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LEMMRICH Karl Heinz CDU/CSU 
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BOHL Andre UCDP MM. PFENNIG Gero CDU/CSU 
BORDU Gerard Communist SCHEER Hermann SPD 
CHARTRON Jacques RPR SCHMIDT Manfred SPD 
CROZE Pierre Ind. Rep. WULFF Otto CDU/CSU 
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Representatives 
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VECCHIETTI Tullio Communist MM. van der SANDEN Piet CDA 
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TUMMERS Nicolas Labour 
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WORRELL Joop Labour 

Substitutes 

MM. ACCILI Achille Chr.Dem. 
ALBERINI Guido Socialist UNITED KINGDOM 
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COLAJANNI Napoleone Communist 
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Mrs. FRANCESE Angela Communist 
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MITTERDORFER Karl SVP Mr. Peter HARDY Labour 
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RIZZI Enrico PSDI Lord HUGHES Labour 
RODOT A Stefano Ind. Left Mr. Toby JESSEL Conservative 
SPITELLA Giorgio Chr. Dem. Earl ofKINNOULL Conservative 
TEODORI Massimo Radical Lady Jill KNIGHT Conservative 

Dr. Maurice MILLER Labour 
Sir John OSBORN Conservative 
Sir John PAGE Conservative 

Mr. Stephen ROSS Liberal 
Sir Dudley SMITH Conservative 

Mr. John WILKINSON Conservative 

LUXEMBOURG Substitutes 

MM. Robert BROWN Labour 
John CORRIE Conservative 

Representatives Thomas COX Labour 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 



FIRST SITTING 

Monday, 2nd June 1986 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Opening of the thirty-second ordinary session of the 
Assembly. 

2. Examination of credentials. 

3. Election of the President of the Assembly. 

4. Address by the President of the Assembly. 

5. Election of Vice-Presidents of the Assembly. 

6. Adoption of the draft order of business of the first part of 
the thirty-second ordinary session (Doe. I 050). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The sitting was opened at 12 noon with Mr. Edwards, Provisional President, in the Chair. 

1. Opening of the session 

In accordance with Article Ill (a) of the Char
ter and Rules 2 and 5 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the Provisional President declared open the thir
ty-second ordinary session of the Assembly of 
WEU. 

2. Attendance register 

The names of the representatives and substitu
tes who signed the register of attendance are 
given in the appendix. 

3. Examination of credentials 

In accordance with Rule 6 (1) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly took note of the letter 
from the President of the Parliamentary Assem
bly of the Council of Europe informing the 
Assembly that the credentials of the representa
tives and substitutes listed in Notice No. 1 had 
been ratified by that Assembly, with the excep
tion of the French Delegation. 

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

The Assembly took note of the following chan
ges in the membership of the Delegation of the 
Federal Republic of Germany: Mr. Soell as a 
representative in place of Mr. Gerstl; Mr. Gerstl 
as a substitute in place of Mr. Soell. 
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4. Election of the President of the Assembly 

Only one candidate was proposed for the post 
of President, namely Mr. Caro. 

The Assembly decided unanimously not to 
have a secret ballot but to elect its President by 
acclamation. 

Mr. Caro was elected President by acclama
tion. 

At the invitation of the Provisional President, 
Mr. Caro took the Chair. 

5. Address by the President of the Assembly 

The President addressed the Assembly. 

6. Election of three Vice-Presidents 
of the Assembly 

Three candidates had been proposed for the 
posts of Vice-President, namely Mr. Blaauw, Mr. 
Goerens and Mr. Soell. 

The Assembly decided unanimously not to 
have a secret ballot but to elect the Vice
Presidents by acclamation. 

Mr. Blaauw, Mr. Goerens and Mr. Soell were 
elected Vice-Presidents by acclamation. 

7. Adoption of the draft order of business 
for the first part of the session 

(Doe. 1050) 

The President proposed the adoption of the 
draft order ofbusiness for the first part of theses
sion. 



MINUTES 

Mr. Blaauw requested that the Assembly agree 
to the addition to the order of business for the 
morning of Thursday, 5th June, of the presenta
tion of the opinion ofthe Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments after the presentation 
of the report of the General Affairs Commit
tee. 

The Assembly agreed to this change in the 
draft order of business. 

FIRST SITTING 

The draft order of busines~ for the first part of 
the session, as amended, wals adopted. 

8. Nomination of members to committees 

In accordance with Rules 39 (6) and 42 bis of 
the Rules of Procedure, the A-ssembly ratified the 
membership of the six com~ittees as follows: 

1. COMMITTEE ON DEFENCE QUESTIONS AND ARMAMENTS (27 seats) 

Members Alternates 
I 

Belgium: MM. De Decker MM. Close 
Dejardin Noerens 
Steverlynck Declercq 

France: MM. Beregovoy MM. Delebarre 
Bourges Jun~ 
Galley Bau~el 
Matraja Bic et 
Wirth Jeaxnbrun 

Fed. Rep. of Germany: MM. Ertl MM. Rumpf 
Gerstl Klejdzinski 
Kittelmann Lenzer 
Lemmrich Berger 
Scheer Ga1sel 

Italy: MM. Alberini MM. Milani 
Amadei Cifarelli 
Giust Pal umbo 
Pecchioli Antoni 
Sarti Rauti 

Luxembourg: Mr. Konen Mr. Go~rens 
I 

Netherlands: MM. van den Bergh MM. de Vries 
Blaauw van Tets 
de K waadsteniet A arts 

United Kingdom: Sir Frederic Bennett Mr. Ro~ MM. Brown Dr. Mil er 
Edwards Mr. Co 

Sir Dudley Smith Lord Newall 
Mr. Stokes Mr. Wilkinson 

2. GENERAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE (27 seats) 

Belgium: MM. Bogaerts MM. Adriaensens 
Close Pecriaux 
Michel De Bondt 

France: MM. Baumel MM. Andre 
Berrier Detbarre 
Koehl Dr fus-Schmidt 
Mermaz Sei inger 
Ruet Grussenmeyer 
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MINUTES FIRST SITTING 

Members Alternates 

Fed. Rep. of Germany: Mr. Ahrens MM. Haase 
Mrs. Kelly Fischer 
MM. Muller Kittelmann 

Reddemann Bohm 
Rumpf Ertl 

Italy: MM. Bianco MM. Cavaliere 
Martino Teodori 
Masciadri Frasca 
Spitella Amadei 
Vecchietti Rubbi 

Luxembourg: Mr. Burger Mr. Konen 

Netherlands: MM. van der Sanden Mrs. van der Werf-Terpstra 
de Vries MM. Tummers 
van der Werff Blaauw 

United Kingdom: Sir Frederic Bennett Lady Jill Knight 
Sir Anthony Grant Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 

MM. Hardy Lord Hughes 
Hill MM. Murphy 

Lord Mackie Millan 

3. CoMMITTEE ON SciENTIFIC, TECHNOLOGICAL AND AEROSPACE QuESTIONS (21 seats) 

Belgium: Mr. Adriaensens MM. Beysen 
Mrs. Staels-Dompas De Bondt 

France: MM. Bassinet MM. Croze 
Fourre de Chambrun 
Sou vet Galley 
Valleix Prat 

Fed. Rep. of Germany: MM. Bohm MM. Muller 
Lenzer Pfennig 
Schmidt Klejdzinski 
Spies von Biillesheim Schwarz 

Italy: MM. Colajanni MM. Gianotti 
Fiandrotti Masciadri 
Mezzapesa Cavaliere 
Sinesio Sarti 

Luxembourg: Mr. Hengel Mr. Linster 

Netherlands: MM. A arts Mrs. den Ouden-Dekkers 
Worrell Mr. Tummers 

United Kingdom: Mr. Garrett Mr. Parry 
Sir Paul Hawkins Lord Rodney 

MM. McGuire Sir John Osborn 
Wilkinson Mr. Ward 
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MINUTES FIRST SITTING 

Members Alternates 

4. COMMITTEES ON BUDGETARY AFFAIRS AND ADMINISTRATION (21 sAzts) 

Belgium: MM. Beysen MM. Bogaerts 
Declercq Ste1erlynck 

France: MM. Bohl MM. Hunault 
Chartron Jeambrun 
Dhaille Sirgue 
Oehler Ru~ 

Fed. Rep. of Germany: MM. Enders MM. Ahrens 
Haase Buchner 

Mrs. Pack Gl~ 
Mr. Zierer Le mrich 

Italy: MM. Ferrari Aggradi MM. Accili 
Pollidoro Al~rini 
Rauti Mit erdorfer 
Sinesio Gi st 

Luxembourg: Mr. Linster Mrs. Hennicot-Schoepges 

Netherlands: MM. van Tets Mr. van[ den Bergh 
de Vries Mrs. van der Werf-Terpstra 

United Kingdom: MM. Free son Mr. Wopdall 
Morris Lord Matkie 

Sir Dudley Smith Mr. Reds 
Mr. Stokes Sir Paul Hawkins 

5. CoMMITTEE ON RuLES oF PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES (21 seats) 

I 

Members Alternates 

MM. Cerexhe MM. Miqhel 
Pecriaux De IDecker 

Belgium: 

France: MM. Andre MM. Bohl 
Bordu Ko~hl 
Montastruc Dr~yfus-Schmidt 
Sirgue Fo rre 

Fed. Rep. of Germany: MM. Antretter MM. Buchner 
Schulte Schlmidt 
Spies von Bullesheim Jaffir 
Unland w lff 

Italy: MM. Antoni MM. Fiandrotti 
Gorla Fo~chi 
Lapenta BoJ!lalumi 
Marchio Pal~mbo 

Luxembourg: Mrs. Hennicot-Schoepges Mr. Burger 
I 

Netherlands: MM. Eysink MM. vad der Sanden 
van der W erff Stoffelen 
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MINUTES 

United Kingdom: 

Members 

MM. Coleman 
Corrie 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 
Mr. Woodall 

Alternates 

MM. Cox 
Jessel 

Earl of Kinnoull 
Mr. Edwards 

FIRST SITTING 

6. COMMITTEE FOR PARUAMENTARY AND PuBLIC RELATIONS (14 seats) 

Belgium: 

France: 

Fed. Rep. of Germany: 

Italy: 

Luxembourg: 

Netherlands: 

United Kingdom: 

MM. De Bondt 
Noerens 

MM. Mercier 
Seitlinger 

Mr. Enders 
Mrs. Fischer 

MM. Cavaliere 
Frasca 

Mr. Goerens 
Mrs. Hennicot-Schoepges 

Mr. Stoffelen 
Mrs. van der Werf-Terpstra 

Lady Jill Knight 
Dr. Miller 

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

Mrs. 
Mr. 

MM. 

MM. 

Mr. 
Mrs. 

MM. 

Mr. 
Mrs. 

MM. 

The orders of the day for the next sitting were 
agreed to. 

The next sitting was fixed for the same day at 
2.30 p.m. 

The sitting was closed at 12.45 p.m. 
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Staels-Do m pas 
Dejardin 

Gremetz 
de Chambrun 

Antretter 
Pfennig 

Giust 
Francese 

Hengel 
Linster 

Eysink 
den Ouden-Dekkers 

Terlezki 
Coleman 



APPENDIX FIRST SlTTING 

APPENDIX 

Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendan~ 1: 

Belgium 

MM. Noerens (Bogaerts) 
Dejardin 
Steverlynck 

France 

MM. Prat (Bassinet) 
Andre (Baumel) 
Beregovoy 
Berrier 
Caro 
Delebarre 
Gremetz 
Jeambrun 
Jung 
Hunau/t (Koehl) 
Mermaz 
Seitlinger 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Ahrens 
Antretter 
Berger 

Mrs. Pack (Bohm) 
MM. Enders 

Ho/tz (Haase) 

MM. Kittelmann 
Muller 

Italy 

Gansel (Neumann) 
Reddemann 
Schulte 
Lemmrich (Schwarz) 
Soell 
Spies von Btillesheim 
Unland 
Zierer 

MM. Antoni 
Bianco 
Cavaliere 
Martino (Cifarelli) 
Gianotti 
Giust 
Mezzapesa 
Milani 
Rauti 
Sarti 
Sinesio 
Vecchietti 

Luxembourg 

MM. Burger 
Goerens 
Hengel 

The following representatives apologised for their absence: 

Belgium 

MM. Adriaensens 
Declercq 
Pecriaux 

Mrs. Stael~Dompas 

Franee 

MM. Bourges 
de Chambrun 
Galley 
Ruet 
Wirth 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mrs. Kelly 
Mr. Rumpf 

Italy 

MM. Amadei 
Ferrari Aggradi 
Fiandrotti 
Frasca 
Pecchioli 
Rubbi 

Netherlands! 

MM.· Eysirl/c (Aarts) 
Tummers 

(vah den Bergh) 
Blaa'"" 
Stoffelen 

Mrs. den Quden-Dekkers 
(van der Werft) 

United Kbla4om 

Sir Frederlc Bennett 
Mr. Cole!9an 
Sir Geofttey Finsberg 

Mr. Garre~t 
Sir Anthdny Grant 

Mr. ParryJ{Hardy) 
Sir Paul Hawkins 

Mr. Murp.y (Hill) 
Lord Hugh~ 
Mr. Terlei.ki (Jessel) 
Earl of ~noull 

Lady Jill K.bight 
Dr. Miller: 
Sir John bsbom 

Mr. Morrif (Sir John Page) 
Sir Dudley Smith 

Mr. WilkiJilson 

Netherlands 
I 

Mr. de K~dsteniet 
Mr:s. van der Werf-Terpstr:a 

I 

United Kin11.,m 

Mr. Ross I 

1. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of tile latter being given in 
brackets. - I 
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SECOND SITI1NG 

Monday, lnd June 1986 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Action by the Presidential Committee (Presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Presidential Committee, Doe:. 
1063). 

l. Address by Mr. Cahen,.Secretary.Qeneral of WEU. 

3. Parliaments, public: opinion and defence; Promotion of 
parliamentary and public: interest in WEU matters (Pre-

sent at ion of and joint debate on the reports of the Commit· 
tee for Parliamentary and Public Relations and votes on 
the drqft resolutions, Doc:s. 1038 and 10S6). 

