a consensus in
Western European Union will be an increasing
problem. We must endeavour to achieve con-
sensus wherever possible between the various
political approaches, otherwise we shall increas-
ingly incur the danger of making our whole
policy dependent on the majorities and minor-
ities obtaining at any time.

The place for us to debate with each other is in
committee. Mr. Scheer, I repeat what the
Rapporteur said: if you, as a committee member,
had used the opportunity for discussion in com-
mittee, things would have been simpler today.
For that reason there are many observations
which I will not take up.

There is much more that could be said, but I
will restrict myself to the positive comment that
the great majority of committee members were
trying to achieve something here that is
important to our future work of advising the
Council from our position as a parliamentary
Assembly. I therefore ask you, after critical
appraisal, to take a positive view of the report
and to approve it.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — We now
come to the draft recommendation on disarm-
ament contained in Document 1158.

I have been informed of eight amendments to
this text, Amendment 9 tabled by Mr.
Reddemann having been withdrawn.

We will consider these amendments in the fol-
lowing order: first Amendments 5, 7 and 6 tabled
by Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman; then Amendments
1 and 2 tabled by Mrs. Francese.
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I must inform you in advance that, if
Amendment 6 tabled by Mrs Baarveld-Schlaman
is agreed to, Amendments 1 and 2 tabled by Mrs.
Francese will fall.

Then we will come to Amendment 8 tabled by
Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman and Amendments 3
and 4 tabled by Mrs. Francese.

If Amendment 8 tabled by Mrs. Baarveld-
Schlaman is agreed to, Amendments 3 and 4
tabled by Mrs. Francese will fall.

I call Mr. Pieralli.

Mr. PIERALLI (Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, we withdraw our Amendments 1, 2, 3
and 4 and will vote for Amendments 6 and 8.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Amend-
ments 1, 2, 3 and 4 are therefore withdrawn.

Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman has tabled Amend-
ment 5, which reads as follows:

5. Leave out paragraph (iii) of the preamble to
the draft recommendation.

I call Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman.

Mrs. BAARVELD-SCHLAMAN (Nether-
lands) (Translation). — Mr. President, I did not
table Amendment 5 because the paragraph to
which it relates is untrue or incorrect. I tabled
this amendment because I do not think it right in
the context of the report or of the recommen-
dation, where it introduces a completely unreal
element. The fact that joint action was taken in
the Gulf is, of course, to be welcomed. I have
absolutely no objection to the letter of the para-
graph, but I do object to it in the general context.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I oppose the amendment. If a group of nations
act together, they can have a positive effect
which leads to a reduction in tension and
therefore helps the cause of disarmament.

I do not think that anybody would argue with
me if I said that if the mine-sweeping efforts and
the Armilla patrol had not been in the Gulf, the
Iran-Iraq war would probably not have ended.
Because WEU countries were able to keep forces
there to mine-sweep and to allow peaceful traffic
to go through, those responsible for mine-laying
realised that what they were doing could not
succeed. I hope that on reflection, Mrs. Baarveld-
Schlaman, who has moved one of the non-
political amendments, will recognise cause and
effect and agree that the amendment is not
suitable because it goes against what we have
already achieved.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mrs.
Baarveld-Schlaman.
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Mrs. BAARVELD-SCHLAMAN (Nether-
lands) (Translation). — Mrs. Baarveld is accus-
tomed to giving careful thought to everything she
says and puts down on paper.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — What is the
opinion of the committee?

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation).
— The committee did not discuss the amend-
ments. The Rapporteur will leave the result to be
decided by the vote.

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

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Like all the other
amendments, this amendment has not been dis-
cussed in the Committee on Defence Questions
and Armaments either. In my opinion, this part
belongs in the report to the Council and I request
that it be allowed to stand.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I now put
Amendment 5 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 5 is negatived.

Amendment 7, tabled by Mrs. Baarveld-
Schlaman and others, reads as follows:

7. In paragraph (vii) of the preamble to the draft
recommendation, leave out “to help further
such agreement” and insert “to reconfirm the
Geneva Convention of 1925 and to take interna-
tional political measures against any vio-
lation ™.

I call Mr. Klejdzinski to move the
amendment.
Mr. KLEJDZINSKI (Federal Republic of

Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, ladies
and gentlemen, what we want is to make the
wording a little more precise. We therefore sug-
gested that the phrase “to help further such
agreement ” be deleted and replaced by a phrase
which would both clarify our intention and
establish an historical link, as follows:

“to reconfirm the provisions of the Geneva
Convention of 1925 and to take international
political measures against any violation; ”

As I said, this merely establishes the historical
link and helps to make the issue clearer.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Does any-
one wish to speak against the amendment?...

That is not the case.
What is the opinion of the committee?

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation).

There was no discussion on this. The
amendment is considered to be a worthwhile
addition.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I now put
Amendment 7 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 7 is agreed to.

Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman and others have
tabled Amendment 6, which reads as follows:

6. Redraft paragraph 1 of the draft recommen-
dation proper as follows:

“1. Give substance to the principles enun-
ciated in The Hague platform by defining and
stating publicly a Western European Union
posture on specific arms control issues,
including the following criteria:

(a) arms control priorities should now
advance conventional and chemical dis-
armament measures;

(b) in consonance with a comprehensive
concept which encompasses the interre-
lation between the conventional and
nuclear components in our force planning
and negotiating strategy, negotiations
should take place on tactical nuclear
weapons with a range below 500 kilom-
etres as well as conventional forces in a
way which at any time contributes to sta-

bility in Europe;
(c)

in order to enhance stability and to com-
plement and reinforce a conventional sta-
bility agreement primary attention should
be devoted to reduction and withdrawal of
battlefield nuclear weapons: their short
range, the limited number of ammunition
depots, and war-fighting rationale con-
tribute to dangerous instability in the
event of a crisis;

the idea of corridors with no nuclear
weapons and particularly offensive con-
ventional armaments should be supported
as a confidence-building measure and an
integral element in a régime for stability in
Europe;

(d)

(e) sub-regional nuclear weapon-free zones as
parts of an overall arrangement for
reducing nuclear weapons in Europe could
similarly contribute to stability and

security in Europe at large;

(f) arms control agreements should include
verification measures which fully satisfy
all parties;

(g) arms control should proceed by stages,
allowing the security of all to remain
assured throughout; *

I call Mr. Klejdzinski to move the

amendment.

Mr. KLEJDZINSKI (Federal Republic of

Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, ladies
and gentlemen, in my earlier contribution I think
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I provided sufficient arguments in support of
Amendment 6. The arguments have been
exchanged, and I feel there is nothing to add.

However, there is perhaps one thing to be
determined, with regard to the other parties rep-
resented here: is there any possibility of our
jointly finding a way in which this matter could
be discussed again in committee, in other words,
is there any possibility of a fresh report? If not,
rejection of our Amendment 6 would result in
our having to reject the report.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Does
anyone wish to speak against the
amendment?...

I call Mr. Reddemann.

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, I wish
to speak against the amendment. However, Mr.
Klejdzinski has made a proposal and it would be
best if the Chairman of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments could first
say whether the committee does or does not
propose to withdraw the entire report. I therefore
prefer to wait until I have heard a statement
from the committee Chairman. If he thinks we
should vote, would you please call me again.

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

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, we
have no mandate to withdraw this report by the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments, and I personally would also oppose the
idea. In the near future we shall have a new
rapporteur for a new report replying to the
annual report of the Council, and this will
provide those delegates who feel themselves
unrepresented here with the opportunity to state
their arguments. I therefore insist that the report
be dealt with and that it be voted on here.

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

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation).
— Mr. President, this is clearly the main dish on
our menu. In replying to the various speakers, I
have already said that a number of points have
emerged which have considerably enhanced the
body of ideas on this subject. We must further
disseminate the ideas in this report, which
strengthen our negotiating position, and offer
prospects of stability. They give us the confi-
dence to do this work. These were the guidelines
which the committee and Rapporteur had in
mind. I am therefore in favour of Amendment 6.