4, Revision and interpretation of the Charter and of the 
Rules of Procedure (Presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Rules of Pr«edure and Privile
ges and votes on the drqft resolutions. Doe:. 1039 and 
amendments), 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The sitting was opened at 2.40 p.m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

1. Trlb"te 

The President paid tribute to the memory of 
Mr. Lonaerstaey, Honorary Ambassador of His 
M~esty the Kina of the Bel&ians and former 
Secretary..Oeneral of WEU. 

l. Att111tlace ,.,Uter 

The names of the representatives and substitu· 
tes who siped the re&ister of attendance are 
&iven in the appendix. 

3. Ekctio• of• Yict-PruiU•t of tM A111mbly 

A candidate had been proposed for a post of 
Vice-President of the Assembly, namely Mr. Fer· 
rari Agradi. 

The Assembly decided unanimously not to 
have a secret ballot but to elect the Vice
President by acclamation. 

Mr. Ferrari Aggradi was elected a Vice
President by acclamation. 

4. Actio• by th1 Pruide•titll Committu 

(PiwMtctiH of tiN rqon o/ tiN 
Prui4atltll COliUiritt, Doe. 1063) 

The report of the Presidential Committee was 
presented by Sir Dudley Smith, Rapporteur. 
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The Assembly took note of the report of the 
Presidential Committee. 

S. AtloJ1tio11 of tM '"'""tu 

The minutes ofproceedinas of the previous sit· 
ting were agreed to. 

6. Addru1 by Mr. Cllh111, 
Sterettlry·GIIIIrtll of WEU 

Mr. Cahen, Secretary-General of WEU, 
addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Cahen answered questions put by MM. 
Wilkinson, Inan (Observer from Turkey) and 
Coleman. 

7. Ellctio11 of a Yic1·Pruide•t of th1 A111mbly 

A candidate had been proposed for a post of 
Vice-President of the Assembly, namely Sir Fre· 
deric Bennett. 

The Assembly decided unanimously not to 
have a secret ballot but to elect the Vice
President by acclamation. 

Sir Frederic Bennett was elected a Vice
President by acclamation. 



MINUTES 

8. Parlillments, public opinion and defence 

Promotion of parlillmentary 
and public interest in WEU matters 

(Pruentctioll of end Joint de!H#1 011 tlu rqort1 of tile 
Commltt•for PulillmellttWY ad Public Relctio111 

clld rotu on tile drtift ruolutiou, 
Docl. 1038 ad 1056) 

The reports of the Committee for Parliamen
tary and Public Relations were presented by Mr. 
Eysink, Rapporteur. 

Mr. Ferrari Aggradi, Vice-President of the 
Assembly, took the Chair. 

The joint debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Tummers, Muller, Mrs. den 
Ouden-Dekkers, MM. Murphy and Cavaliere. 

The joint debate was closed. 

Lady Jill Knight, Chairman of the committee, 
and Mr. Eysink, Rapporteur, replied to the spea
kers. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
resolution in Document 1038. 

The draft resolution was agreed to unanimous
ly. (This resolution will be published as No. 
71) 1• 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
resolution in Document 1056. 

The draft resolution was agreed to unanimous
ly. (This resolution will be published as No. 
72) 2, 

Speaker (point of order): Sir Paul Hawkins. 

The sitting was suspended at 4.40 p.m. and 
resumed at 4.50 p.m. 

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

9. Revision and interpretation of tile 
Charter and of the Rules of Procedure 

(Pruelltctio11 of ad de!H#1 on tile rqort of tile 
Commltt• 011 Rulu ofl'rocMhlre ad Prirllcu ad Potu 011 

tile drtift ruohltiou, 
Doe. 1039 ad cmelldment1) 

Speaker: Mr. Schulte, Chairman of the com
mittee. 

The report of the Committee on Rules of Pro
cedure and Privileges was presented by Mr. Spies 
von Bullesheim, Rapporteur. 

The debate was opened. 

Speakers: Mr. Antoni, Lady Jill Knight and 
Mr. Bianco. 

1. See page 23. 
2. See page 24. 
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SECOND SITTING 

The debate was closed. 
1 

Mr. Schulte, Chairman Qf the committee, 
replied to the speakers. I 

The President proposed, onl a request from the 
Committee on Rules of Proqedure and Privile
ges, to take first the amendments to the Rules of 
Procedure which did not beat) on revision of the 
Charter. 

Speakers: MM. Spies von aullesheim, Bianco, 
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg and ~rd Hughes. 

The Assembly agreed to thei President's propo
sal. 

An amendment (No. 13) 'tVaS tabled by Mr. 
Schulte: · 

13. At the beginning of the OPerative text of the 
draft resolution on the revisi~n of the Rules of 
Procedure, after " To amend tibe Rules of Proce
dure as follows " insert " and I that these amend
ments shall come into force on 1st October 
1986 ". 1 

Speakers: MM. Schulte andj Spies von Bulles-
heim. 1 

The amendment was agreecJ to. 

An amendment (No. 14) -was tabled by Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg: 

14. In paragraph 8 of the draft resolution on the 
revision of the Rules of ProceC~~ure, leave out the 
proposal to add at the end of :Paragraph 2 " If the 
President speaks in a debate oJl. a specific subject, 
he may not resume the chair until the debate on 
that subject is over ". 1 

Speakers: Sir Geoffrey Finslberg, Mr. Unland 
(point of order), Sir Geoffrey Finsberg and Mr. 
Eysink. 

The amendment was negati~ed. 

An amendment (No. 19) -.lvas tabled by Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg: I 

19. After paragraph 8 of the draft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules of PrfCC<1ure, insert the 
following new paragraph: 

"Rule 12 
After paragraph 1 insert: 

2. A Vice-President who rep~ces the President 
may not speak in the partipular debate over 
which he has presided. " 

1 

Renumber existing paragraph 2 accordingly. 

Speakers: Sir Geoffrey Finsberg; (points of 
order): Mr. Jessel, Lord H~es, MM. Eysink 
and Bianco. 

Mr. Bianco proposed an adJournment of the 
sitting under Rule 32 of the Rules of Proce-
dure. I 
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Speakers: Mr. Spies von Billlesheim and 
Dr. Miller. 

The motion to adjourn the sitting was defea
ted. 

The amendment was negatived. 

An amendment (No. 4) was tabled by Lord 
Hughes and others: 

4. After paragraph 8 of the draft resolution on the 
revision of the Rules of Procedure, insert the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"9. Rule 14 

In paragraph 1, line 5, leave out 'and'. 

In paragraph 1, line 6, after 'committees' insert 
'and one member appointed by each political 
group'. 

In paragraph 1, line 10, leave out 'The Presi
dent may invite the Chairmen of the political 
groups to attend meetings of the Presidential 
Committee'. " 

Speakers: Lord Hughes and Mr. Eysink. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

An amendment (No. 15) was tabled by Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg: 

15. In paragraph 13 of the draft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules of Procedure, insert at 
the end of the penultimate line: 

"4.{a) Orders addressed to a committee under 
sub-paragraph 3(c) of this rule shall be 
put to the vote without reference to 
committee. 

{b) When the question of including in the 
Assembly's register any other text refer
red to in paragraph 3 of this rule is put 
to the Assembly, the following only 
may be heard: one speaker for the 
motion, one speaker against, and the 
chairman of any committee concer
ned." 

Speaker: Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

The amendment was withdrawn. 

An amendment (No. 5) was tabled by Lord 
Hughes and others: 

5. In paragraph 14, last line, of the draft resolu
tion on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, 
leave out " Leave out paragraphs 8 and 9 and 
renumber paragraph 10 accordingly. ". 

Speakers: Lord Hughes, Mr. Spies von Biilles
heim and Lord Hughes. 

The amendment was withdrawn. 

Speaker (point of order): Mr. Hardy. 
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An amendment (No. 16) was tabled by Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg: 

16. In paragraph 14 of the draft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules of Procedure, in the 
second line of the proposed new paragraph 2, 
leave out " Unless otherwise decided by the Pre
sident". 

Speakers: Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Spies von 
Biillesheim and Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

An amendment (No. 17) was tabled by Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg: 

17. In paragraph 15 of the draft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules of Procedure, omit the 
proposal to leave out paragraph 6 of Rule 31. 

Speaker: Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

The amendment was withdrawn. 

An amendment (No. 6) was tabled by Lord 
Hughes and others: 

6. In paragraph 18, line 4, of the draft resolution 
on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, leave 
out " and there is no opposition to it ". 

Speakers: Lord Hughes and Mr. Eysink. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

An amendment (No. 7) was tabled by Lord 
Hughes and others: 

7. In paragraph 21, line 4, of the draft resolution 
on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, leave 
out " Leave out paragraph 4(b). ". 

Speaker: Lord Hughes. 

The amendment was withdrawn. 

An amendment (No. 18) was tabled by Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg: 

18. In paragraph 22 of the draft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules of Procedure, in the 
proposed new paragraph 4 of Rule 42, leave out 
" However, the Assembly may decide, at the 
request of the committee, to place the report on 
the agenda unless twenty representatives are 
opposed. Such a decision shall be taken before 
the order of business is adopted (Rule 18). " 

Speaker: Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

The amendment was withdrawn. 

Speakers: Mr. Valleix (point of order), Lord 
Hughes, MM. Unland, Bianco, Cox, Lord 
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Hughes, MM. Schulte, Bianco, Coleman and 
Antoni. 

The President proposed that voting be resu
med on Tuesday afternoon, 3rd June, after the 
address by Baroness Young. 

Speaker: Mr. Reddemann. 

The proposal by the President was agreed to. 
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10. Date, time and orde,n of the day 
of the next sitting 

The orders of the day for the next sitting were 
agreed to. 

The next sitting was fixed for Tuesday, 3rd 
June, at 10 a.m. 

The sitting was closed at 6!55 p.m. 
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APPENDIX 

Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance 1: 

Belgium 

MM. Close (Adriaensens) 
Noerens (Bogaerts) 
Declercq 

France 

Dejardin 
Pecriaux 
De Decker (Mrs. Staels

Dompas) 
Steverlynck 

MM. Bassinet 
Andre (Baumel) 
Gremetz 
Jeambrun 
Bohl (Jung) 
Prat (Mermaz) 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Ahrens 
Antretter 
Berger 

Mrs. Pack (Bohm) 
MM. Enders 

Haase 
Kittelmann 

MM. Muller 

Italy 

Gansel (Neumann) 
Schulte 
Lemmrich (Schwarz) 
Soell 
Spies von Biillesheim 
Unland 
Zierer 

MM. Amadei 
Antoni 
Bianco 
Cavaliere 
Martino (Cifarelli) 
Ferrari Aggradi 
Spite/la (Fiandrotti) 
Masciadri (Frasca) 
Gianotti 
Giust 
Mezzapesa 
Milani 
Sarti 
Sinesio 

Luxembourg 

MM. Burger 
Goerens 
Hengel 

The following representatives apologised for their absence: 

France Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Beregovoy Mrs. Kelly 
Berrier MM. Reddemann 
Bourges Rumpf 
de Chambrun 
Delebarre 
Galley 
Koehl 
Ruet Italy 
Seitlinger 
Wirth MM. Pecchioli 

Rauti 

Netherlands 

MM. Eysink (Aarts) 
Tummers 

(van den Bergh) 
Blaauw 
Stoffelen 

Mrs. den Ouden-Dekkers 
(van der Werfl) 

United Kingdom 

Sir Frederic Bennett 
Mr. Coleman 
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 

MM. Garrett 
Hardy 

Sir Paul Hawkins 
Mr. Murphy (Hill) 

Lord Hughes 
MM. Jessel 

Morris (Earl of 
Kinnoull) 

Lady Jill Knight 
Dr. Miller 

MM. Terlezki (Sir John 
Os born) 

Rees (Sir John Page) 
Sir Dudley Smith 

Mr. Wilkinson 

MM. Rubbi 
Vecchietti 

Netherlands 

Mr. de Kwaadsteniet 
Mrs. van der Werf-Terpstra 

United Kingdom 

Sir Anthony Grant 
Mr. Ross 

1. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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RESOLUTION 71 

011 JHII'litutllatl, public opiaioa tJtatl dl/1ac1 

The Assembly, 

(i) Having studied the report of its Committee for Parliamentary and Public 
1

Relations on parlia-
ments, public opinion and defence; . 

(ii) Convinced that the necessary improvement in public awareness of western ~ecurity anci defence 
questions and particularly of the functions and activities of the Assembly of Western European Union 
in this respect calls for new efforts at both national and international level, ! 

CALLS ON NATIONAL DELEGATIONS 

1. To intensify their efforts to follow up the activities of the WEU Assembly in *ational parliaments, 
political groups, committees and vis-A-vis the public; 

2. To invite governments to take specific steps to provide the public with suHstantial information 
about WEU in general and the Council's activities in particular; 

3. To keep a continuing watch over the relevant governmental activities. 
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The Assembly, 

RESOLUTlON 72 

on tu prolfWtion of JHUlillmatuy ad 
p•blic interest in WEU matten 

SECOND SITIING 

(i) Considering the increasing urgency of giving tangible shape to efforts to improve parliamentary 
and public awareness of the Assembly's role and contribution to the creation of a European security 
dimension; 

{ii) Convinced that, in addition to relations with parliaments and the press, contacts with non
governmental organisations, research institutes, academic bodies and other institutions with political 
influence on public opinion are important for promoting public interest in WEU matters; 

(iii) Welcoming the public information activities already conducted by the President of the Assembly, 
the Committee for Parliamentary and Public Relations and individual representatives of the Assembly 
as well as by the Secretary-General of WEU; 

(iv) Regretting, however, that the Assembly is still lacking the minimum technical requirements for 
public information which exist in most member parliaments such as telexes or computer-controlled 
documentation systems; 

(v) Convinced that no great success can be expected in improving public relations if the Assembly has 
to continue working under present financial and technical conditions, 

INVITES member parliaments to impress upon the governments of the WEU states the urgency of 
allocating to the Assembly the financial resources needed for the effective pursuit of its public relations 
activities; 

ENCOURAGES its Committee for Parliamentary and Public Relations to pursue its action for brin
ging the work ofthe Assembly to the attention of parliaments, the public and the press in member coun
tries includina the organisation of special hearings in member parliaments. 
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THIRD SITI1NG 

Tuesday, 3rd June 1986 

ORDERS OF TilE DAY 

1. Reactivation of WEU - its tasks, structure and place in 
Europe (Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
General Affairs Committee, Doe. lOS8). 

2. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first annual report of 
the Council (Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. 
lOS9 and amendments). 

3. Scientific, technological and aetce questions and Wes
tern European defence (Present ion of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Scie ific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions, Doe. lOSS ~d amendments). 

4. Draft opinion on the bud&ets of ~e ministerial organs of 
WEU for 198S (revised) and 1 ~86 (Presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs 
and Administration, Doe. 10S4).1 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 
I 

The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 
i 

1. Adoption of tu minutes 

The minutes of proceedings ofthe previous sit
ting were agreed to. 

Speaker: Lord Hughes. 

2. A.ttelllltuu:e regilter 

The names of the representatives and substitu
tes who signed the register of attendance are 
given in the appendix. 

3. Rllldi,lltion of WEU - ita ttulu, 1tr11cture 
aiUl pklce in Europe 

(l'nullttltioll of llllll dUtlte o• tu rqort of tu 
Gellenll A/lain Committu, Doe. 1058) 

The report of the General Affairs Committee 
was presented by Mr. Bianco, Rapporteur. 

The debate was opened. 

Speaker: Mr. Spies von BUllesheim. 

Mr. Blaauw, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair. 

Speakers: Mr. Vecchietti, Sir Anthony Grant, 
MM. Cavaliere, Giust, Masciadri, Bassinet, 
Sarti, Hardy, Wilkinson, Rauti and Burger. 

Mr. Goerens, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair. 

Speakers: MM. Rees, Gansel, De Decker and 
Fiandrotti. 
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The debate was closed. 
I 

Mr. Bianco, Rapporteur, · and Mr. Berrier, 
Chairman of the commit~e, replied to the 
speakers. 

4. Dila,.,.,nt - reply tf tu thirty-fir~t 
annual report of t~ Council 

(l'nullttltio• of tiiUl dUtlte o~ tu rqort of tu 
Committee oil Defau Q~Wtitnu tuul AtflltllfWiu, 

Doe. 1059 tuul Glfler~fl~MIItl) 

The report of the Comdllttee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments 

1

was presented by 
Mr. Amadei, Rapporteur. 

I 

Mr. Caro, President of the assembly, resumed 
the Chair. ! 

The debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Milani, Beitger and Antoni. 

The debate was adjoumed.1 

I 

5. Date, time a1Ul ortkt'l of tu d4y 
of tu ~~Ut siding 

The orders of the day for ilie next sitting were 
agreed to. 

The next sitting was fixed f(>r the same day at 
2.30 p.m. 

I 

The sitting was closed at 1 f" m. 
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APPENDIX 

Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance 1: 

Belgium Mrs. Pack (Bohm) 

MM. Close (Adriaensens) 
MM. Enders 

Kittelmann 
Noerens (Bogaerts) Muller 
Declercq Rumpf 
De Decker (Dejardin) Schulte 
Pecriaux Soell 
Steverlynck Spies von Bullesheim 

Unland 
Zierer 

France 

MM. Bassinet 
Baumel 
Prat (Beregovoy) Italy 
Berrier 
Delebarre MM. Amadei 
Bordu (Oremetz) Antoni 
Jeambrun Bianco 
Bohl (Jung) Cavaliere 
Hunault (Koehl) Cifarelli 
Fourrl (Mermaz) Ferrari Aggradi 
Bichet (Ruet) Fiandrotti 
Seitlinger Frasca 
Valleix Oianotti 

Oiust 
Mezzapesa 
Milani 
Masciadri (Pecchioli) 

Federal Republic of Germany Rauti 
Rubbi 

MM. Gansel (Ahrens) Sarti 
Antretter Sinesio 
Berger Vecchietti 

The following representatives apologised for their absence: 

Belgium 

Mrs. Staels-Dompas 

France 

MM. Bourges 
de Chambrun 
Galley 
Wirth 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Haase 
Mrs. Kelly 
MM. Neumann 

Reddemann 
Schwarz 

Luxembourg 

MM. Burger 
Ooerens 
Linster (Hengel) 

Netherlands 

MM. Eysink (Aarts) 
Blaauw 

Mrs. den Ouden-Dekkers 
(van der Werft) 

United Kingdom 

Sir Frederic Bennett 
Mr. Coleman 
Sir Oeoffrey Finsberg 

Mr. Millan (Oarrett) 
Sir Anthony Grant 

MM. Hardy 
Rees (Sir Paul Hawkins) 
Morris (Hill) 

Lord Hughes 
Mr. Jessel 
Earl of Kinnoull 
Mr. Murphy (Lady Jill 

Knight) 
Dr. Miller 
Sir John Osbom 
Sir John Page 

Lord Mackie (Ross) 
Sir Dudley Smith 

Mr. Wilkinson 

Netherlands 

MM. van den Bergh 
de Kwaadsteniet 
Stoffelen 

Mrs. van der Werf..Terpstra 

1. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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FOURTII SITIING 

Tuesday, 3rd June 1986 

ORDERS OF mE DAY 

1. Thirty-first annual report of the Council (Presentation by 
Mr. Andreotti, Minister for Foreign Ajfairs of Italy, Chair
man·in·O.fflce of the Council, Doe. 1061 ). 

l. Address by Mr. Tindemans, Minister for External Re1a· 
tions of Belaium. 

3. Address by Baroness Young, Minister of State for Foreign 
and Commonwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom. 

4. Revision and interpretation of the Charter and of the 
Rules of Procedure (Resumed votes on the draft resolu· 
tions, Doe. 1039 and amendments). 

5. Reactivation of WEU - its tasks, structure and place in 
Europe (Vote on the draft recommendation, Doe. 1058). 

6. Disarmament - reply to the ufuty.first annual report of 
the Council (Resumed debate orj the report of the Commit· 
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments and vote on the 
draft recommendation, Doe. 1~9 and amendments). 

7. Scientific, technoloaical and aer~space questions and Wes· 
tern European defence (Presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Scirntific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions and vote on the draft recommenda· 
tion, Doe. lOSS and amendmeqts). 

8. Draft opinion on the budgets of the ministerial organs of 
WEU for 1985 (revised) and ~986 (Presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Comn,~ittee on Budgetary Affairs 
and Administration and vote on the draft recommendation, 
Doe. 1054). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The sitting was opened at 2.40 p.m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assemb(y. in the Chair. 

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance registtr 

The names of the representatives and substitu
tes who signed the register of attendance are 
given in Appendix I. 

3. El«tion of a Yict-Pruidtnt of tht Asstmbly 

A candidate had been proposed for a post of 
Vice-President of the Assembly, namely Mr. 
Pecriaux. 

The Assembly decided unanimously not to 
have a secret ballot but to elect the Vice
President by acclamation. 

Mr. Pecriaux was elected a Vice-President by 
acclamation. 

The President informed the Assembly that, 
according to age, the order of precedence of the 
Vice-Presidents was as follows: Mr. Ferrari 
Agaradi, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Soell, Mr. 
Pecriaux, Mr. Blaauw and Mr. Goerens. 

4. Thirty-first annual "Pf" of tht Council 

(PNu•t•tlo• by Mr. A,.._nl, Mi•ilttr for 
Fonign Aff•in ofltllly, CJudl'tiUUI·I•·OJlb 

of tu Coancll, Dt{c· 1061) 

The report of the Council ~o the Assembly was 
presented by Mr. Andreotti, !Minister for Foreign 
Affairs ofltaly, Chairman-id-Office ofthe Coun
cil. 

I 

Mr. Andreotti answered ~uestions put by Sir 
John Page, MM. Antretter, Vecchietti, Antoni, 
Sir John Osbom, MM. Fetari Aggradi, Soell, 
Masciadri, Dr. Miller, Sir dley Smith, MM. 
Burger, Bianco, Wilkinson, ilani, Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg, MM. Cifarelli, ferlezki and Fian-
drotti. · 

5. Address by Mr. Tlndt~ans, Minister for 
ExtetUI Rellltion1 pi Belgium 

Mr. Tindemans, Minister
1 
for External Rela .. 

tions of Belgium, addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Tindemans answered questions put by 
MM. De Decker, Gansel, Sir1John Osbom, MM. 
Steverlynck, Declercq, Mrs. Hennicot
Schoepges, MM. Jessel, dtvaliere, Antretter, 

· Martino, Rumpf and Spies yon Blillesheim. 

The sitting was suspendelf at 5.05 p.m. and 
resumed at 5.30 p.m. . 
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6. A.ddras by Btuo~~as Young, 
Minister of Sttlte for Foreign 
fllld Commonwetdtll A.ffllirs 

of tile Unitlll Kingdom 

Baroness Young, Minister of State for Foreign 
and Commonwealth Affairs of the United King
dom, addressed the Assembly. 

Baroness Young answered questions put by Sir 
Anthony Grant, Sir Frederic Bennett, MM. Soell, 
Antretter and the Earl of Kinnoull. 

7. Cllflllge in tile ortkr of busi~~as 

The President informed the Assembly that the 
report of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs 
and Administration on the opinion on the bud
gets of the ministerial organs of WEU for the 
financial years 1985 (revised) and 1986 would be 
presented by Mr. Sinesio at the end of the sitting 
the following morning, Wednesday, 4th June. 

Speaker: Dr. Miller. 

8. Re•ision fllld interpretfltion of tile Cluuter 
fllld of tile Rules of Procedure 

(RUIImM POle# o• tU 41'fl/t raobltitnll, 
Doe. 1039IUUIIIIMllllmat8) 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft 
resolution on the revision of Articles lll, IV, XI 
and XII of the Charter. 

Speakers: MM. Schulte and Bianco. 

An amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Mr. 
Bianco and others: 

1. Leave out paragraph 3 of the draft resolution 
on the revision of Articles Ill, IV, XI and XII of 
the Charter. 

The amendment was withdrawn. 

An amendment (No. 3) was tabled by Lord 
Hughes and others: 

3. In paragraph 3 of the draft resolution on the 
revision of Articles Ill, IV, XI and XII of the 
Charter, leave out "(a) The Clerk shall be 
appointed by the Presidential Committee on the 
proposal of the Bureau for a period of five 
years. " and insert .. (a) The Oerk shall be 
appointed by the Assembly on the proposal of 
the Presidential Committee for a period of five 
years.". 

The amendment was agreed to. 

An amendment (No. 10) was tabled by Mr. 
Schulte and others: 

10. In paragraph 3, line 9 of the draft resolution 
on the revision of Articles Ill, IV, XI and XII of 
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the Charter, in the proposed new paragraph (c), 
leave out .. , the secretariat of the Standing 
Armaments Committee and the Agency for the 
Control of Armaments. " and insert .. and the 
three agencies for security questions.". 

The amendment was agreed to. 

An amendment (No. 12) was tabled by Mr. 
Schulte: 

12. At the end of the draft resolution on the revi
sion of Articles Ill, IV, XI and XII of the Char
ter, add a new paragraph as follows: 

.. 5. That these amendments shall come into 
force on 1st October 1986. " 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Speakers: Lord Hughes, MM. Bianco, Cava
liere, Lord Hughes (point of order), MM. Eysink 
and Bianco. 

The President gave an undertaking that in the 
application of the revised Charter the Oerk 
would be responsible both to the President and 
to the Assembly. 

The Assembly took note of the President's 
undertaking. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the amen
ded draft resolution on the revision of Articles 
Ill, IV, XI and XII of the Charter. 

The amended draft resolution was agreed to 
on a vote by roll-call (see Appendix 11) by 49 
votes to 0 with 0 abstentions; 19 representatives 
who had signed the register of attendance did not 
take part in the vote. (This resolution will be 
published as No. 73) 1• 

Speaker (point of order): Lord Hughes. 

The Assembly resumed consideration of the 
draft resolution on the revision of the Rules of 
Procedure. 

Amendment 2 fell. 

An amendment (No. 8) was tabled by Lord 
Hughes and others: 

8. In paragraph 23, line 2, of the draft resolution 
on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, leave 
out .. Presidential Committee on the proposal of 
the Bureau " and insert .. Assembly on the pro
posal of the Presidential Committee ". 

The amendment was agreed to. 

An amendment (No. 11) was tabled by Mr. 
Schulte and others: 

11. In paragraph 23, line 17, of the draft resolu
tion on the revision ofthe Rules of Procedure, in 
the proposed new paragraph 5, leave out " , the 
secretariat of the Standing Armaments Commit-

1. See page 32. 
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tee and the Agency for the Control of Arma .. 
ments. " and insert " and the three agencies for 
security questions.". 

The amendment was agreed to. 

An amendment (No. 9) was tabled by Lord 
Hughes and others: 

9. In paragraph 23 of the draft resolution on the 
revision of the Rules of Procedure, in the propo
sed new paragraph 4, line 1, leave out " shall " 
and insert "may". 

Speaker: Lord Hughes. 

The amendment was withdrawn. 

Speaker: Mr. Schulte. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the amen
ded draft resolution on the revision of the Rules 
of Procedure. 

The draft resolution was agreed to. (This 
resolution will be published as No. 74) 1• 

9. Reactiration of WEU - its tasks, structure ti1Ul 
place in Europe 

(Yote 011 tile dN/1 reummetullltio11, Doe. 1058) 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
recommendation. 

1. See page 33. 
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The draft recommendatiqn was agreed to una
nimously. (This recom~endation will be 
published as No. 432) 1• 

I 

10. Disarmament - replY, to the thirty-first 
annual report of the Council 

(Reslllflell uiMte 011 tM. rqort of tile 
Committu 011 Defem:e Qwlt'#ou IIIUl A.l'lrUUIIellu, 

Doe. 1059 IIIUl .,._u) 

The President noted that las there were no fur
ther speakers the debate was closed. 

I . 

11. Change in the nwnbetrhip of a committu 

In accordance with Rule '9 (6) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly agfeed to the following 
change in the membership of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and ~aments proposed by 
the Italian Delegation: Mr. Masciadri as a titular 
member in place of Mr. Alberini. 

I 
I 

12. Date, time ti1Ul orvkn of the day 
of the next sftting 

The orders of the day for I the next sitting were 
agreed to. 