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

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, I
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believe Amendment 6 contains some elements
which are certainly acceptable to the whole
Assembly. I refer to paragraph 1(b), (f) and (g).
However, the force of the other suggestions is to
reverse completely the statements in the report,
and statements are made which differ completely
from other parts of the recommendation. I refer
here to the subject of so-called nuclear
weapon-free zones and weapon-free corridors —
and all the rest of it. This has neither been
alliance policy in the past, nor has it been the
policy of this Assembly.

If a global amendment of this kind is tabled,
which aims not at modifying a few minor points
but at injecting a completely different policy in
the recommendation, we would do better to
leave this to the experts in the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments, leave it with
the original competent body, and reject the
amendment.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Positions
are clear. We will proceed to the vote.

I call the Rapporteur.

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation).
— This is a rather strange procedure. As a rule,
one hears the opposition to the amendment first,
and the committee then has its turn. This has
now been turned around: we spoke first, and
then suddenly the counter-argument was
advanced, making it impossible to point out that
paragraph 1(d) of Amendment 6 makes it very
clear that the idea of “ corridors ” is meant as a
confidence-building measure. No one can object
to that. I therefore feel I should have the oppor-
tunity to say so. I am glad to be able to take up
this point of order.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I now put
Amendment 6 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
Amendment 6 is negatived.

Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman and others have
tabled Amendment 8, which reads as follows:

8. Redraft paragraph 2 of the draft recommen-
dation proper as follows:

“2. To speed up the negotiation process, take
the initiative to mount a conference of the
Foreign and Defence Ministers of the twenty-
three states within CSCE, who carry responsi-
bility for the European disarmament process
as members of WEU, NATO and the Warsaw
Pact ;”

I call Mr. Hardy to move the amendment.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — 1 want to
be brief, but if British conservatives insist on
making pejorative comments of the kind that I
have just heard from Mr. Hill, I will take a great
deal longer.
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This amendment is not as important as one
defeated earlier by the Assembly, in the dis-
cussion of which some unconstitutional remarks
about the amendment seemed to be allowed. I
want to make some serious points as briefly as
possible.

We tabled this amendment out of respect for
the Assembly and because we are interested in
the standing of Western Europe. I am delighted
that we did so, because it gives me an oppor-
tunity to correct a profoundly inaccurate obser-
vation made earlier this afternoon by Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg, who said that I had described
WEU as a “ Johnny-come-lately ”. In fact, what I
said — I recall it particularly — was that some
members of the Assembly seemed to show a
much greater eagerness for INF and START and
a much greater willingness to appreciate the
achievement that they represented than they ever
did when those advances were first proposed.

This is an important proposition. We do not
seek to change the structure of world negotia-
tions, nor do we say that Europe is yet as pow-
erful as either the Soviet Union or the United
States of America; what we do say is that Europe
should not be a free-rider.

Yesterday 1 spoke about the irresponsibility of
a young man who wished to evade his personal
obligations. How much more regrettable is it if a
nation state or group of nation states decides to
be a passenger — unconcerned, uninterested,
uncomplaining, perhaps even unaware of its des-
tination?

We have tabled the amendment because we
believe that Europe should have an input in
international affairs and that we should not sit
idly by having no influence and taking no
interest. It is an important amendment. I do not
need to make a long speech and I shall not do so,
but I hope that those who did not vote for the
more important Amendment 6 will at least
accept on this occasion that history suggests
Europe must have a sense of its continuing obli-
gations. Perhaps we should recognise that the
history of this planet, and certainly that of the
catastrophic conflicts of recent generations, have
come from Europe, and that Europe cannot
escape the historic responsibilities that we have
inherited.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Does anyone
wish to speak against the amendment?...

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
First, let me say that I accept Mr. Hardy’s cor-
rection. The important thing is that he and I
agree that the Assembly welcomed INF. He
cannot be responsible for the odd person and nor
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can I, so I am happy to accept what he said. I do
not, however, accept his attack on the President,
because nothing unconstitutional has occurred.
The opposer of Amendment 6 asked whether the
Chairman was going to withdraw it, and reserved
his right to speak. The President permitted that,
which is allowed by the rules.

I was somewhat doubtfal when I saw the
amendment and, like Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman, I
was prepared to think about it. Having thought
about it, as she did, I advise rejection. I do not
think that anyone who has followed the history
of INF would feel that Europe was left out. The
influence brought to bear on the Americans and
Russians by the discussions in which President
Reagan, Mrs. Thatcher and others have engaged
has been profound, and I do not think that we
would be acting helpfully if we took the initiative
to mount a conference of twenty-three states
within CSCE.

We would be well advised not to accept the
amendment and to let our national parliaments
know of our interest.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — What is the
opinion of the committee?

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation).
— As with Amendment 7, the Rapporteur feels
that adoption of the amendment would enhance
the ideas expressed.

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

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). - Ladies and gen-
tlemen, there is always a risk when a committee
has had no opportunity to discuss proposed
amendments. I believe that the wishes of the
mover of the amendment are basically positive.
However, with amendments of this kind we
always have to ask ourselves how realistic and
expedient they are. Or, conversely, how illusory
and unrealistic they are.

I too have wondered whether, if it were a pro-
posal made to the committee, one might say: yes,
we approve. But the Assembly is involved. As
the proposal stands, the Assembly is asked to
recommend that fifty ministers should gather
together, not at the end of the negotiations, but
in order to speed them up. Although this would
give people hope, in reality insufficient prepa-
ration would only lead to disappointment. I
therefore regard the amendment as premature at
the present time. I think this matter should be
pursued in the future, Mr. Hardy. If the proposal
should fail to gain a majority today, it could be
discussed again at the right moment.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I now put
Amendment 8 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
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Amendment 8 is negatived.
I call Mr. Hardy.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — At this
point I should give notice that I wish to move
that the report be referred back and for the
motion to be dealt with by means of a roll-call
vote.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — This being
a question of procedure, ten representatives at
least are required to support Mr. Hardy’s pro-
posal for reference back to committee on a vote
by roll-call.

Are there ten representatives who support Mr.
Hardy’s request?...

There are. We shall therefore vote by roll-call
on Mr. Hardy’s request to refer the report back
to committee.

The roll-call with begin with the name of Mr.
Burger.

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was then taken)

Does any other representative wish to vote?...
The voting is closed.

The result of the vote is as follows

Number of votes cast ................. 49
AYCS ottt e e e e 17
Noes ..ooviiiii i e 32
Abstentions .............c.. ..o, 0

The reference back of the report to the com-
mittee is not agreed to.

I call Mr. Tummers for an explanation of vote.

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation).
— Mr. President, you will appreciate that I had
my doubts. But now that I know that the thirty-
fourth annual report is in preparation, I do not
want to give the impression that I shall be
working on the thirty-third annual report all over
again.

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

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — 1 referred
to the fact that Mr. Reddemann had spoken
rather later than 1 would have liked. I merely
wish to make it clear that I did not intend that to
be a criticism of the chair. I am obliged to Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg for drawing the Assembly’s
attention to that interpretation of my com-
ments.

1. See page 35.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We shall
now vote on the draft recommendation con-
tained in Document 1158, as amended.

Under Rule 33 of the Rules of Procedure if
five or more representatives or substitutes
present in the chamber so desire, the Assembly
shall vote by rollcall on a draft recommen-
dation.

Does any member wish to propose a vote by
roll-call?...

That is not the case. We shall therefore vote by
show of hands.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)

The amended drafi
adopted .

recommendation is

6. Changes in the membership of committees

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I have been
notified by the French Delegation of the fol-
lowing changes in the membership of com-
mittees: in the membership of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments: Mr. Fillon
as a titular member in place of Mr. Matraja; Mr.
Matraja as an alternate member in place of Mr.
Koehl; Mr. Balligand as an alternate member in
place of Mr. Bichet; in the membership of the
General Affairs Committee: Mr. Forni as a
titular member in place of Mr. Bassinet; Mr. Beix
as a titular member in place of Mr. Baumel; Mr.
Caro as a titular member in place of Mr.
Chénard and Mr. Baumel as an alternate
member in place of Mr. André; in the mem-
bership of the Committee on Scientific, Techno-
logical and Aerospace Questions: Mr. Worms as
a titular member in place of Mr. Fourré; Mr.
Lacour as an alternate member in place of Mr. de
Chambrun and Mr. Birraux as an alternate
member in place of Mr, Prat; in the membership
of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and
Administration: Mr. Lagorce as a titular member
in place of Mr. Bohl; Mr. Durand as a titular
member in place of Mr. Chartron and Mr.
Matraja as an alternate member in place of Mr.
Sirgue; in the membership of the Committee on
Rules of Procedure and Privileges: Mr. Bohl as a
titular member in place of Mr. Lacour; Mr.
Pistre as a titular member in place of Mr. Bordu;
Mr. Collette as a titular member in place of Mr.
Sirgue; Mr. Forni as an alternate member in
place of Mr. Gremetz;, Mr. Barrau as an alternate
member in place of Mr. Montastruc; Mr. Lagorce
as an alternate member in place of Mrs.
Trautmann and Mr. Hunault as an alternate
member in place of Mr. Bohl; in the membership
of the Committee for Parliamentary and Public
Relations: Mr. Lacour as a titular member in
place of Mr. de Chambrun.

1. See page 38.
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All these changes are subject to ratification by
the Assembly in accordance with Rule 38, para-
graph 6, of the Rules of Procedure.

Are there any objections to these changes?...
These changes are agreed to.

7. Date, time and orders of the day
of the next sitting

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — In view of
the progress we have made, I propose that we
change the order of business adopted during the
afternoon sitting on Monday, 5th December, and
bring forward to tomorrow morning instead of
tomorrow afternoon the votes on the draft
recommendations on verification, a future
European satellite agency and the scientific and
technical aspects of arms control verification by
satellite — reply to the thirty-third annual report
of the Council.

Are there any objections?...
It is so decided.
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I propose that the Assembly hold its next
public sitting tomorrow moming, Thursday, 8th
December, at 10 a.m. with the following orders
of the day:

1. Verification: a future European satellite
agency; Scientific and technical aspects of
arms control verification by satellite — reply
to the thirty-third annual report of the
Council (Presentation of and joint debate
on the reports of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments and of the Com-
mittee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions, Documents 1159 and
1160).

Address by Mr. Manzolini, Minister of
State for Foreign Affairs of Italy.

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 6.55 p.m.)



TWELFTH SITTING

Thursday, 8th December 1988

SUMMARY

1. Attendance register.
2. Adoption of the minutes.

3. Verification: a future European satellite agency; Scientific
and technical aspects of arms control verification by sat-
ellite — reply to the thirty-third annual report of the
Council (Presentation of and joint debate on the reports of
the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments and
of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aero-
space Questions, Docs. 1159 and 1160).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Fourré (Rapporteur of the
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments), Mr.
Malfatti (Rapporteur of the Committee on Scientific, Tech-
nological and Aerospace Questions), Mr. Klejdzinski, Mr.

Fourré (Rapporteur), Mr. de Beer (Vice-Chairman of the
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments).

4. Address by Mr. Manzolini, Minister of State for Foreign
Affairs of Italy.

Replies by Mr. Manzolini to questions put by: Mr.
Rathbone, Mr. Speed, Mr. Martino, Mr. Fourré, Mr. Sarti.

§. Verification: a future European satellite agency; Scientific
and technical aspects of arms control verification by sat-
ellite — reply to the thirty-third annual report of the
Council (Votes on the draft recommendations, Docs. 1159
and 1160).

6. Close of the session.

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The sitting
is open.

1. Attendance register

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The names
of the substitutes attending this sitting which
have been notified to the President will be pub-
lished with the list of representatives appended
to the minutes of proceedings !.

2. Adoption of the minutes

The PRESIDENT (Translation). In
accordance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure, the minutes of proceedings of the pre-
vious sitting have been distributed.

Are there any comments?...

The minutes are agreed to.

1. See page 42.
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3. Verification: a future European satellite agency

Scientific and technical aspects of arms control
verification by satellite - reply to the thirty-third
annual report of the Council

(Presentation of and joint debate on the reports
of the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments
and of the Committee on Scientific, Technological
and Aerospace Questions, Docs. 1159 and 1160)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The orders
of the day call for the presentation of and joint
debate on the report of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments on verifi-
cation: a future European satellite agency, Doc-
ument 1159, and on the report of the Committee
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions on the scientific and technical aspects
of arms control verification by satellite — reply to
the thirty-third annual report of the Council,
Document 1160.

In accordance with the change in the order of
business agreed yesterday afternoon, we shall
then take the vote on the draft recommenda-
tions.

I call Mr. Fourré, Rapporteur of the Com-
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments.
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Mr. FOURRE (France) (Translation). — Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, today in public
sitting we have to debate two reports prompted
by various initiatives both in this Assembly and
in other agencies whose purpose is to launch and
promote a number of proposals in the field of
arms control.

The Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments decided to study the subject and, in
close collaboration with the Committee on Sci-
entific, Technological and Aerospace Questions,
has endeavoured to define the technical content
of the proposal to set up a European satellite
agency for arms control.

What is involved? For some members this is
no doubt a complex technical problem which is
perhaps difficult to come to grips with unless a
simple, not to say simplistic, approach is taken
to understanding how arms verification increas-
ingly requires sophisticated technical resources
including observation satellites.

Before coming to the heart of the matter, it
may, I think, be useful to remember that our
planet is already under observation by scores of
artificial eyes. One of the applications these are
used for and that will grow in importance relates
to arms control and disarmament and the use of
satellite detection techniques for remote verifi-
cation.

As we all know, the dictionary defines
“verify ” as “establish the truth or correctness
of, by examination or demonstration”. The
methods used to verify an arms control
agreement vary widely with type of agreement
but everything is possible from on-site inspection
to the use of remote sensors located well away
from the area to be examined.

Of all available techniques, satellites are pre-
ferred by various experts for the simple reason
that they are relatively unobtrusive, although it
has to be said that so far, it is the United States
and the Soviet Union which have adapted their
space-based surveillance capabilities to verifi-
cation under arms control agreements. Now,
however, it is becoming increasingly apparent
that other countries, some already with more
than an interest in space, recognise a responsi-
bility to become more closely involved in certain
aspects of space surveillance.

It would therefore be possible for Western
Europe to participate in an effective control
system using these techniques on the prior
understanding that any such verification must
have the specific purpose of ensuring the obser-
vance of a treaty.

Remote sensing, as I was saying, means being
able to monitor objects or events from a dis-
tance. There is a range of devices for this
purpose, but some of the most useful include
sensors for a wide variety of military and civil
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applications. The fundamental difference
between these two types of sensor is that the mil-
itary devices possess higher resolution than those
used for civil purposes which are, of course,
sometimes employed for very different purposes.
For the record, the difference in resolution
between the two types of sensor is currently of
the order of one to one hundred.

At the moment, military sensors in space are
currently used, perhaps too exclusively, for mil-
itary purposes: but even so, such systems do
make a direct contribution to peace and interna-
tional security by maintaining effective deter-
rence.

Civil sensors used more for purposes related to
our day-to-day lives and the functions of the
Landsat, SPOT and Meteosat systems is familiar.
However, we also know that civil sensors — I
have just referred to Landsat and SPOT - can
also be used with the existing networks, for sur-
veillance purposes more or less closely associated
with military problems. I will not repeat all the
examples listed in the report but will simply
remind you of the SPOT images of the
Chernobyl nuclear reactor and the Landsat pic-
tures of the Iran-Iraq war.

I think this makes quite clear how military
sensors, given their much higher resolution,
could be used to monitor compliance with multi-
lateral conventional arms control agreements.
That is the particular role which could be
assigned to the capability which we are pro-
posing, and it could cover treaties on outer space
and chemical weapons, but more specifically, the
control of conventional weapons in clearly
defined areas.

But why should we not also contemplate using
the facility to monitor crisis situations in other
parts of the world?