The next sitting was fixed for Wednesday, 4th 
June, at 10 a.m. 

The sitting was closed at 17 p. m. 

1. See page 37. 
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APPENDIX I 

Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance 1: 

Belgium 

MM. Michel (Bogaerts) 
Declercq 
Steverlynck 

France 

MM. Prat (Bassinet) 
Baumel 
Berrier 
de Chambrun 
Ruet 
Seitlinger 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Gansel (Ahrens) 
Antretter 
Berger 

Mrs. Pack (Bohm) 
MM. Kittelmann 

Muller 
Holtz (Neumann) 
Pfennig (Reddemann) 
Rumpf 
Schulte 
Lenzer (Schwarz) 
Soell 

MM. Spies von Biillesheim 
Unland 
Zierer 

Italy 

MM. Amadei 
Antoni 
Bianco 
Cavaliere 
Cifarelli 
Ferrari Aggradi 
Fiandrotti 
Frasca 
Gianotti 
Giust 
Mezzapesa 
Milani 
Masciadri (Pecchioli) 
Rauti 
Rubbi 
Sarti 
Sinesio 
Vecchietti 

Luxembourg 

MM. Burger 
Goerens 
Linster (Hengel) 

The following representatives apologised for their absence: 

Belgium 

MM. Adriaensens 
Dejardin 
Pecriaux 

Mrs. Staels-Dompas 

France 

MM. Beregovoy 
Bourges 
Delebarre 
Galley 
Gremetz 
Jeambrun 
Jung 
Koehl 
Mermaz 
Wirth 

Netherlands 

MM. Eysink (Aarts) 
Tummers (van den 

Bergh) 
Blaauw 

Mrs. den Ouden-Dekkers 
(van der Werft) 

United Kingdom 

Sir Frederic Bennett 
Mr. Coleman 
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 

Mr. Millan 
Sir Anthony Grant 

MM. Freeson (Hardy) 
Rees (Sir Paul Hawkins) 

Mr. Hill 
Lord Hughes 

Mr. Jessel 
Earl of Kinnoull 
Mr. Stokes (Lady Jill 

Knight) 
Dr. Miller 
Sir John Osbom 
Sir John Page 

Lord Mackie 
MM. Terlezki (Sir Dudley 

Smith) 
Wilkinson 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Enders 
Haase 

Mrs. Kelly 

Netherlands 

MM. de Kwaadsteniet 
Stoffelen 

Mrs. van der Werf-Terpstra 

1. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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APPENDIX 11 

Vote No. 1 by roll--call on the amended draft resolution on the revision of A~cles Ill, IV, XI and 
XII of the Charter (Doe. 1039) 1: 

Ayes .......................................... 49 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

MM. Eysink (Aarts) 
Gansel (Ahrens) 
Antretter 

Abstentions 

Sir Frederic Bennett 
MM. Berger 

Tummers 
(van den Bergh) 

Bianco 
Blaauw 
Michel (Bogaerts) 

Mme Pack (BOhm) 
MM. Burger 

Cavaliere 
Cifarelli 
Coleman 
Declercq 
Ferrari Aggradi 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 

Ayes: 

MM. Millan (Garrett) 
Giust 

Sir Anthony Grant 
MM. Freeson (Hardy) 

Rees (Sir Paul Hawkins) 
Linster (Hengel) 
Hill 

Lord Hughes 
Mr. Jessel 
Earl of Kinnoull 

MM. Kittelmann 
Stokes 

(Lady Jill Knight) 
Mezzapesa 
Milani 

Dr. Miller 
MM. Muller 

Holtz (Neumann) 

0 

Sir Johnl Osbom 
Sir John

11 
Page 

MM. Rubqi 
Rumpf 
Sartil 
Schulte 
Lenzrr (Schwarz) 
Seitliliger 
Terlezki 

(Sit Dudley Smith) 
Soell 
Spiesl von Bullesheim 
Stevdrlynck 
VallePt 
Vecchietti 

Mrs. den ()uden-Dekkers 
(v~ der Werfl) 

I 

1. The names of substitutes replacins representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter beins Jiven in 
brackets. 

31 



TEXTS ADOPTED 

RESOLUTION 73 

011 '"' ,,;s;o, of Articks Ill, IY, XI tUUI XII of'"' Clulrter 

The Assembly, 

DECIDES 

1. To amend Article Ill of the Charter as follows: 

Leave out the whole of paragraph (a) and insert: 

FOURTH SITTING 

" Each year the Assembly shall hold an ordinary session which may be divided into several parts. 

The dates and duration of sessions or part-sessions shall be fixed by the Presidential Committee 
and immediately brought to the attention of representatives. "; 

2. To amend Article IV of the Charter as follows: 

In paragraph (b), leave out " Bureau " and insert " Presidential Committee ". 

3. To amend Article XI of the Charter as follows: 

Leave out Article XI and insert: 

"(a) The Oerk shall be appointed by the Assembly on the proposal of the Presidential Commit
tee for a period of five years. 

(b) In the performance of his duties, the Clerk shall be responsible both to the President and to 
the Assembly. He shall provide the Assembly and its committees with such secretariat and other 
assistance as they may require. , 

(c) The Oerk shall establish close co-operation with the Secretariat-General of Western European 
Union and the three agencies for security questions." 

4. To amend the English text of Article XII of the Charter as follows: 

In paragraph (a), leave out" Proposals" and insert" Motions". 

5. That these amendments shall come into force on 1st October 1986. 

32 



TEXTS ADOPTED FOURTH SITIING 

RESOLUTION 74 

on the revision of the Rules of Procedure 

The Assembly, 

DECIDES 

To amend the Rules of Procedure as follows and that these amendments shall come into force on 
1st October 1986: · 

1. Rule 2 

Leave out paragraphs 1 and 2 and insert: 
I 

" 1. Each year the Assembly shall hold an ordinary session which may be 4ivided into several 
parts." 

Renumber the other paragraphs accordingly. 

2. Rule 3 

At the end of the paragraph, leave out" or substitutes". 

3. Rule 4 

In paragraph 2 leave out" Bureau" and insert "Presidential Committee". 1 

4. Rule 5 

5. 

Leave out paragraphs 1 and 2 and insert: 

" 1. At the beginning of each ordinary session, the oldest representative present shall take the 
Chair until the election of the President has been announced. 

2. No discussion may take place while the Provisional President is in the, Chair unless it is 
concerned with the examination of credentials or the election of the President of the Assembly. " 

~k6 I 

Leave out paragraph 3 and insert: 

"3. A committee of five representatives chosen by lot may be instructed to examine these creden-
tials and report to the Assembly without delay. " 1 

6. Rule 7 

Leave out the title and insert: 

" Representatives and substitutes, titular members and alternates ". 

Leave out paragraph 1. 

Leave out paragraph 2 and insert: 

" 1. Unless otherwise provided by the rules, the powers of a representative may be exercised by a 
substitute. Substitutes may not be elected to the Bureau of the Assembly. " 

I 

Renumber the other paragraphs accordingly. 

7. Rule 8 

Leave out paragraph 3. 

8. Rule 11 

At the beginning of paragraph 2, add: " When in the Chair ". 

At the end of paragraph 2, add: 

" If the President speaks in a debate on a specific subject, he may not resume fhe Chair until the 
debate on that subject is over." 
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9. Rule 14 

In paragraph 1, line 5, leave out" and''. 

In paragraph 1, line 6, after" committees" insert" and one member appointed by each political 
group". 

In paragraph 1, line 10, leave out " The President may invite the chairmen of the political groups 
to attend meetings of the Presidential Committee". 

10. Rule 15 

In paragraph 1 of the English text, leave out " for any reason " and insert " without having been 
invited by the President of the Assembly". 

Add a paragraph 4: 

" 4. Duly accredited representatives of the media may be admitted to the Chamber for the pur
pose of photographic and/or sound recording only under guidelines approved by the Presidential 
Committee. " 

11. Rule 22 

At the end of paragraph 1, add: 

" Speakers may submit corrections to the reports of their speeches not later than the day after that 
on which the reports were communicated to them. " 

Leave out paragraph 2 and insert: 

" 2. A full transcription of speeches made in Dutch, German and Italian shall be made available 
without delay to speakers on request. They may submit corrections to the transcription of their 
speeches not later than the day after the speech was made. " 

12. Rule 24 

Leave out "in accordance with Rule 7 ". 

Add a paragraph 2: 

" 2. Unless otherwise provided by the rules, the powers of a representative who is prevented from 
attending a sitting may be exercised by a substitute who has duly signed the register." 

13. Rule 27 
In paragraph 4, leave out "may" and insert "shall be invited to". 

English text only: after "debate", insert "may". 

14. Rule 28 
In paragraph 2, redraft the end of the first sentence to read: " and take the form of a recommenda-

tion, opinion, resolution, order or decision". 

At the end of paragraph 2, add: 

" (a) Recommendations or opinions shall be addressed to the Council. 

(b) Resolutions shall be addressed to international organisations, governments or national parlia-
ments. 

(c) Orders shall be addressed to the President of the Assembly or to a committee. 

(d) Decisions concern the working of the Assembly and the status of its members. " 

Rule 30 is therefore deleted. 

15. Rule 29 

Leave out paragraph 2 and insert: 

" 2. Amendments tabled in writing and signed by their author shall be distributed without 
delay. No amendment shall be proposed and put to the vote in the Assembly if it has not been 
tabled at the latest before the end of the sitting preceding that at which it is considered. In the 
case of the first sitting, this time-limit shall end with the opening of the sitting. " 

Leave out paragraphs 8 and 9 and renumber paragraph 10 accordingly. 
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16. Rule 31 

Leave out paragraph 2 and insert: 

"2. Except for the chairman of the committee and the rapporteur, representatives wishing to 
speak in a general debate shall enter their names in a register provided for the ~urpose at the latest 
before the close of the sitting preceding the debate. In the case of the first sitting, their request to 
speak shall be made in writing before the opening ofthe part-session. Unlesslthe President deci
des otherwise, no other representative shall be called upon to speak. " 

Leave out paragraph 6 and insert: 

"6. The President shall decide when a representative may respond to a statement challenging 
him on a personal basis. No debate may take place on this response. " 

In paragraph 7, after "determining of", insert "the order of business of th; Assembly". 

17. Rule 32 

At the end of paragraph 4, add: 

" The time-limit for points of order shall be one minute. If the right to raise points of order is 
misused, the President may forbid the offending representative to speak for th~ remainder of the 
debate." 

18. Rule 34 

At the end of paragraph 1, add: 

" Only affirmative and negative votes shall count in calculating the number pf votes cast. " 

At the end of paragraph 2(c}, add: "or if the President so decides". 

In paragraph 4, after the first sentence, insert: 

" Two tellers chosen by lot shall count the votes cast. " 

At the end of paragraph 4, add: 

" The President shall announce the result. " 

19. Rule 35 

At the end of paragraph l{b), add: "(see Rule 34, paragraph 1) ". 

At the end of paragraph 1{c}, add: 

" In the event of a tie, the candidate senior in age shall be declared elected. If pnly one candida
ture is proposed to the Assembly the single candidate shall be declared elected (see Rule 34, para
graph 4)." 

Leave out paragraph 2. 

20. Rule 39 

At the end of paragraph 2, add former paragraph 3 of Rule 8: 

" The Presidential Committee may, during the periods between sessions or ~-sessions, provi
sionally fill the seats which have fallen vacant in committees with representatiyes or substitutes. 
These appointments must be ratified at the first session of the Assembly." 

In paragraph 5, leave out " resolution " and insert " decision ". I 

In paragraph 6, leave out "Rule 8, paragraph 3 ", and insert "paragraph 2 above". 

21. Rule 40 

In paragraph 5, leave out "Bureau of the Assembly" and insert "Presidential Committee". 

22. Rule 41 

At the beginning of paragraph 2, insert: "In application of Rule 40, paragrap~ 5, ". 

In paragraph 4, leave out "and methods of voting (Rule 34)" and insert "methods of voting 
(Rule 34) and majorities required (Rule 35 (b) and (c))". 1 
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Leave out paragraph 4(b). 

In paragraph 4(c), after "but" insert "elections or". 

Add a paragraph 4( d): 

"(d) Substitutes may be elected members of the bureau of a committee." 

23. Rule 42 

Leave out paragraph 3 and insert: 

FOURTH SITTING 

" 3. Only the substantive text is voted upon by the Assembly. It must be presented in the form 
of a draft recommendation, opinion, resolution, order or decision as defined in Rule 28. " 

Add a paragraph 4: 

" 4. All reports on the agenda of a part-session shall be adopted by committees at least three 
weeks before the opening of the relevant part-session. A report not adopted in time shall be 
withdrawn from the agenda. However, the Assembly may decide, at the request of the commit
tee, to place the report on its agenda unless twenty representatives are opposed. Such a decision 
shall be taken before the order of business is adopted (Rule 18). After adopting within the pres
cribed time-limit a report placed before it, the committee may, after that time-limit, prepare a 
supplementary report to take account of current events. " 

24. Rule 47 

Leave out paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 and insert: 

" 1. The Clerk shall be appointed by the Assembly on the proposal of the Presidential Commit
tee. His term of office shall expire at the end of the fifth year following his appointment and may 
be renewed. If there has not been an appointment or reappointment before 30th June of the year 
in which his term of office expires, his term of office shall be extended by one year. 

2. Upon appointment, the Clerk shall make a solemn declaration before the Assembly that he will 
perform his duties in complete independence and uninfluenced by national considerations, that 
he will neither seek nor receive indications concerning the performance of his duties from any 
government or authority other than the Assembly, and will refrain from any action incompatible 
with his position as a European civil servant. 

3. In the exercise of his duties, the Clerk shall be responsible both to the President and to the 
Assembly. He shall provide the Assembly and its committees with such secretariat and other 
assistance as they may require. 

4. The Presidential Committee shall, on the proposal of the Clerk, appoint members of the Office 
of the Clerk who are recruited for a period of more than one year. It may delegate to the Clerk 
the right to appoint permanent or temporary officials of a given level. 

5. The Clerk shall establish close co-operation with the Secretary-General of Western European 
Union and the three agencies for security questions." 