A number of proposals had already been made
prior to our own initiative. At the first special
United Nations Special Session on Disarmament
in 1978 France proposed that the United Nations
set up an international satellite monitoring
agency. Unfortunately, as we all remember, this
project did not get anywhere because the Soviet
Union and the United States were against it,
although, reverting to the proposal in 1982, a
United Nations group of experts said that the
French proposal was highly. interesting in every
respect. In the view of the group the value and
utility of satellite monitoring itself, the setting up
of an agency and the feasibility of such an agency
in terms of costs and technology all seemed com-
patible with the objectives of the United
Nations.

Perhaps we should then have thought up other
systems. As far as we were concerned, we con-
sidered that Europe had sufficient potential in
space technology to meet the requirement. A
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European satellite agency and satellite moni-
toring system might have had considerable
political impact. Europe would then have been
able to monitor compliance with treaties and the
behaviour of states in crisis situations, and have
its say in the relevant forums where the legal
issues are discussed. Certainly European coun-
tries can hardly expect to be a party in East-West
negotiations or to sign multilateral treaties unless
they have their own independent capability to
monitor compliance. What is more, with a
system of this kind crises could be monitored
without having to rely on second-hand evi-
dence.

In either case, each member government could
keep its independence of decision while bene-
fiting from a shared source of information, even
to the extent, if required, of totally independent
interpretation of imagery. Independent Euro-
pean analysis could well help, rather than hinder,
transatlantic co-operation.

A satellite verification capability would seem
essential for the future international and diplo-
matic réle of Western Europe. If the CSCE talks
in Vienna prove fruitful, greatly increased
attention will be paid to the balance of conven-
tional forces, and our capability would then also
gain importance.

By taking the initiative of setting up such a
European satellite monitoring agency, WEU
would be offering all its partners a coherent
system of monitoring from space. It would thus
help to ensure recognition of its own specific réle
at the side of Europe’s strategic ally, the United
States. But to do this we must be pugnacious and
determined and take the decision to set up such
an agency, though recognising that it can only be
done on a step-by-step basis.

With this in mind, I suggest in my report that
from 1990, which is tomorrow, we set up an
agency to monitor confidence-building measures
using civil facilities provided by, inter alia, the
SPOT network. This could be followed by the
purchase and possible launch of a satellite in
1995. Some of us think that if the basis of
co-operation in the Helios II project were
extended this could provide a particularly
desirable European satellite monitoring capa-
bility. Finally, by 2005 the optical capabilities
and interpreting facilities should be amplified to
provide a complete and coherent system for the
use of all the partners.

However, accompanying this step-by-step
approach, we must also give closer thought to
evaluating the various parameters involved. You
will see in my report that I ask, should the
project be adopted, for a fuller study of certain
essential aspects such as the technologies
available and envisaged, improved definition of
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the possible sources, the way in which infor-
mation received is handled — should interpre-
tation be by the member states or by the agency
itself — closer scrutiny of launch costs and capital
and running costs, the decision on participation
should non-WEU European countries be allowed
to join the agency and decisions as to who should
have access to the information obtained, who
should be allowed to exploit it and in what form
the data should be transmitted. These are ques-
tions which only a group of experts can put to
our Assembly to enable it to follow all these
issues with the interest they deserve. If Western
European Union wishes to play a full part in the
great concert of nations on disarmament, this is
an opportunity, simply by deciding firmly to use
its influence and its universally recognised tech-
nological skills, to provide a service worthy of
the goal and objective that we hope every time to
see reasserted in this Assembly, namely that our
defence system must be synonymous with
peace.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Malfatti to present his report.

Mr. MALFATTI (Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, in the wake of
the Washington agreement on intermediate
nuclear forces, we find there are now more nego-
tiations under way on arms reductions than we
have ever known before: negotiations are in
progress on the reduction of strategic nuclear
weapons and others on the elimination of
chemical weapons. I should also, I think,
mention conventional stability because I believe
we are on the eve of the final talks between the
twenty-three countries of the Warsaw Pact and
the Atlantic Alliance. A brief reference to the
spectacular unilateral reduction of conventional
Soviet forces announced yesterday by Mr.
Gorbachev at the General Assembly of the
United Nations is also, I feel, in order.

We all know what the aim of negotiations on
conventional weapons must be: they must relate
not only to reducing conventional weapons
themselves, but also, and the two aims are
linked, eliminating the possibility of a surprise
attack followed by a large-scale offensive.

We know how directly we Europeans are con-
cerned by the negotiations on conventional
weapons and — as I shall shortly explain — by the
verification problems that they imply. These
problems are mentioned, incidentally, in The
Hague platform, which states that “ arms control
agreements have to be effectively verifiable and
stand the test of time .

The agreement on intermediate nuclear forces,
the first agreement in history to remove com-
pletely a whole nuclear weapons system,
enshrines two principles which will be essential
in the subsequent negotiations on arms
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reduction: asymmetry and on-site verification.
The principle of on-site verification was intro-
duced at the Stockholm Conference on Confi-
dence- and Security-Building Measures following
a change of attitude on the Soviet side which was
to become truly spectacular in the provisions in
the Washington agreements on intermediate
nuclear forces that concern co-operative verifi-
cation measures.

I should point out in passing that, in his
opening speech to the Stockholm conference in
1984, Andrei Gromyko described on-site verifi-
cation — ie., the verification which, as I say,
under pressure from the West and following a
change in the Soviet attitude was introduced in
1986 into the Stockholm agreement signed by the
thirty-five states taking part in the Conference on
Security and Co-operation in Europe — as “ espi-
onage ”.

Paragraph 64 of the Stockholm agreement con-
tains the following statement which I consider
vital to my argument: “ The participating states
recognise that national technical means can play
a r6le in monitoring compliance with agreed con-
fidence- and security-building measures. ” This
same principle, i.e., that of the full legitimacy of
national, or if you prefer, unilateral, controls, in
addition to on-site verification under a treaty or
of a co-operative nature, is repeated and
amplified in the Washington treaty on interme-
diate nuclear forces by the specific terms in
which Article XII of the treaty is phrased. Even
so, it is clear to all, I repeat, that the fundamental
provisions in this treaty are those of Article XI
on co-operative verification, to which a whole
protocol is devoted.

Hence, if the problem of verification and
control continues to be of paramount impor-
tance in the future arms reduction agreements —
particularly those on conventional weapons —
that directly affect the forces and territories of
Europe, and if co-operative on-site verification is
also with us for good, then it is vital that Western
Europe should, in the Atlantic framework, have
its own facilities for remote sensing and control
by satellite as a useful additional source of infor-
mation. It would be politically desirable as a sign
of the European security identity, meaningful as
regards the sharing of tasks and responsibilities
between Europe and the United States, and
finally propitious for our industrial and techno-
logical development.

Hence the desirability of developing a
European satellite system which could turn out
to be very valuable not only for the surveillance
of troop movements and the analysis of crisis sit-
uations, but also because of the assistance it
would afford to our own on-site verification
operations.
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To set up a European satellite monitoring
agency in the framework of Western European
Union as proposed by our parliamentary
Assembly, we shall need to look into all the tech-
nical, scientific, industrial, economic, financial,
legal, institutional, political and operational
aspects. A review of what already exists in this
sector or, on the basis of programmes we know
about, of what is planned' for the future in
Europe, will also be needed. We shall also have
to study the problem of our relations with our
American allies and that of co-operation with
and integration in the Atlantic Alliance.

In my report, in addition to the specific initia-
tives by the European countries I have referred
to — I am thinking, in particular, of the French
Helios programme for the production of a mil-
itary satellite in association with Italy and Spain
and the civil programmes such as the French
SPOT satellites — I refer to the Swedish pro-
gramme. I mention Sweden because it is a
European country but I dé not mention the
Canadian Paxsat project, not just because
Canada is not part of Europe, but also because
this project would, in any event, be part of a sat-
ellite verification system common to all the
parties signatory to an agreement on arms
reduction. Similarly, I do not refer to the French
proposal just mentioned by Mr. Fourré, which
was put forward at the first Extraordinary United
Nations Session on Disarmament in 1978 and
sought to set up an international satellite moni-
toring agency to verify compliance with disarm-
ament agreements and take preventive action in
an emergency; in effect, this agency would in my
opinion be very different in its aims from the one
proposed in our recommendation because it
would be organised and run by the United
Nations.

I shall now go further into the technical aspects
dealt with in the report, my working assumption
being that the European satellite monitoring
agency would have three tasks: the monitoring of
military manoeuvres, the surveillance of crises
and preparations for surprise attack and the veri-
fication of compliance with agreements on con-
ventional arms control.

First, I must say that satellite surveillance does
not completely meet the needs of verification
and control because clearly the effectiveness of
this type of monitoring is, in spite of everything,
limited: it will not detect submersibles at depth
nor various types of camouflage and simulation,
not to mention the other basic considerations we
have already referred to, namely that, for
political and technical reasons, it could in no
way replace on-site or “ operational” verifi-
cation. In any event, to carry out the three tasks I
have listed, a multi-satellite system would be
necessary so as to ensure complete coverage, day
in day out, of the continent of Europe and the
seas around it.
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In addition, the resolution of remote-sensing
equipment, as stated a few moments ago by the
Rapporteur, Mr. Fourré, would have to be very
fine, i.e. of the order of one to five metres for the
first two tasks, i.e. surveillance of military move-
ments and preparations for a surprise attack, and
even 15 to 30 centimetres for the third, i.e. the
identification of conventional weapons — assault
tanks, armoured vehicles etc. — that is necessary
to monitor compliance with agreements on the
reduction of conventional forces. In addition to
photographic optical spectrum and infrared
cameras, there would — partly, but not wholly for
meteorological reasons — equipment lifetime, for
example — have to be synthetic aperture radar
systems and hyper-frequency receivers for the
data transmitted. These are, of course, projects
that would need to be introduced in stages but it
may already be affirmed that our countries are
technologically, scientifically and industrially
capable of launching these experiments and car-
rying them through to a successful conclusion.

I shall close by reminding you of a European
success not unrelated to my subject, namely the
European Space Agency’s Ariane programme.
Ariane 4, which has been operational since June
of this year, will enable Europe to launch moni-
toring satellites of all reasonably foreseeable
dimensions. It can place payloads of up to eight
tonnes in low orbit and a little above four tonnes
in geostationary orbit. Ariane 5, due to be opera-
tional in 1995, will be capable of launching — and
this is its primary advantage from our view-
point — up to twenty-one tonnes in low orbit and
between six and eight tonnes in geostationary
orbit.

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, as I was
saying, the progress already made by our coun-
tries as presented in my report, including
advances in data processing and analysis, gives
us the confidence to assert that, in terms of
WEU’s capability, there is no technical obstacle
to the Council defining all the conditions nec-
essary — as we state in the draft recommendation
you are to vote on — for creating, in the
framework of WEU, a European satellite moni-
toring agency.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The joint
debate is open.

I call Mr. Klejdzinski.

Mr. KLEIDZINSKI (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, ladies
and gentlemen, my comments today on the need
for Europe to have an observation satellite of its
own in space are, of course, prompted by the
draft recommendations presented by Mr. Fourré
and Mr. Malfatti concerning the verification
activities of a future European satellite moni-
toring agency, including the -scientific and tech-
nical aspects.
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I should like to take this opportunity to thank
both Rapporteurs for their excellent work. They
have done an excellent job of putting the case for
a European observation satellite clearly and
comprehensively, and of explaining the relevant
technical and scientific requirements.

Their detailed catalogue of arguments makes it
difficult for anyone to whom Europe’s security is
important to add anything more. I shall never-
theless make the attempt, because I believe that
the importance of a European observation sat-
ellite cannot be stressed often enough, and also
needs to be taken back to the member states for
discussion, to increase their awareness of the
need for a technical facility of this kind.

Both draft recommendations have my
approval. For one thing, they confirm a personal
view I have long held. With your permission, I
should like to quote something I myself said in
this place. I said that the emergence of a specifi-
cally national strategy for space developments
was less important than the incorporation of this
strategy in European integration, and that in a
world perspective European co-operation was
crucial to our civil space research.

I made the same statement in 1986 in the
report on “ German space policy at the turn of
the century ”, drawn up by a group of experts for
the Research Institute of the German Society for
Foreign Policy. I still stand by this statement
where the installation of a European satellite is
concerned.

I also find it very easy in this context to give
my approval because the social democrat group
in the Bundestag, of which I am a member,
tabled a motion on space policy in the Bundestag
on 11th March of last year which fully endorses
the demand expressed here. 1 feel we should be
aware that we have a community of interests.

At the time, the Bundestag impressed on the
Federal Government the need for the devel-
opment and operation of a specifically Western
European reconnaissance satellite for crisis man-
agement and arms and disarmament control pur-
poses.

As I see it, it must be regarded as a success for
Europe in security policy terms if we in Western
Europe succeed in providing the initial impulse
for the installation of a specifically European
observation satellite in space.

Firstly, I believe the development of a
European observation satellite will further
strengthen Europe’s atuonomy in space. It is
essential that we in Europe should have powers
and, if necessary, be able to act autonomously in
all areas, especially the critical ones.

I should like to illustrate this with an example
which makes the need for a satellite of this
kind abundantly clear. Immediately after the



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TWELFTH SITTING

Mer. Klejdzinski (continued)

explosion in the fourth reactor at Chernobyl, the
Government of the Federal Republic of
Germany was confronted with the rumour that
another reactor was about to explode, which
would have made further precautionary mea-
sures necessary in Germany. But it was some
weeks before the Federal Government had access
to satellite photographs which could immedi-
ately have scotched this rumour. This actual
event shows how very much the European coun-
tries need autonomous access to space, not only
on economic, industrial and foreign policy
grounds, but very specifically for reasons of
security.

But this example also shows that an obser-
vation satellite can be important to civil defence
and disaster prevention and that the empbhasis
does not need to be only on military observa-
tions.

In the case of WEU a satellite of this kind is
needed because it can be used to gather data for
European security which will be immediately
available in unadulterated form to all the
European countries and will not have to be
obtained from other countries, with the
attendant risk of incompleteness simply as a
result of delayed access.

The Japanese recognised the importance of
space to their national security, and also to their
research projects, some time ago. They have
been investing heavily in space for some years.
Their per capita expenditure has long exceeded
expenditure in Europe, and the Japanese space
agency, the National Space Development
Agency, has one of the largest space budgets in
the world, as can be seen from an article on pages
36 et seq. of the December 1988 edition of the
scientific journal “ High Tech ”. The Japanese
space agency is also currently engaged in research
into satellite systems for data transmission. I see
the Japanese efforts in space as a challenge to
European co-operation. I must emphasise this.
We Europeans should sometimes look beyond
the clashes of competence among ourselves and
realise that we can only stand up to the other
economic agglomerations in the world if we are
united.

The ESA has shown that such European
co-operation can work efficiently, not only in
science but also in the area of highly advanced
technological developments. For its part, WEU
can make a vital contribution to European
security by calling for a European observation
satellite.

I hope the two Rapporteurs are able to take in
what 1 am saying despite their conversation
down there. I see they are deep in conversation
with the appropriate secretary.
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I now come to the second reason for a
European observation satellite. A Europe which
is autonomous in space research and the use of
space will naturally stabilise and strengthen
Europe’s role as a partner and its weight in inter-
national co-operation, particularly with the
United States.

In this context I find a comment by Henry
Kissinger revealing. He undoubtedly had good
reason to mention WEU when he was awarded
the Charlemagne prize of the City of Aachen in
1987. He said that in the years ahead the contri-
bution made by a united' Europe would be
essential and that Europe must create a structure
for the discussion of strategic problems, either by
building on Western European Union or by
developing another mechanism. And he added:
“ America must support this. ”

I expect a joint European observation satellite
to enhance the political credibility of the
European space policy at international level,
because the joint advocacy, joint development
and, ultimately, joint use of the satellite by the
European nations will strengthen our feeling of
togetherness and help to promote the unity of
Europe and its continuing integration, in keeping
with the central idea of the WEU treaty signed in
1954.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The joint
debate is closed.