25. Rule 50 

In paragraph 2, leave out " resolution " and insert " decision ". 

26. Rule 51 

In paragraph 1 of the French text, leave out " resolution " and insert " decision ". 

27. Reference to substitutes 

Leave out reference to substitutes in the following rules: 2, 5, 13, 26, 27 (first sentence of para
graph 6), 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 36 (paragraph 2, line 4), 39, 41 (except in paragraph 7), 43 (except in 
paragraph 6), 45 and 51. 
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RECOMMENDATION 432 

on the reactivation of WEU -
its tasks, structure and place in Europe 

The Assembly, 

(i) Noting the interest in the reactivation of WEU shown by several European JI1ember countries of 
the Atlantic Alliance; 

(ii) Stressing that the interest in the activities ofWEU shown by many European ntember countries of 
the Atlantic Alliance is closely linked with the effectiveness of the Council's polit~cal activities; 

(iii) Considering that abolition of the lists of armaments subject to control and the ~ew direction given 
to WEU following the Rome declaration will allow consideration to be given to enlarging WEU once it 
has been given definite terms of reference; 

(iv) Recalling Portugal's application for melllbership of WEU arid welcoming the results of the refe-
rendum held in Spain on 12th March 1986; I 

(v) Considering that the delay in transmitting the thirty-first annual report of lthe Council to the 
Assembly makes it impossible to adopt an answer to that report in time for the first part of the thirty
second session of the Assembly; 

(vi) Welcoming the efforts made by the Chairman-in-Office of the Council and th~ Secretary-General 
to develop a dialogue with the Assembly; 

(vii) Recalling that information which cannot be given officially to all members of the Assembly can
not be counted as part of this dialogue; 

(viii) Noting that many texts which the Council promised the Assembly have not been sent and that the 
Assembly is therefore not kept properly informed of the activities of the Permanent Council, the wor
king groups and the agencies; 

i 

(ix) Regretting that the permanent tasks assigned to the agencies are inadequate and vague; 
I 

(x) Considering that in these circumstances the Assembly's tasks of supervision, criticism and cen
sure of the Council remain fundamental, which means that the Assembly must remain completely inde
pendent of the Council, 

REcoMMENDS THAT THE CoUNCIL 

1. Keep the European member countries of the Atlantic Alliance informed of and associated with its 
activities insofar as the modified Brussels Treaty allows this, particularly in regard to co-operation in 
armaments matters, in the hope that it will be possible to achieve greater rationalisatibn and overall har
monisation in this area; 

! 

2. Study the consequences of the possible accession of Spain and Portugal to WEU so as to take 
favourable action without delay on Portugal's application and to propose that Spain ~ccede to the modi
fied Brussels Treaty; 

3. Ensure that the Assembly is kept regularly informed of all the Council's activities at a frequency 
and in time to allow a fruitful dialogue between the two organs of WEU; I 

4. Present the information which it itself, its Chairman-in-Office or the SecretaJ!Y-General give the 
Assembly in such a way that it may be transmitted to all members of the Asseml)ly; 

5. Within reasonable time-limits, allow the Assembly to benefit from the studie~ conducted by the 
agencies and working groups after expurgating those parts which are classified secret; 

6. Ensure that, in addition to the conjunctural studies requested by the Council
1 

the agencies have 
permanent tasks with due independence of action for implementing them; 

7. Inter alia, instruct Agency 11 to organise a European institute for advanced def~nce studies, whose 
tasks will have been defined by the Council, in accordance with paragraph S(b) ofReci>mmendation 429. 

I 
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FIFfH SITI'ING 

Wednesday, 4th June 1986 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. European security and the Mediterranean (Presentation of 
the report of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments, Doe. 1060 and amendments). 

2. Address by Mr. Mollemann, Minister of State for Foreign 
Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany. 

3. Address by Mr. Spadolini, Minister of Defence of Italy. 

4. European security and the Mediterranean (Debate on the 
report of the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments and vote on the draft recommendation, Doe. 1060 
and amendments). 

5. Draft opinion on the budgets of the ministerial organs of 
WEU for 1985 (revised) and 1986 (Presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs 
and Administration and vote on the draft recommendation, 
Doe. 1054). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The sitting was opened at 10.05 a. m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The President informed the Assembly that the 
Charter and the Rules of Procedure would be 
amended to take account of the decision taken 
by the Assembly at the previous sitting to make 
the Clerk responsible both to the President and 
to the Assembly. 

Following this clarification, the minutes of 
proceedings of the previous sitting were agreed 
to. 

2. Attendance register 

The names of the representatives and substitu
tes who signed the register of attendance are 
given in the appendix. 

3. European security and the Mediterranean 

(l'ruat11tio11 of tM rqort of tM 
Commlttu 011 lh/eiiCe Qlllnio111 tuul A""""""''• 

Doe. 1060 tuul 111MIIdme11t1) 

Speaker (point of order): Mr. Sinesio. 

The report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments was presented by Mr. 
Kittelmann, Chairman and Rapporteur. 

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

of the Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Mollemann, Minister of State for Foreign 
Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany, 
addressed the Assembly. 
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Mr. Mollemann answered questions put by 
Mr. Antretter, Sir John Page, MM. Valleix, Jes
sel, Gianotti and Sir Geoffi'ey Finsberg. 

5. Address by Mr. Spadolini, Minister of Defence 
of Italy 

Mr. Spadolini, Minister of Defence of Italy, 
addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Spadolini answered questions put by MM. 
Cifarelli, Miiller, Bianco, Cavaliere, Gianotti, 
Rubbi, Kittelmann and Inan (Observer from Tur
key). 

6. European security and the Mediterranean 

(lhbllte 011 tM rqort of tM 
Committu 011 lh/et~Ce Quutlo111 tuul AmttuMIItl, 

Doe. 1060 tuul tuMIIdme11t1) 

The debate was opened. 

Mr. Ferrari Aggradi, Vice-President of the 
Assembly, took the Chair. 

Speakers: MM. Rubbi, Muller, Matraja, 
Milani and Cavaliere. 

The debate was adjourned. 

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

The orders of the day for the next sitting were 
agreed to. 

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

The sitting was closed at 1.15 p.m. 



APPENDIX FIFTH SmiNG 

APPENDIX 

I 

Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance 1: 

Belgium 

MM. Close (Adriaensens) 
Dejardin 
Michel 

(Mrs. Staels~Dompas) 

France 

MM. Bassinet 
Baumel 
Prat (Beregovoy) 
Matraja (Berrier) 
Bordu (Gremetz) 
Jeambrun 
Jung 
Hunault (Koehl) 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Antretter 
Berger 
Lenzer (Bohm) 
Enders 
Schmidt Haase) 
Kittelmann 

MM. Muller 

Italy 

Scheer (Neumann) 
Schulte 
So ell 
Zierer 

MM. Spite/la (Antoni) 
Bianco 
Cavaliere 
Cifarelli 
Ferrari Aggradi 
Masciadri (Frasca) 
Gianotti 
Giust 
Mezzapesa 
Milani 
Rauti 
Rubbi 
Sarti 
Sinesio 

Luxembourg 

MM. Burger 
Goerens 
Linster (Hengel) 

The following representatives apologised for their absence: 

Belgium 

MM. Bogaerts 
Declercq 
Pecriaux 
Steverlynck 

France 

MM. Bourges 
de Chambrun 
Delebarre 
Galley 
Jung 

MM. Mermaz 
Ruet 
Seitlinger 
Wirth 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Ahrens 
Mrs. Kelly 
MM. Reddemann 

Rumpf 
Schwarz 
Spies von Bullesheim 
Unland 

Netherlands1 

MM. Aarts 1 

Worrf!ll (van den Bergh) 
Stoffdlen 

United Kingdom 
I 

Sir Frederic Bennett 
Mr. Edwards (Coleman) 
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 

MM. MurJ]hy (Sir Anthony 
Gr~nt) 

Frees(m (Hardy) 
Sir Paul tJawkins 

Mr. Hill · 
Lord Hugh~s 
Mr. Jessel 
Earl of Ki~noull 

Lady Jill Khlght 
Dr. MilleJt 
Mr. Rees (Sir John Osbom) 
Sir John !Page 

Lord Mackre (Ross) 
Sir Dudley Smith 

Mr. Wilkfson 

Italy 
I 

MM. Amac:ki 
Fiand~otti 
Peccbioli 
V ecchlietti 

Netherlands 

. MM. Blaau~ 
de K waadsteniet 

Mrs. van d~r Werf.Terpstra 
Mr. van der Werff 

United Kingfom 
I 

Mr. Garrett 

l. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. ' 
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SIXTH SITTING 

Wednesday, 4th June 1986 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Draft opinion on the budgets of the ministerial organs of 
WEU for 1985 (revised) and 1986 (Presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs 
and Administration and vote on the draft recommendation, 
Doe. 1054). 

2. European security and the Mediterranean (Resumed 
debate on the report of the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments and vote on the draft recommenda
tion, Doe. 1060 and amendments). 

3. Canadian-European co-operation in high technology 
(Presentation of and debate on the report of the Committee 
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions and 

vote on the draft recommendation, Doe. 1053 and amend
ment). 

4. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-tint annual report of 
the Council (Resumed debate on the report of the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments and vote on the 
draft recommenda~ion, Doe. 1059 and amendments). 

S. Scientific, technological and aerospace questions and Wes
tern European defence (Presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions and vote on the draft recommenda
tion, Doe. 1055 and amendments). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

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

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance register 

The names of the representatives and substitu
tes who signed the register of attendance are 
given in the appendix. 

3. Draft opinion on the budgets 
of the ministerial 

org11111 of WEU for 1985 (re,ised) and 1986 

(Prumt•tion of tuUl tk/Mte on tile report of tile 
Committu on BrulgettUy A.ffGin tuUl A.dministrtltion 
tuUl Pote on tile dN/t recommelldlltion, Doe. I 054) 

The report of the Committee on Budgetary 
Affairs and Administration was presented by 
Mr. Sinesio, Rapporteur. 

The debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Linster and Gianotti. 

The debate was closed. 

Mr. Sinesio, Rapporteur, replied to the spea
kers. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
recommendation. 
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The draft recommendation was agreed to una
nimously. {This recommendation will be 
published as No. 433) 1• 

4. EuropetUJ security and the Mediterranean 

(Ru111Md tkiMte on tile report of tile 
Committu on De/enc. QIIUtiou tuUl A.rt~~~U~W~tl, 

Doe. 1060 •nd fliiiiiUbnentl) 

The debate was resumed. 

Speakers: MM. Rauti, lnan (Observer from 
Turkey), Freeson, Berger and Veryvakis ( Obser
ver from Greece). 

The debate was closed. 

Speaker (point of order): Sir Frederic Ben
nett. 

In accordance with Rule 32 ( 1) of the Rules of 
Procedure, Mr. Cox proposed that the report be 
referred back to committee. 

Speakers: MM. Cavaliere, Kittelmann, Cox 
and Kittelmann. 

The motion for reference back was agreed to 
and the report was accordingly referred back to 
the committee. 

1. See page 43. 



MINUTES 

Speakers (explanation of vote): Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg, MM. Wilkinson and Freeson. 

5. Canadian-European co-operation 
in high technology 

(Pruotlltio• of tuUl tUbtlte o• tile report of the 
Committee o• Sciotifu:, Technological tuUl 
A.eroi}HIU Q~~atiou tuUl Pote o• the drrift 

ncommeiUllltion, Doe. 1053 tuUl I.UIWUlme•t) 

The report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions was pre
sented by Mr. Wilkinson, Chairman of the com
mittee. 

The debate was opened. 

Speaker: Sir John Osbom. 

The debate was closed. 

Mr. Wilkinson, Chairman of the committee, 
replied to the speaker. 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft 
recommendation. 

An amendment (No. 1) was tabled by MM. 
Hill and Spies von Billlesheim: 

1. Leave out paragraph 3 of the operative text of 
the draft recommendation and insert: 

"To consider favourably connections of Cana
dian firms and research institutions with 
Eureka projects; " 

Speaker: Mr. Wilkinson. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the amen
ded draft recommendation. 

The amended draft recommendation was 
agreed to unanimously. (This recommendation 
will be published as No. 434) 1• 

6. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first annual 
report of the Council 

(Ruunwl tUbtlte o• tile report of tile Committee 
o• Defence Quutiou and Al'ltUiniiiJtl, 

Doe. 1059 tuUl tl.mllldmeiJtl) 

The debate was resumed. 

Speaker: Sir Frederic Bennett. 

In accordance with Rule 36 {2) of the Rules of 
Procedure, Sir Frederic Bennett asked whether 
there was a quorum. 

I. See page 45. 
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Mr. Kittelmann, Chairmaq of the committee, 
replied to the speakers. 

The President announced that since there was 
not a quorum the votes on tile draft recommen
dation and amendments would be deferred until 
the next sitting. 

Speakers (points of order):~ Sir Geoffrey Fins
berg, MM. Milani and Cavauere. 

7. Scientifrc, technological a~d aerospace ques
tions and Western European defence 

I 

(Prue•tatio• of tuUl tUbtlte o• till report of the 
Committee 011 Sciotifrc, Techno"gical tuUl A.eroiJHIU 

Quutiou, Doe. 1055 llllll1U1111Ulmlllt1) 

I 

The report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions was pre
sented by Mr. Fourre, RappQrteur. 

I 

Mr. Soel/, Vice-President o/the Assembly, took 
the Chair. 1 

The debate was opened. 

Speaker: Sir John Osbom. 
1 

Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, resumed 
the Chair. I 

The debate was closed. 

Mr. Fourre, Rapporteur, aJ!ld Mr. Wilkinson, 
Chairman of the committee, replied to the spea-
ker. 1 

The Assembly proceeded t9 consider the draft 
recommendation. 

In accordance with Rule 361(2) ofthe Rules of 
Procedure, Mr. Cavaliere asted whether there 
was a quorum. I 

The President announced that since there was 
not a quorum the votes on the draft recommen
dation and amendments wouU:i be deferred until 
the next sitting. 

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

! 

The orders of the day for th~ next sitting were 
agreed to. 