I call Mr. Fourré.

Mr. FOURRE (France) (Translation). — I wish
to extend my special thanks to Mr. Klejdzinski,
who has made himself the sole vehicle of the
Assembly’s contribution to this proposal for a
European verification satellite agency. If what he
has to say summarises a feeling widely shared by
his fellow delegates, I am highly gratified at the
Assembly’s reaction. Mr. Klejdzinski has shown
he appreciates not only the value of the initiative
and the difficulties of setting it in place, but also
the ambition in wishing to set up a European
monitoring satellite agency.

As to the difficulties, we know them. As you
said, the first is not in this Assembly. We have to
convince our national institutions and thereby
our governments to take the essentially political
steps, not at first implying any big financial com-
mitment, to respond to our request. A second
difficulty is that of creating real awareness of
Europe’s position in the disarmament process to
come.

These are key points for European collabo-
ration but, as I pointed out in my report and my
statement just now, we are also perhaps seeing
here the culmination of a number of develop-
ments towards greater recognition of the position
already occupied by Europe in the space field,
i.e. its growing autonomy in the technological
sphere and its greater credibility, to use Mr.
Klejdzinski’s exact words.



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

TWELFTH SITTING

Mr. Fourré (continued)

I therefore thank him and would beg him and
all the other representatives of our various coun-
tries, assuming of course that they vote in favour
of these reports, to try to be our advocates in
their national parliaments and governments so
that, on the model of what some countries — the
Netherlands and France, for instance — have
already done, we can bring the process we are
embarked on to a rapid conclusion.

I also wish to point out, Mr. President, that my
report fits into the context of confidence-building
measures between East and West.

And how, this morning, mindful of this report
and the thinking behind it, can we fail to pay
careful heed to the excellent suggestions in yes-
terday’s speech by Mr. Gorbachev to the United
Nations Organisation?

After the recent disaster in the Soviet Union,
let us also take this opportunity to express our
sympathy to him on the thousands of deaths in
Armenia and to assure him of our support at this
difficult time.

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

Mr. de BEER (Netherlands) (Translation). —
Mr. President, I am speaking in place of Mr.
Kittelmann in his capacity as Chairman of the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments.

I will begin by complimenting Mr. Fourré on
his report. Various kinds of reports are drawn up
at WEU. This one has a typically initiatory
function. It sets a new development in motion.
We know there is no dispute about it, though the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments is not the easiest of committees in this
respect. Differences of opinion are fairly wide-
spread on certain problems, as we saw during
yesterday afternoon’s debate. It is to Mr.
Fourré’s credit that he has depoliticised this
subject. The fact that this report was not dis-
puted in the committee is therefore an implicit
compliment to him.

It seems to me that we must forge a link with
the Council of Europe. We are, after all, all
members of delegations to the Council of
Europe. The Council of Europe is currently dis-
cussing co-operation in the field of civil satellite
technology. The Rapporteur, Mr. Fourré, is also
active in this field.

There is reluctance in the Council of Europe to
link the military and civil aspects. This report
concerns a very specific aspect of satellite tech-
nology: its use in the service of projects designed
to improve the security and safety of us all. I feel
I can therefore say that co-operation between
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civil satellite technology and what we are dis-
cussing here need not pose any problems.

The Rapporteur has proposed that research
should be carried out over a wide area. He has
raised many questions. I refer, for example, to
paragraph 8.3 of his report, which in fact lists all
the aspects which need to be studied. The
Rapporteur also discussed this during his presen-
tation.

The field is very wide, ranging from technical
to monitoring aspects and from financial matters
to public problems. Before we can make a start
on all this, we shall have to do a great deal of
research. I feel the report has made this very
clear. That is another of its merits.

As a Dutchman — although I am speaking as
the Vice-Chairman of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments — it gives me par-
ticular pleasure to be able to refer to the letter
which the Ministers for Foreign Affairs and
Defence of the Netherlands have written to the
Netherlands parliament. This letter is in fact
included in Mr. Fourré’s report as Appendix V.
I should just like to quote two short passages
from this letter:

“ For the above reasons, the government has
therefore taken note with interest of the plea
for possible future association with existing (or
future) co-operation groups in the area of sat-
ellite technology. The undersigned believe that
closer consideration should also be given to
this problem since an observation satellite
capability for Europe itself might be stimu-
lating from the technological and industrial
point of view. Furthermore, it might lead to
more and better co-operation between fede-
rated information services. Closer co-ope-
ration in observation satellites with, conse-
quently, progressively tighter economic,
technological and also political links is of great
importance for the countries of Western
Europe. ”

The second quotation is particularly inter-
esting to the members of WEU:

“1It is important to include the programme in
an efficient European framework. To this end
we believe it will be necessary to try to develop
further an exchange of views in Western
European Union too on the various aspects of
a joint observation capability. ”

In the Netherlands government’s view, Mr.
Fourré’s report has started life under a very lucky
star.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The sitting
is suspended.

(The sitting was suspended at 11.05 a.m. and
resumed at 11.10 a.m.)
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Minister of State for Foreign Affairs of Italy

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the address by Mr. Manzolini,
Minister of State for Foreign Affairs of Italy.

It is a pleasure, Minister, to welcome you to
this Assembly. On 9th June this year, speaking
on behalf of the Italian Government, you said
that in the framework of WEU reactivation “ the
parliamentary Assembly’s stimulating and moni-
toring rble needs to be further enhanced ”.

Your presence here again today is further evi-
dence of the réle which Italy intends to play in
the process of WEU reactivation initiated in
Rome in 1984,

Would you please take the rostrum.

Mr. MANZOLINI (Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs of Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, the current
phase in international relations is probably the
most interesting and stimulating that we have
known since the emergence after the second
world war of the present East-West configu-
ration. The gradual creation over the last few
years of an atmosphere of more constructive dia-
logue in East-West relations in general, the sig-
nificant developments in the disarmament
process and the dawning of new prospects in
several fields ranging from international rela-
tions to technological development appear to
justify the close attention that the problems of
disarmament and security in Europe are now
receiving from governments and public alike.

The beginning of this period of major disarm-
ament negotiations has certainly had a profound
effect on the fabric of relations between
European countries by creating the basis for less
conflict and more co-operation between the two
Europes and the prospect of a gradual bridging of
the divisions in our continent.

In this context, the agreement in intermediate
nuclear forces has certainly been a starting point
for a broader process which, in the case of the
bilateral negotiations between the superpowers,
should lead to the conclusion of the START
agreement in a reasonably short time and, in that
of the multinational negotiations, to an up-
dating of the ban on chemical weapons and sig-
nificant progress towards a better balance of con-
ventional forces in Europe.

In this already positive context, the Soviet
President’s statements at the United Nations yes-
terday add, in my view, a further reason for
optimism, hope and confidence. Obviously and
naturally the initiative demands fresh and
careful thinking on our part. However, I think it
is already possible to qualify it as a stimulus and
encouragement both to continue down the road
we are already on — I believe that a first
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assessment is currently being made in the
Atlantic Alliance — and to prepare ourselves with
increased confidence for the forthcoming Vienna
negotiations.

In Italy we feel that no doubt remains about
the advantages for European security of a 50%
reduction in the strategic arsenals of the two
superpowers and the total elimination of
chemical weapons. Italy will continue, as far as it
can, to work towards the early attainment of
these objectives in the expectation that after the
change in the Washington 'administration and
the planned United States-USSR summit in
which the president-elect will be participating,
the relevant negotiations will gain fresh
momentum.

But above all I think that it is essential for us
in the present changing situation to make a
major effort in tackling! the problems of
stabilising conventional weapons from the
Atlantic to the Urals at the lowest possible level.
The asymmetry in this sector has influenced our
continent’s political situation and security for
decades and has been the cause of tensions and
suspicion helping to maintain the division
between the two Europes.

Whilst ending ideological and political rivalry
and giving people more control over their own
destiny may be essential for overcoming these
divisions, success also depends on achieving
safer and more stable balances of forces and
armaments at ever lower levels. The problems of
conventional disarmament in Europe, therefore,
have great political importance and must neces-
sarily be faced and resolved if we really wish to
move towards a better Europe where, in every
area, increasingly confident relations and
peaceful co-operation prevail.

The negotiating framework for dealing with
these problems seems now to be virtually defined
since the intense negotiations in Vienna between
the twenty-three member countries of the two
alliances have made it largely possible to resolve
the major difficulties of formulating a
“mandate ” for future negotiations. In the
framework of a political and balanced conclusion
on all the aspects of the current CSCE meetings
in Vienna, it scems probable that in the coming
hours, or days or, in any event, before the end of
the year, the mandate for talks on conventional
weapons will be agreed, thus leading immedi-
ately to talks on the basic problems. These are
obviously matters of great complexity; they will
require of all of us unprecedented effort and
much determination, tenacity and solidarity in
these vitally important negotiations for all the
member countries of WEU and the Atlantic
Alliance.

The data recently published by the alliance
countries on conventional forces and armaments
in Europe have confirmed the Warsaw Pact’s
considerable superiority.
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There is no doubt then that in order to achieve
the elimination of the most destabilising asym-
metries in the categories of the most patently
offensive weapons, I think it is right to say that
the biggest reductions will need to be made by
the countries of Eastern Europe and the USSR in
particular and 1 think that the fundamental
starting point should be the will of all concerned
and chiefly our counterparts in Eastern Europe
to abandon once and for all the idea of security
based on military domination.

Basically, the purpose must be to define fair
and stable balances of forces at drastically
reduced levels in order to guarantee the same
degree of security for all and then to put them
into effect regardless of who has or has not to
make the biggest reduction.

Another point I want to make is that we have
to think of the disarmament process and its
impact on security requirements as an intercon-
nected and dynamic system.

This means that a reduction in the threat and
the establishment of genuine conventional sta-
bility would lead to less dependence on nuclear
weapons, the benefit of a higher nuclear
threshold and a further reduction in the number
of atomic weapons in secure conditions.

Such measures could offer nothing but advan-
tages. A further general advantage would be
gained, in my view, from the savings in resources
and their reallocation to economic and civil
development.

But above all 1 am convinced that, in the
present extremely important phase of interna-
tional relations, a successful conclusion to nego-
tiations on conventional stability in Europe, in
removing the existing disparities in this area,
would dispose of one of the main obstacles to
closing the divisions between the countries of
our continent and establishing a new kind and
quality of relations.

Even if it does not seem realistic to assume
that one could eliminate competition between
the different socio-political systems and different
ideologies there are in the states of Europe, there
is no reason to think that this competition
should not take on a totally new form paving
the way to relations based increasingly on co-
operation.

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, the view
in Italy is that the disarmament process will deci-
sively influence the prospects of greater security
in the years to come by considerably reducing
the need to have vast arsenals of sophisticated
and offensive weapons to meet the threat. There
is no doubt, moreover, that in the short term, the
security policy of the western countries cannot be
solely concerned with disarmament, although
that will be a fundamental part of it.
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In this context, there seems to be an increasing
call on Europe to do more. In particular, our
American allies consider that, given their budget
problems and the economic growth of the coun-
tries of Europe, and Japan, these countries — I
mean those of Europe — ought to take on a
greater share of the responsibility for common
security. In my view, in Europe’s present
political, social and economic situation it will be
difficult to expect, at least as things are now, any
marked increase in the resources applied to
defence. Europeans are, however, clearly
resolved to shoulder their own responsibilities
and their share of the burden — which, I would
remind you, are political as well as financial — in
the fairest and fullest manner. Italy has demon-
strated that it is so resolved in its decision to
provide bases for the F-16 aircraft from
Torrejon, when Spain closes this American
base.

Mr. President, having outlined some of the
features of the global framework of European
security I should now like to turn more particu-
larly to WEU.

In my address to this Assembly last June, I was
able to present the Italian Government’s
position on the role of WEU in the definition of
a European security policy. In our view, that
policy has to serve two aims: European inte-
gration and the strengthening of the Atlantic
Alliance by the consolidation of its “ European
pillar .

Italy, therefore, was highly satisfied when, on
14th November, the Council of Ministers
brought the process of enlarging WEU to include
Spain and Portugal to a successful conclusion. It
was an opportunity to confirm the complete
readiness of the two Iberian countries to comply
with the provisions of the modified Brussels
Treaty of 1954 and those of the 1984 Rome dec-
laration and the 1987 Hague platform on
European security interests.

We are convinced that the accession of Spain
and Portugal, both of which are fully committed
to the building of Europe and members of the
Atlantic Alliance, will give new momentum to
the development of European solidarity and to
its defence and security identity and will at the
same time help to reinforce the alliance’s
European pillar.

Furthermore, the participation of Spain and
Portugal in the machinery for European consul-
tation and co-ordination in security matters will
undoubtedly integrate the two Iberian countries
more fully in the process of building a stronger
and more united Europe and will contribute to
the strengthening of WEU itself.

Today therefore WEU appears as a growth
organisation and this impression is confirmed by
the, in general, positive outcome — to my mind,
anyway — of the ministerial meeting of 14th
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November, though we have to deplore, for the
record, one negative feature: the continuing
deadlock on the institutional reform of our
organisation,

So, one year after the approval of the platform
on European security interests and now that
WEU is enlarged to include two new member
states, we think the time is ripe for a few sugges-
tions and some thinking about what can be done
to develop the reactivation process and what
direction we would collectively like WEU to
follow.

First of all I should like to say that though the
Italian Delegation had reasons for pointing out
certain inadequacies in the past, we are now
totally satisfied with the results obtained in
terms of WEU’s reactivation. I would add that
we have nothing but praise for the work done so
far especially in view of the intrinsic difficulties
in the tasks we set ourselves.

In effect, developing a strong European
security and defence identity is inevitably a
long-term task and it would be pointless to
expect sensational results and spectacular
progress overnight. In our common will to work
effectively towards the definition of common
positions we cannot be blind to objective reality,
i.e. the difference in status between the member
countries: some are nuclear powers, some are
not; some are fully integrated in the military
structure of the Atlantic Alliance, some are not.

It is precisely because we are mindful of these
disparities that we consider that what has been
done so far is positive and, above all, that it has
tended in the right direction as signposted by the
Rome declaration of 1984 and the goals it lists,
i.e. to promote the unity and encourage the pro-
gressive integration of Europe and to strengthen
the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance.
These two fundamental components of WEU’s
action are both confirmed in the platform and
will continue to guide the organisation’s future
action.

WEU will thus continue to provide a privi-
leged forum where the countries of Europe can
consult together and co-ordinate their positions
on security and defence with the probable
long-term objective of operating the necessary
conditions for a politically integrated Europe, i.e.
a Europe able to put its stamp on international
relations, including the vital sectors of security
and defence.

At the same time, WEU must provide its help
in defining the responsibilities of the European
members of the Atlantic Alliance more clearly
and thus contribute towards an overall strength-
ening of the European pillar of NATO. The
presence of two countries that are not members

167

of the NATO integrated military system will, in
this sense, be a stimulating factor. I therefore
think that valuable work could be done by a
deeper analysis of each member’s contribution to
common defence and of the synergies of our dif-
ferent views on strategy.

In the step-by-step performance of this dif-
ficult task, member states will need to take
account of the general political context in which
the conditions of European security must be
assessed. There is still important work to be done
in terms of continuing consultation on develop-
ments in East/West relations and this could take
place in the WEU framework without any dupli-
cation of the political co-operation machinery,
by concentrating on the military and political
aspects of security.

The report on the implementation of the
platform has defined a series of areas where pos-
sible forms of collaboration between the member
states of the organisation could be developed. I
feel that this too is an important task because a
prerequisite for operational co-operation is that
member states’ readiness to commit themselves
has to be verified. Nor should we forget the
importance that the approval of forms of opera-
tional co-operation among the member countries
of WEU could have for the public, which needs
to be made increasingly aware of the problems of
European security, a purpose that will also be
served by giving greater powers to and height-
ening the importance of the parliamentary
Assembly of WEU.