The next sitting was fixJd for Thursday, 
5th June, at 10 a.m. 1 

The sitting was closed at 5.i0 p.m. 
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RECOMMENDATION 433 

on the budgets of the ministerial organs of Western European Union 
for the financial years 1985 (revised) and 1986 

The Assembly, 

SIXTH SITTING 

(i) Noting that, in communicating the budgets of Western European Union fot 1985 (revised) and 
1986, the Council has complied with the provisions of Article VIII (c) of the Charter; 

(ii) Considering that: 

(a) the budgets for 1985 (revised) and 1986 take account of the new struct1~re of the ministerial 
organs ofWEU achieved in conformity with the directives set out in the F.ome declaration; 

(b) each of these budgets is the subject of an initial three-part document (recapitulation, explana
tory memorandum and pensions) for the WEU Budget and Organisation1Committee and of a 
document revised on the basis of the recommendations adopted by that dommittee and trans
mitted to the Council; 

(c) examination of the budgets consequently requires knowledge of the abovementioned docu
ments and of the others produced during the year but which are not sent •o the Assembly on a 
regular basis; I 

(d) the way WEU budgets are now presented draws no distinction between ordinary and extraor
dinary expenditure although the latter may have a considerable effect on ~tatistics on the evo
lution of budgets and consequently detract from the objective applicatio~ of the zero growth 
criterion or of any other criterion for budgetary trends agreed by the gpvernments; 

(e) the 1985 budget allowed considerable excess resources to be built up which were used for the 
sole purpose of restructuring the ministerial organs, no account being ta~en in this context of 
the requirements of the Assembly although the ministers expressed th~ir wish in Rome in 
October 1984 to have the Assembly " play a growing role "; 

(f) the new breakdown of duties shown in the recent establishment tables of the ministerial 
organs increases the need to review procedure for approving Assembly budgets in order to 
provide a better guarantee of its autonomy and independence; I 

(g) the task of managing pensions in WEU has grown to such an extent that an independent body 
should be given responsibility for this task; 

(iii) Regretting that: 

(a) two Grade B posts are shown as vacant in the budget of the Paris agencie~ whereas the Assem
bly's proposal to create two new Grade B posts in the Office of the Clerk bias been rejected; 

(b) the programme for the modernisation of equipment makes no provisipn for purchasing a 
telex, the lack of which is keenly felt by all the services ofWEU as well as pY parliamentarians; 

(iv) Welcoming the fact that the Council, in attributing grades to the various t~s of duty, has adop
ted the dual-grading criterion which the Assembly has often recommended in the past, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL: 

1. Examine the possibility of: 
I 

(a) combining in a single budgetary document all the information now givtln in many different 
documents; 

(b) showing in the two parts of the budget (operating budget and pensions budget) two categories 
of expenditure: ordinary and extraordinary expenditure, to make it easie1 to follow the evolu
tion of these budgets; 

2. Transmit to the Office of the Clerk ofthe Assembly all budgetary documents relating to its budge-
tary decisions; 
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3. In consultation with the appropriate Assembly bodies, review procedure for approving Assembly 
budgets so that it corresponds better to the principle of its autonomy and independence; 

4. Give favourable consideration to the proposals to create two new Grade B3 posts which are given 
top priority in the Assembly's draft budget for 1986; 

5. Further to Assembly Recommendation 357, promote the creation of an independent body for the 
administration of pensions and, to this end, organise consultations with the other co-ordinated organisa
tions; 

6. Study the problem of dual-grading at every level of the hierarchy and lay down a general rule on 
the subject applicable to all WEU staff; 

7. Authorise the installation of a telex in the London and Paris offices, it being understood that the 
telex installed in Paris would be available to all WEU organs in accordance with methods of use and 
cost-sharing to be agreed among them; 

8. Promote harmonisation of the technical equipment of the organs of WEU to achieve future cost
saving and engage a management consultant from a member government or private industry to investi
gate this matter and make recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION 434 

on Caruulian-European co-operation in high technology 

The Assembly, 
i 

(i) Welcoming Canada's participation in NATO, OECD, ESA and other international organisations 
and conferences together with WEU member countries; . 

(ii) Considering Canada's achievements in the scientific, technological and aero~pace sectors such as 
V-STOL aircraft, the Canadarm, the Candu nuclear reactor, energy from conventional and non
conventional sources, polar ocean research and communication techniques; 

(iii) Considering that Canada is an associated member of ESA and that a new aJreement will have to 
be signed in 1988; 

(iv) Considering Canada's wish to develop further its high technology industiies and also its close 
industrial and political relations with several Western European countries, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

Urge member states: 1 

1. To study the possibilities of Canada participating in projects of the Independent European Pro
gramme Group and other high technology European ventures provided there isl reciprocity and that 
Canada likewise adopts a most-favoured attitude to European research, devel?pment and produc
tion; 

2. To promote closer collaboration with Canada in the European Space Agefcy by: 

(a) extending its associate membership from five to ten years; 

(b) widening the range of programmes in which Canada should participate ~o include new appli
cation programmes such as ERS-11 and TDRSS and also scientific prdgrammes; 

(c) asking the Canadian authorities to use European hardware such as Ariane in joint ventures; 

(d) inviting the Canadian space authorities to participate in European manned space programmes 
such as Hermes and Hotol; 

3. To consider favourably connections of Canadian firms and research instlitutions with Eureka 
projects; 

4. To approach the Canadian authorities for the promotion of European hardware in the internatio-
nal organisations in which they participate. ! 
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SEVENTH SITTING 

Thursday, Sth June 1986 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

I. Security and terrorism - the implications for Europe of 
crises in other parts of the world; Opinion of the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments (Presentation of 
and debate on the reports of the General Affairs Committee 
and of the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments and vote on the draft recommendation, Does. 1057 
and amendment and 1 066). 

2. Scientific, technological and aerospace questions and Wes
tern European defence (Vote on the draft recommendation, 
Doe. 1055 and amendments). 

3. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first annual report of 
the Council (Vote on the draft recommendation, Doe. 1059 
and amendments). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The sitting was opened at 10.10 a. m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The minutes of proceedings of the previous 
sitting were agreed to. 

Speaker: Mr. Milani. 

2. Attendance register 

The names of the representatives and substi· 
tutes who signed the register of attendance are 
given in the appendix. 

3. Change in the membership of a committee 

In accordance with Rule 39 (6) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly agreed to the following 
changes in the membership of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments proposed by 
the Italian Delegation: Mr. Cifarelli as a titular 
member in place of Mr. Masciadri; Mr. Mascia
dri as an alternate member in place of Mr. Cifa· 
relli. 

4. Security and terrorism - the implications 
for Europe of crises in other parts of the world 

Opinion of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments 

(Pruenttltion of tiiUl debtlte on tu reports of 
tu Genel'tll A/f«in Committu tiiUl of tu 

Committu on Defence Q11estiou tiiUl Armtu~~ents 
tiiUl 'lote on tu drtl/t recommendation, 
Does. 1057 tiiUl amendment and 1066) 

The report of the General Affairs Committee 
was presented by Mr. van der Werff, Rappor
teur. 
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The opinion of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments was presented by Mr. 
Kittelmann, Chairman and Rapporteur. 

Mr. Soe/1, Vice-President of the Assembly, took 
the Chair. 

The debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Berger, Stokes, Milani, Free
son, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, MM. Close, Jessel, 
Lady Jill Knight, Sir Paul Hawkins, MM. Antret
ter, lnan (Observer from Turkey) and Redde
mann. 

The debate was closed. 

Mr. van der Werff, Rapporteur, and Mr. Kit
telmann, Chairman and Rapporteur of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 
replied to the speakers. 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft 
recommendation. 

A first amendment was tabled by the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments: 

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

" Recalling however its Recommendation 396 
concerning the alliance machinery for dealing 
with developments beyond the NATO area, 
and reiterating its belief 'that in the case of 
such developments which the allies jointly 
recognise as directly threatening the vital inte
rests of the alliance the ready assistance of all 
allies must be forthcoming within the area to 
facilitate United States deployments beyond 
the area'; ". 
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Speakers: MM. Kittelmann, Dejardin, van der 
Werff and Close. 

Mr. Goerens, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

A second amendment was tabled by the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments: 

At the end ofparagraph (x) of the preamble to 
the draft recommendation add " and the firm 
diplomatic and juridical measures agreed at the 
Tokyo summit on 5th May 1986; ". 

Speaker: Mr. van der Werff. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

An amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Lady Jill 
Knight: 

1. At the end of paragraph 1.3 of the draft recom
mendation proper, add: 

"(f) seek an agreement between member 
countries that their courts will not refuse 
extradition applications for convicted ter
rorists on the grounds that the act (or 
acts) of terrorism was carried out from 
political motives. " 

Speakers: Lady Jill Knight, MM. Stoffelen, 
van der Werff, Lady Jill Knight and Mr. Close. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the amen
ded draft recommendation. 

The amended draft recommendation was 
agreed to. (This recommendation will be 
published as No. 435) 1• 

5. Scientific, technological and aerospace ques
tions and Western European defence 

(Vote on the draft recommend11tion, 
Doe. 1055 11nd amendments) 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft 
recommendation. 

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

1. Leave out paragraph (vi) of the preamble to 
the draft recommendation and insert: 

" Considering that the importance of this role 
demands an independent European effort 
within the framework of certain activities such 
as those relating to the space station but also 

1. See page 50. 
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requires effective co-operat~on with the United 
States;". 1 

Speaker: Mr. Wilkinson. ! 
I 

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

The amendment was agre~d to. 

An amendment (No. ~) was tabled by 
Mr. Gansel: , 

3. After paragraph (viii) of *e preamble to the 
draft recommendation, add a new paragraph as 
follows: 

"Noting with concern difft;rences in policies of 
member countries with r~gard to armament 
exports to non-member cbuntries, especially 
those in conflict areas and even those which 
support international terrorism, which may 
seriously obstruct progress towards improved 
defence co-operation: " 

Speakers: MM. StoffelenJ Fourre, Stoffelen 
and Wilkinson. 1 

The amendment was agreed to. 

An amendment (No. 2) was tabled by Mr. 
Fourre: 

2. Leave out paragraph 1 (a) I of the draft recom
mendation proper and inseri: 

" the establishment of a European civil and 
military computer market". 

Speakers: MM. Fourre and Wilkinson. 

The amendment was agre'd to. 

An amendment (No. 4> was tabled by 
Mr. Gansel: ' 

4. After paragraph 2 of the draft recommenda
tion proper, add a new paragraph as follows: 

" Elaborate joint criteria £~r armament export 
policies of member count · es, with preference 
in the field of defence eo operation, ensuring 
that no weapons or de£ nee equipment be 
exported to non-member countries when this 
would be against the security interests of the 
alliance; " 

Speakers: Dr. Miller and Mr. Wilkinson. 

The amendment was wi~drawn. 
The Assembly proceeded tb vote on the amen

ded draft recommendation. 

The amended draft recommendation was 
agreed to. (This recommendation will be 
published as No. 436) 1• 

1. See page 52. 
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6. Disarmtllllent - reply to the 
thirty-first annual report of the Council 

(Vote 011 tu draft recomiiWIIllltio11, 
Doe. 1059 a1Uitmtellllm411tl) 

Speakers (points of order): Sir Dudley Smith, 
MM. Stoffelen, Wilkinson and Milani. 

In accordance with Rule 32 ( 1) of the Rules of 
Procedure, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg proposed that 
the report be referred back to the committee. 

Speakers: Sir Frederic Bennett, MM. Freeson, 
Cox, Kittelmann and Dr. Miller. 
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The motion for reference back was agreed to 
and the report was accordingly referred back to 
the committee. 

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

The orders of the day for the next sitting were 
agreed to. 

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

The sitting was closed at 12.55 p.m. 
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1. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of 11be latter being given in 
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RECOMMENDATION 435 

on SICIIrity and terrorism -
the implications for E11rope of crlsu in other parts of the world 

The Assembly, 

(i) Considering that Article VIII of the modified Brussels Treaty is an essential basis for European 
co-operation in external policy matters; 

(ii) Considering that in certain areas no western organisation is able to replace the WEU Council for 
the application of this article of the treaty; 

(iii) Deploring the fact that the seven governments have not yet made use of the WEU Council to exa
mine matters which constitute a threat to international peace and stability; 

(iv) Recalling however its Recommendation 396 concerning the alliance machinery for dealing with 
developments beyond the NATO area, and reiterating its belief" that in the case of such developments 
which the allies jointly recognise as directly threatening the vital interests of the alliance the ready assis
tance of all allies must be forthcoming within the area to facilitate United States deployments beyond 
the area"; 

(v) Recalling that the Rome declaration confirmed the WEU Council's vocation to play an active 
part in the application of Article VIII; 

(vi) Recalling that relations between certain member countries and countries outside Europe call for 
continuous exchanges of views between the WEU countries; 

(vii) Considering that the pursuit of the war between Iran and Iraq is a serious threat to international 
peace and security; 

(viii) Considering that the recrudescence of international terrorism is also a serious threat to internatio
nal peace and security and may seriously unsettle western society if effective countermeasures are not 
taken; 

(ix) Welcoming the fact that international society has started to take up the challenge of terrorism, but 
regretting the absence of any significant agreement about the means to be used to this end and deploring 
the consequences of this division, considering how essential it is to agree on the measures to be taken; 

(x) Regretting that no effective co-ordinated measures, whether preventive or repressive, have been 
taken against terrorist actions before the United States action against Libya, but recalling that the mem
bers of the Assembly give preference to political and diplomatic channels for solving the problem of 
international terrorism, while not precluding any other appropriate measures if it proves impossible to 
succeed by negotiation; 

(xi) Welcoming as a modest step forward the intentions announced by the Twelve on 27th January, 
and 14th and 22nd April1986 and the firm diplomatic and juridical measures agreed at the Tokyo sum
mit on 5th May 1986; 

(xii) Considering that only the co-ordination of measures taken by the states in question can meet the 
situation created by international terrorism; 

(xiii) Recalling that this co-ordination is all the more necessary after the launching by Libya of two mis
siles towards the island of Lampedusa, which constituted a true act of war against a member country of 
WEU, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

1.1. Effectively apply Article VIII of the modified Brussels Treaty as it planned when adopting para
graph 8 of the Rome declaration in October 1984 and, in particular, meet each time crises outside the 
North Atlantic Treaty area require it to do so and whenever consultations among the Twelve seem unli
kely to meet the situation; 

2. Follow attentively developments in the war between Iraq and Iran and: 

(a) promote the return to a fair, lasting peace; 
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(b) strongly denounce any violation of the laws of war by either side; 

(c) concert action by member countries to prevent any extension of the wJ and to ensure the 
safety of navigation in the Gulf; 

3. Confirm that the development of international terrorism brings into play the fPPlication of Arti-
cle VIII of the modified Brussels Treaty and, in this context: 

(a) promote and participate effectively in international consultations to count~r terrorist action; 

(b) apply systematically the decisions set out in the twelve-power declaratiob of 27th January, 
and 14th and 22nd April 1986; 

(c) draw up a charter specifying the principles which its signatories would un4ertake to follow in 
the event of terrorist action; 

(d) co-ordinate the preventive and repressive measures which member countries are obliged to 
take because of the development of terrorist operations; · 

(e) concert the action taken by member countries so as to deter effectively· any country from 
affording assistance or encouragement to organisations practising terrori~m; 

' 

{f) seek an agreement between member countries that their courts will not refuse extradition 
applications for convicted terrorists on the grounds that the act (or acts) o~terrorism was car-
ried out from political motives. ' 

11. For these purposes, the Assembly endorses the call for action its President addressed to the Coun
cil and recommends that the Council instruct the appropriate WEU agencies to repott without delay on 
the various aspects of the threat international terrorism constitutes for the western defence system, indi
viduals and public freedoms and define the measures which member countries should take to counter 
terrorism effectively. 

1 
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The Assembly, 

RECOMMENDATION 436 

on scientific, technological and aerospace questions and 
Western European defence 

SEVENTH SITTING 

(i) Aware that by the 1990s information technology might become the largest manufacturing activity 
in the West; 

(ii) Considering that Western Europe's industrial success in this technology will probably depend on 
the promotion of a European civil and military computer market; 

(iii) Aware of the report on the armaments sector of industry in the member countries prepared by the 
WEU Standing Armaments Committee and the Council's answer on 20th March 1986 to Written Ques
tion 262 put by Mr. Lenzer on the activities of that committee complementary to those of the Indepen
dent European Programme Group; 

(iv) Disappointed by the Council's answer on the lack of practical steps to be taken to enhance the 
competitiveness of the European defence industry in general and of information technology in particu
lar; 

(v) Considering Europe's important role in space and its activities in space transportation, satellites 
and scientific matters such as the Giotto programme; 

(vi) Considering that the importance of this role demands an independent European effort within the 
framework of certain activities such as those relating to the space station but also requires effective 
co-operation with the United States; 

(vii) Considering the need for co-operation between NASA and Arianespace on worldwide launch 
price policies; 

(viii) Considering that the agency for the development of co-operation in armaments should play a 
well-defined intermediary role in co-operation on weapons development projects such as the European 
fighter aircraft; 

(ix) Noting with concern differences in policies of member countries with regard to armament exports 
to non-member countries, especially those in conflict areas and even those which support international 
terrorism, which may seriously obstruct progress towards improved defence co-operation; 

(x) Deploring the Council's lack of political will in not preparing its thirty-first annual report on its 
activities which cannot now be taken into account in preparing the present report, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CoUNCIL 

1. Instruct Agency Ill, i.e. the agency for the development of co-operation in armaments, to initiate 
studies on: 

(a) the establishment of a European civil and military computer market; 

(b) the possibilities of creating networks of supercomputers in Europe for civil as well as military 
purposes; 

2. Define, in co-operative weapons development projects such as the European fighter aircraft, a 
useful co-ordinating role for the agency for the development of co-operation in armaments, with particu
lar regard to European military industrial matters, taking into account the activities of the NATO 
Conference of National Armaments Directors and the Independent European Programme Group; 

3. Provide the Assembly with full details of this role in the thirty-second annual report. 
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Thursday, 5th June 1986 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

Emerging technology and military strategy (Presentation of 
and debate on the report of the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments and vote on the draft recommendation, 
Doe. 1052). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The sitting was opened at 3.05 p.m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance register 

The names of the representatives and substitu
tes who signed the register of attendance are 
given in the appendix. 

3. Emerging technology and military strategy 

(Pruenttltion of t11ul debate on the report of the 
Comminee on Defe~~~:e Questions and Armaments 

and ,ote on the draft ncommelldation, Doe. 1052) 

The report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments was presented by Mr. 
van den Bergh, Rapporteur. 

The debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Berger, Close, Baumel and 
Wilkinson. 

The debate was closed. 
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Mr. van den Bergh, Rappfeur, and Dr. Mil
ler, Vice-Chairman of the eo mittee, replied to 
the speakers. 

The Assembly proceeded tb vote on the draft 
recommendation. 

The draft recommendation was agreed 
to. (This recommendation rll be published as 
No. 437) 1

• ! 

Speakers (points of order)t Sir Paul Hawkins 
and Mr. Stoffelen. 

4. Adjournment of fhe session 

The President addressed the Assembly. 

Speaker: Mr. Cox. 

The President adjoume<Ji the thirty-second 
ordinary session of the Assef11bly. 

i 
The sitting was closed at 4.25 p.m. 

1. See page 55. 
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APPENDIX 
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Gianotti 
Giust 
Mezzapesa 
Milani 

United Kingdom 

Sir Frederic Bennett 
Mr. Coleman 

MM. Woodall (Garrett) 
Parry (Hardy) 

Sir Paul Hawkins 
Mr. Cox (Lord Hughes) 
Dr. Miller 
Mr. Terlezki (Sir John 

Osbom) 
Lord Mackie (Ross) 

Sir Dudley Smith 
Mr. Wilkinson 

MM. Pecchioli 
Rauti 
Rubbi 
Sarti 
Sinesio 
Vecchietti 

Luxembourg 

MM. Burger 
Goerens 
Hengel 

Netherlands 

MM. Aarts 
de Kwaadsteniet 

United Kingdom 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 
Sir Anthony Grant 

MM. Hill 
Jessel 

Earl of Kinnoull 
Lady Jill Knight 

Sir John Page 

1. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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RECOMMENDATION 437 

on emerging technoloi/Y and military stftltii/Y 

The Assembly, 

(i) Aware of a number ofprojects in the NATO and IEPG frameworks involv)g the application of 
the most recent technology to weapons and defence equipment, arising in partic~lar from the United 
States emerging technology proposal, and SACEUR's follow-on forces attack contept; 

(ii) Considering that in many cases NATO countries could advantageously introduce modem techno
logy more rapidly into conventional weapons systems to help offset Warsaw Pact numerical superiority 
in tanks, guns, and aircraft; · 

I 

(iii) Believing that the European allies must examine all such proposals carefullvl and that the intro
duction of modem technology into defence equipment must satisfy the criteria or this recommenda
tion; 

(iv) Calling for the possible arms control implications of the introduction of emerging technology into 
conventional weapons systems to be more closely studied, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CoUNCIL 

1. Ensure that current proposals for the introduction of emerging technology into conventional wea-
pons systems or for the follow-on forces attack concept meet the following criteria: 

(a) they should fit the conceptual framework being developed by the NATO Military Committee, 
and take account of North Atlantic Council recommendations bearing ~ mind the need for 
deterrence to maintain peace and security both in Europe and in the "fOrld; 

(b) they should be cost-effective and affordable within the limits of nation~ defence budgets; 

(c) they should emphasise again the need for standardisation and co-operatie!>n at European level 
which is also a precondition of co-operation between the European allies and the United 
States; 

(d) they should lead to a balanced and just transatlantic sharing and transfer of technology, 
research and production, and improve interoperability; I 

I 

(e) they should be capable of being taken into account in current and future alrms control negotia-
tions; 

2. Report annually to the Assembly on the progress being made on the list of priority projects selec-
ted by the IEPG; 

3. Instruct the agency for the study of arms control and disarmament questions fo report annually to 
the Assembly on the arms control implications of the foregoing proposals. 
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FIRST SITIING 

Monday, 2nd June 1986 

SUMMARY 

1. Opening of the session. 

l. Attendance register. 

3. Examination of credentials. 

4. Election of the President of the Assembly. 

5. Address by the President of the Assembly. 

6. Election of three Vice-Presidents of the Assembly. 

7. Adoption of the draft order of business for the first part of 
the session (Doe. 1050). 

Speaker: Mr. Blaauw. 

8. Nomination of members to committees. 

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

The sitting was opened at 12 noon with Mr. Edwards, Provisional President, in the Chair. 

1. Opening of the susion 

The PRESIDENT. - The sitting is open. 

In accordance with Article Ill (a) of the Char
ter and Rules 2 and 5 of the Rules ofProceduret I 
declare open the thirty-second ordinary session 
of the Assembly of Western European Union. 

2. Attendance register 

The PRESIDENT. - The names of the substi
tutes attending this sitting which have been noti
fied to the President will be published with the 
list of representatives appended to the minutes of 
proceedings 1• 

3. Examilllltion of credentials 

The PRESIDENT.- The next order of the day 
is the examination of credentials. 

The list of representatives and substitutes 
attending the thirty-second ordinary session of 
the Assembly of Western European Union has 
been published in Notice No. 1. 

In accordance with Rule 6( 1) of the Rules of 
Proceduret all these credentials were ratified by 
the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of 
Europe and are attested by a statement of ratifi
cation which has been addressed to the Presi
dent, with the exception of the members of the 
French Delegation. 

1. See page 17. 
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It is now for the Assembly to ratify those cre
dentials not already ratified, under Rule 6(2) of 
the Rules of Procedure. 

The nominations are in proper form. No 
objection has been raised. 

If the Assembly is unanimous, we may pro
ceed to ratification without prior referral to a cre
dentials committee. 

Is there any opposition? ... 

The credentials are ratified by the Assembly, 
subject to subsequent ratification by the Parlia
mentary Assembly of the Council of Europe. 

Finally, I inform the Assembly that the Fed
eral Republic of Germany proposes to alter the 
composition of its delegation as follows: Mr. 
Soell as representative in place of Mr. Gerstl and 
Mr. Gerstl as substitute in place of Mr. Soell. 

May I take this opportunity, as the oldest 
member, of welcoming new colleagues and look
ing forward to their contributions to our work? 

4. Election of the President 
of the A11embly 

The PRESIDENT.- The next order of the day 
is the election of the President of the Assem
bly. 

Under Rules 7(2), 10(2) and 10(10), only a 
representative, who may not be a member of his 
national government, may stand as a candidate 
for the office of President, and his candidature 
must be sponsored by three or more representa
tives. 
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At this point I note that I should make a 
speech, but I am not taking advantage of that 
opportunity, because it is so near to lunch time. 

I have received only one nomination, that of 
Mr. Caro. 

The nomination has been properly made and 
is in the form prescribed by the rules. 

If there is no objection, I may declare Mr. Caro 
elected by acclamation in accordance with Rule 
10(4). 

Is there no objection? ... 

It is obvious that there is no opposition. 

I proclaim Mr. Caro President of the Assembly 
of Western European Union. I congratulate 
him and invite him to take the Chair. 

(Mr. Caro then took the Chair) 

5. Address by the President of the Assembly 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Members 
of the Permanent Council, Secretary-General, 
ladies and gentlemen, I sincerely thank you for 
your confidence and would like once more to 
express my respectful gratitude to Bob Edwards, 
our oldest member, who displayed his unfailing 
wisdom when he opened our discussions and 
lent me his hand up to the dais for the third 
time. I shall not forget that it was in your com
pany, Bob, that I made my debut. Thank you 
once again. 

I would also like to welcome the presence in 
· this Assembly for the first time of the statutory 
number of observers from the Portuguese Parlia
ment in implementation of the decision of the 
Presidential Committee to grant that govern
ment full representation with observer status in 
both the Assembly and committees. 

My greetings also to the other observers from 
the member states of the alliance who, as I am 
pleased to note, regularly attend our meetings. 

My first words will be to thank you for accor
ding me your confidence once again. This poli
tical act is of particular importance since, after 
our committee session in Venice, it gives the lie 
to claims that the steps I took to invite the Coun
cil to answer the challenge to Europe arising 
from the spread of terrorism had not been endor
sed by the Assembly. You may be certain that 
during this third term of office I shall continue to 
respect and advance the views you have expres
sed and will express. 

It is clear that a parliamentary assembly is a 
reflection of the opposing forces which exist in 
our countries and societies. But when it has 
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been possible for more th thirty years to see 
that an assembly has been ost unanimous in 
its votes in defence of certain I values, this is signi
ficant and allows the Presid~t of this Assembly 
to express certain ideas with the certainty that he 
is being loyal to those who ~lected him. 

This is so for our relations with the WEU 
Council which once again will take a prominent 
place in the debates during the session which has 
just started. The Council was moreover the 
first to recognise the continuity of the Assembly's 
action in this field when, in 1984, it started the 
reactivation of WEU which the Assembly had 
been requesting for a long time. 

For that very reason it agreed that the dialogue 
between the Assembly and !the Council should 
start off on a new foot. It Wished meetings bet· 
ween the Council and Ass~mbly bodies to be 
held frequently and in a w oily informal man
ner. 

Yet for the first time in t e existence of Wes· 
tern European Union we sh l be unable, at the 
first part of our session, tq consider the main 
chapters of the Council's a~nual report, which 
did not reach the Office of the Clerk of the 
Assembly until 20th May, qtaking it impossible 
for them to be studied by the rapporteurs and 
then the committees for the debate which is to 
start tomorrow. Many of us were unable to 
read them until this morning. 

For the humour of the situation, I would recall 
in passing that the Council complains about not 
receiving the documents adopted by our com
mittees long enough before sessions. Perhaps it 
would prefer us to reply to its annual report 
before we receive it. 

In any event, the Assembl will be able to give 
serious consideration to the report on the Coun
cil's activities in 1985, whic is the task assigned 
to it by the modified Bruss s Treaty, only at its 
December 1986 session. here is no point in 
emphasising the disadvan ges of such a situa
tion which means that al ost two years will 
have elapsed before the Ass bly can debate cer· 
tain aspects of the Council' activities, including 
questions relating to the re ctivation of WEU. 