Mr. President, I would like to conciude my
remarks with a brief reference to the out-of-area
subject and confirm that in this sector too WEU
could have its own part to play. Whenever
necessary, therefore, the agreed consultative
machinery should be set up after identifying the
most important areas where the protection of
common security interests seems most essential.
Thank you, Mr. President, ladies and gen-
tlemen.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you
for your address, Minister.

Would you be kind enough to answer ques-
tions from Assembly members?

(The Minister of State agreed)

(Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Vice-President of the
Assembly, took the Chair)

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Rathbone.

Mr. RATHBONE (United Kingdom). — Will
the Minister elaborate a little further on the step
in the right direction reported in our newspapers
today regarding the 15% reduction in Warsaw
Pact forces in Europe? How does he see NATO
and WEU reacting to those cuts, which, although
not sufficient in themselves, scem to be a good
sign?
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Mr. MANZOLINI (Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs of Italy) (Translation). - I should
like to confirm, if only briefly, what I said in my
address, briefly because the Soviet President only
made his proposal yesterday and I do not
therefore think we are in a position to evaluate
all its political and military implications. But,
apart from the strategic aspects which are the
responsibility of another forum — this question is
on today’s agenda at the headquarters of the
Atlantic Council — our assessment definitely
leans towards optimism and confidence.

The PRESIDENT. — I call Mr. Speed.

Mr. SPEED (United Kingdom). — Following on
from the previous question, the Minister of State
referred in his interesting speech to the inte-
gration of Europe and to the Gorbachev-United
Nations proposals, as did my colleague, Mr.
Rathbone. Is there not a danger in considering
disarmament almost as an end in itself and for-
getting the fact that we still have the Berlin wall,
the minefields and the machine-gun towers on
the inner German border, and Lithuania, Latvia
and Estonia which were subsumed into the
Soviet Union by a Stalin-Hitler pact forty-eight
years ago? All those matters detract from the
integrated, free Europe that we all wish to see.
That must be the ultimate political aim, but
sometimes very welcome steps towards disarm-
ament may lull us into forgetting what the
ultimate aim should be.

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

Mr. MANZOLINI (Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs of Italy) (Translation). — Thank
you. Naturally, I agree with your general
assessment which I feel was covered to some
extent in my address, especially where I stated
that disarmament is certainly an important
factor in the process of détente but not the
process of détente itself — which is something dif-
ferent and embraces many other fields and many
other sectors and realities as you said.

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Martino.

Mr. MARTINO (Italy) (Translation). — Min-
ister, yesterday’s surprise announcement by Mr.
Gorbachev cannot drown out the sound of the
calamity that has hit the Kurdish population and
that we raised this week in the Assembly. You
know how serious for Turkey is its generous
action on behalf of the Kurdish population
fleeing from Iraq and all over that region to take
refuge in Anatolia.

What does the Italian Government think can
be done in support of such action and to con-
tinue providing the Kurdish population with the
help it needs?

The PRESIDENT. - I call the Minister.
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Mr. MANZOLINI (Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs of Italy) (Translation). — I should
like to assure Mr. Martino that in talks between
President Da Mita and the Turkish President, in
Italy on 5th October, guarantees were given that
emergency action would be taken to assist the
Kurdish population.

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Fourré.

Mr. FOURRE (France) (Translation). — Your
arrival, Minister, coincided with a debate on dis-
armament at the point when we were discussing
the Soviet initiative and the address you have
given underlines the importance of Europe’s role
in this process.

When you arrived, an initiative which pro-
posed the setting up of a European surveillance
satellite agency was being presented to the
Assembly by Mr. Malfatti and myself. I know
how actively your country is already involved in
co-operation in space matters and in the Helios
programme in particular where you have decided
to take a 15% share, but I would like to know
whether, apart from your efforts to create this
space facility, you will also be able to take part in
the more political, though financially less
onerous, undertaking of setting up, as Europeans
in WEU, an agency which would enable us to go
even further in arms verification and which
would, of course, enable us to take our place in
the concert of nations on disarmament issues?

The PRESIDENT. - I call the Minister.

Mr. MANZOLINI (Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs of Italy) (Translation). — Thank
you for giving me this opportunity to reaffirm
the interest that my government has already
shown — as the French Government has, too, I
believe — in a sector not simply of great interest
to Europe but also of specific importance to each
of our countries.

Our view of the proposal that you and Mr.
Malfatti have tabled cannot, therefore fail to be
favourable.

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Sarti.

Mr. SARTI (Italy) (Translation). — Minister,
this has been a good day for the WEU Assembly,
coming as it does at the end of a session that has
seen some excellent reports. There have,
however, also been some fairly long periods of
concern about attendance and overcrowding in
the Assembly.

In your excellent statement, I — as a member
of this Assembly — thought I detected a slight but
highly important clue to your perception — as
representative of the Government of the
Republic of Italy — of the réle of the Assembly of
Western European Union.

With regard to this assessment, I should like to
ask whether the Italian Government along with
the other WEU governments is prepared to take
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action on the initiatives of our President, our
excellent staff and the policy-makers present in
this chamber in order to ensure that the réle of
this Assembly is enhanced, if possible, at the
present critical and important juncture?

The PRESIDENT. — I call the Minister.

Mr. MANZOLINI (Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs of Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, I should like to thank Mr. Sarti for his
words of welcome for my statement to the
Assembly on the position of the Italian Gov-
ernment and to do so with special warmth in rec-
ognition of Mr. Sarti’s commitment, long expe-
rience and personal standing.

In answer to the question, I can affirm, on
behalf of the Government of the Republic of
Italy, that we shall follow up any concrete initia-
tives that further the political goal of enhancing
the role and functions of this parliamentary
Assembly, which we consider to be irreplaceable,
and I stress irreplaceable, for carrying out the
organisation’s institutional tasks.

The PRESIDENT. — That is a very happy note
on which to end the question and answer session,
and it will be recorded in the official report. I
trust that Mr. Manzolini’s expression will mean
that the financing of the reconstruction of the
building and our budgets will be considered
looked at with a sympathetic eye.

I think, Minister, that you will see how much
you have pleased the Assembly by coming here
and if your remarks in future are in the same
vein, we shall welcome you back on many occa-
sions.

Mr. MANZOLINI (Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs of Italy) (Translation). — Thank
you, Mr. President.

5. Verification: a future European
satellite agency

Scientific and technical aspects of arms control
verification by satellite — reply to
the thirty-third annual report of the Council

(Votes on the draft recommendations,
Docs. 1159 and 1160)

The PRESIDENT. — The next order of the day
is the votes on the draft recommendations on
verification: a future European satellite agency
and on scientific and technical aspects of arms
control verification by satellite — reply to the
thirty-third annual report of the Council, Docu-
ments 1159 and 1160.
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We shall first proceed to vote on the draft rec-
ommendation contained in Document 1159.

Under Rule 33, the Assembly votes by show of
hands unless five representatives or substitutes
present in the chamber request a vote by roll-
call.

Are there five members requesting a vote by
roll-call?...

There are not. We shall therefore vote by show
of hands.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)

The draft recommendation is adopted unani-
mously .

We now come to the vote on the draft recom-
mendation contained in Document 1160.

Is there a request for a roll-call vote?...

There is not. We shall therefore vote by show
of hands.

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)

The draft recommendation is adopted unani-
mously 2.

I congratulate the Rapporteurs and com-
mittees on their efforts.

6. Close of the session

The PRESIDENT. — Before I close the session,
I think that you would all wish me to ask Mr.
Goerens to send a message to the President of
the Soviet Union commiserating with him on the
tragic earthquake in Armenia.

That is agreed.

We have reached the end of the second part of
the thirty-fourth ordinary session. I am sure that
you would all wish me to thank all those respon-
sible for ensuring the smooth running of the
Assembly and its work.

I wish you all a safe journey home and declare
closed the thirty-fourth ordinary session of the
Assembly of Western European Union.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 11.45 a.m.)

1. See page 43.
2. See page 44.
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