This detracts seriously frqm the dialogue bet
ween the Assembly and th~ Council, to which 
our governments say they are so attached, since 
this dialogue can be significant only if it relates 
to current policy and not to events which have 
become history. 

Such a delay might, however, be considered as 
no more than an accident if it were duly explai
ned. What makes it serious is what we may 
know about the reasons for it. 

It is hardly believable tha~ seven governments, 
which consider themselves lto be the nucleus of 
the Europe of tomorrow an<;\ take pride in this to 
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postpone any enlargement of WEU to countries 
which they consider are not yet ready to join 
their club, should have had so much difficulty in 
reaching agreement on a text which does not 
claim to be anything more than a report on past 
activities. Those of you who have been able to 
read the Council's annual report will, I think, 
agree with me that it contains nothing which 
might explain such a deadlock. 

Yet delays and deadlocks are also encountered 
in the transmission of most ofthe documents the 
Council sends the Assembly. Replies to our 
recommendations reach us only after an incredi
ble lapse of time and they seem so carefully filed 
down, smoothed off and polished that they are 
reminiscent of the style that Mr. de Norpois was 
so fond of but in fact in most cases they consti
tute a rejection of anything emanating from the 
Assembly. They are also ill-concealed refusals 
to keep the Assembly informed of the Council's 
true activities. 

This for instance is so for all the documents 
transmitted by the Council in connection with 
the implementation of the Rome declaration in 
which, in October 1984, our seven governments 
defined the guidelines they intended to give to a 
renovated WEU. In other words, we cannot 
consider that, on matters which are essential for 
the organisation in which we are now meeting, 
relations between the Council and the Assembly 
are satisfactory. 

Even so, having been elected as President of 
this Assembly just when the question arose of 
what form the reactivation ofWEU would take, I 
was able to establish particularly friendly rela
tions with the then Chairman-in-Office, Mr. 
Genscher of the Federal Republic, which allowed 
us to place co-operation between the Council and 
the Assembly on absolutely new bases. To 
continue this work, we set up a special Assembly 
committee and we must pay the Council the tri
bute of noting that nowhere else do relations bet
ween the parliamentary and ministerial bodies 
work as well as they do in WEU in terms of the 
number of meetings. 

When Italy took over the presidency, Mr. 
Andreotti managed to maintain the frequency 
and cordiality of these contacts and even to 
extend them to the Permanent Council. 

The Assembly could but welcome the develop
ment of these exchanges. It has made a consi
derable effort to adapt itself, as shown in the 
report by our colleague, Sir Dudley Smith, on the 
activities of the Presidential Committee. How
ever, it is now forced to question the wisdom of 
the choice made by the Council, which the 
Assembly accepted, of unofficial channels for 
communications which should be official. 
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I shall certainly not betray the secret of our 
meetings with the Council, at which no minutes 
are taken, in saying that basically they have been 
most disappointing either because the Assem
bly's partners in the discussion tried to evade the 
questions put to them by the Assembly or 
because they expressed extremely restrictive, not 
to say negative, opinions on all requests, propo
sals and suggestions by the parliamentarians or 
because the Council did not feel it was very com
mitted by remarks made on its behalf. 

This disappointment is not confined to admi
nistrative and budgetary matters although in this 
connection the Assembly has much to complain 
about. The pittance granted to it for its 1986 
budget covers neither the loss it suffered in pre
vious years nor, and this is more serious, the 
most essential requirements of its normal activi
ties. If the Council does not adopt a more flexi
ble position on this specific point, it is clear that 
we shall soon have to take steps to restrict our 
activities, which will be just the opposite of what 
the governments claimed to expect of the Assem
bly when they proposed reactivating WEU. 

But most serious of all is the mediocrity, not to 
say inexistence, of the dialogue between the two 
WEU bodies in political matters, in spite of the 
efforts made by our Secretary-General, Alfred 
Cahen, to promote it. This shortcoming is 
apparent in the official exchanges between the 
Council and the Assembly because statutory 
exchanges, which visibly the Council does not 
very much appreciate, reveal that in fact the 
governments are shirking their political obliga
tions and are trying to conceal this by increasing 
the number of informal meetings, but the late
ness and dearth of official information show the 
situation in its true light. 

This forces us to wonder whether the Council 
is still determined to complete the reactivation 
decided upon by the governments in 1984 and to 
respect the modified Brussels Treaty itself. 

The Assembly is not complaining about the 
organisation of its relations with the Council but 
about their content. 

The Assembly for its part welcomed the pros
pect of the reactivation of WEU with an enthu
siasm which left its mark on our reports and the 
record of our debates. This was not due mainly 
to the privileged role which the Council said the 
Assembly would play in this reorganisation but 
far more to the fact that the Council, after thirty 
years during which its activities consisted mainly 
of arms controls whose necessity was gradually 
diminishing, was at last proposing to accede to 
political existence. It set itself an action pro
gramme, most of which is set out in the Rome 
declaration. Since then, the doubts which the 
Council allows to prevail about its determination 
to carry out this programme have given rise to 
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the uneasiness which is evident in relations bet
ween the two WEU bodies. 

I wish to dwell on these circumstances for a 
moment to try to draw a few political lessons 
which I hope will help us to emerge from the 
reciprocal lack of understanding between the 
Council and the Assembly which is now para
lysing WEU. 

Decided upon at a time when the application 
of the NATO twofold decision of December 
1979 and the ensuing pacifist demonstrations 
were front-page news, the reactivation of WEU 
met a need which all our governments then 
considered urgent. 

But the problems which arose in 1985 with the 
opening of the Geneva negotiations, the need to 
answer the American proposal to Europe to take 
part in the SDI and to answer Soviet disarma
ment proposals, the urgency of a European reac
tion to the challenge of international terrorism 
and even the difficulties encountered in arma
ments co-operation clearly no longer achieved 
the unanimity of the seven governments in 
favour of a European solution. This is most 
certainly the true cause of the crisis, the effects of 
which we are now feeling. 

Mr. Andreotti, who took over the presidency 
of the Council during that difficult year, proba
bly did his utmost to make the Seven overcome 
their disagreement, but the meagre results of the 
Venice meeting show that he was unable to eli
minate the differences which paralysed the 
Council in its approach to matters so vital for the 
future of Europe. 

So, rather than admit the reality of this dis
agreement to the Assembly and to European 
public opinion, the Council preferred to spread 
as thick a smoke-screen as possible on the 
grounds that to reveal it would be tantamount to 
admitting that it had not correctly assessed the 
implications of the decisions it had itself taken in 
Rome in October 1984. 

Traditional diplomacy has always taken the 
view that it was better to conceal differences 
behind empty words rather than display them in· 
broad daylight, that compromises with words 
advantageously took the place of factual conces
sions and that a good misunderstanding was pre
ferable to open opposition. This is probably 
still perfectly justified in a world in which the 
only true law is that of the strongest. It is there
fore a matter of avoiding an armed conflict for 
which we must nevertheless always be prepared 
so as not to have to capitulate if faced with 
threats and blackmail. 

But if such principles were to continue to pre
vail in Western Europe, one might wonder about 
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all that has been done in th~ last forty years to 
bring about a new type of inter-state relations on 
our continent. 

When our governments Jecided in 1954 to 
place the implementation of their alliance under 
the supervision of a parlialmentary assembly, 
they set relations between our countries on an 
entirely new course. ThisJ· s the step forward 
that the Council has regul ly questioned ever 
since. But in 1985 it seems to have given up 
hope of going any further. : It shows this by 
resorting systematically to I the subterfuge of 
diplomatic language to conceal the fact that it is 
shirking its duties. 1 

The Assembly has never accepted this attitude 
of the Council and will nev9r do so. 

Admittedly, we cannot foree our governments 
to adopt identical points of tiew in areas where 
we know very real problems still divide them. 
But we are entitled to expect them to give clear 
explanations. It is our duW to debate them 
openly and publicly and we are able to indicate 
where we consider the necessary compromises 
might be made in order tq find a European 
policy which is not just a verbal compromise. 

Those of us who heard the Ptairman-in-Office 
of the Council answer our questions in such an 
ironic manner at the joint meeting between three 
of our committees and the CC!>uncil in Venice on 
30th April had an opportunity of assessing the 
damage that the diplomac)! practised by the 
Council can do to Europe. ! 

Indeed, not only the spirit but the very letter of 
the modified Brussels Treaty lwas called in ques
tion when Mr. Andreotti contested the fact that 
the consultations provided for in Article VIII of 
the treaty implied the search for joint deci
sions. To quote this article, the aims the signa
tories of the treaty set thems~lves were those of 
" strengthening peace and security and of promo
ting unity and of encouraging the progressive 
integration of Europe and <~:loser co-operation 
between them and with other European organisa
tions ". Any claim that this means only exchan
ges of views without conclusipn is a challenge to 
the substance of this article. 

He also interpreted Article [V of the treaty in a 
too restrictive manner by declluing that the firing 
of Libyan missiles at the island of Lampedusa 
was not an " armed attack " 'flithin the meaning 
of the treaty. Yet everyone knows that the aim 
of this article is not systematic recourse to force 
but the deterrent effect that qan be exercised by 
the assertion of European solidarity in face of 
attack. Was this not an opportunity to give 
Libya a strong reminder of *is? 

The Council is constantly seeking to avoid 
applying Article IX by reduciJ,J.g its dialogue with 
the Assembly to the level of ilnformal, courteous 
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and vague talks and increasingly neglecting offi
cial procedures, the only ones that commit it. 

But it is above all the spirit of the treaty, as 
defined in a preamble which vigorously asserts 
the will the governments had in 1954 to build 
Europe on new foundations, which is reduced to 
nought by the attitude adopted by the Council. 

I wish to thank Mr. Andreotti for describing, 
in a clear manner to which our relations with the 
Council had not accustomed us, how, cornered 
by events, our ministers view the commitments 
imposed upon them by the treaty and respect the 
intentions they expressed in the Rome declara
tion. 

But the Council must know full well that this 
is not the Assembly's view of its own duties and 
that it is not on such bases that a true dialogue 
can be hoped for between the two WEU 
organs. 

We all know that many highly topical ques
tions relating to the present and immediate 
future of European defence have effectively been 
put to the Council in recent months either by the 
Assembly or by others. 

I will quote a few of them: 

- the management of resources earmarked for 
defence purposes; 

- the production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons; 

- various aspects of the United States strate
gic defence initiative; 

- anti-aircraft and anti-missile defence in 
Europe; 

- assessing the value of Soviet disarmament 
initiatives; 

- a nuclear test ban; 
- co-operation between WEU Agency Ill and 

the IEPG; 
- extension of the work of FINABEL to naval 

and air forces; 
- aspects of the threat in the Mediterranean 

and Africa south of the Sahara; 
- the creation of a European institute for 

advanced defence studies; and, finally, 
- the enlargement of WEU. 

Is it true, as I have heard, that these questions 
were effectively put to the Council this spring? 

Is it true that the Council has not yet seriously 
followed them up? 

Why has the Council told the Assembly 
nothing about the reports submitted to it by the 
agencies just before its meeting in Venice? 
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Finally, is it true that the Council devoted 
most of its recent meetings to considering how to 
calm the Assembly down to avoid too serious a 
crisis? 

If, as I have every reason to believe, all this is 
true, I venture to say that the Council is wasting 
its time and abandoning both the cause of 
Europe and respect for the modified Brussels 
Treaty by seeking to anaesthetise the Assembly 
by all the means offered by the most archaic 
form of diplomacy instead of doing what is its 
bounden duty, i.e. tell the truth it is trying to 
hide from us. This truth is its inability to rise 
above itself to assert a true European political 
will and hence to overcome differences which are 
exacerbated by the pressure of internal political 
interests. 

We obviously cannot ask our seven govern
ments to change their policies radically in order 
to reach a perfect agreement, nor have we any 
interest in making the relationship between the 
Council and the Assembly unduly controver
sial. What we want to do is profit from this ten
sion, which after all is in the very nature of 
things, in order to draw what may be positive for 
WEU and profitable for Europe. 

If this conflict is to be overcome, an absolute 
condition is for the Council to stop hedging and 
tackle frankly and clearly its examination of the 
problems dividing it and holding it up. As long 
as it remains tied to a way of thinking and acting 
- insofar as it is possible to speak of action on its 
part - which conforms to traditional diplomacy, 
the Assembly will continue to be a source of 
trouble and difficulties for the governments and 
the Council will continue to fight its influence 
with a mixture of kind words, vague texts and 
budgetary restrictions which stifle its activities. 

If the present crisis could lead to the Council 
deciding to analyse the reasons for these dead
locks which we are criticising, I am convinced 
that a major step will have been taken to resolve 
them. 

The Rome declaration, by sweeping away the 
very strict commitments imposed by the Paris 
Agreements, claimed to reactivate WEU on the 
basis of a new political will. Today, most ofthe 
specific commitments included in the treaty 
have disappeared to leave only requirements of a 
far more general nature. Consequently, while 
the Council conformed more or less to the for
mer it is evading the latter altogether, particu
larly the commitment to report to the Assembly 
op its activities. 

It would be more in conformity with the treaty 
to confess that all it can do is allow each govern
ment to have a free hand and renounce any joint 
action than to hide this truth behind vague, 
ambiguous or misleading remarks. Such a 
confession would at least force each government 
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to express the reasons for its reticence and this 
would already be a step in the right direction. 
Not to do so would be tantamount to reducing 
WEU to zero, and keeping it in a state of hiber· 
nation just in case it could be used, as was almost 
the case in 1984. And this seems to be the 
option chosen by our seven governments. 

The wish to pacify us is bringing five ministers 
or ministers of state to address us during the pre
sent session. It is for us to put questions to each 
of them on his government's intentions in regard 
to the questions put recently to the Council and 
insist that they give clear answers. 

If the ministers show a sign of wishing to reach 
agreement on defining, circumscribing and, as 
far as possible, solving the differences which are 
holding up the Council, this will be strong encou
ragement for us to examine with them the means 
of overcoming these obstacles which, naturally, 
stand in the way of good relations between the 
Council and the Assembly, but even more in the 
way of WEU's existence. May I say that I sin
cerely hope we shall manage to do this. 

If on the contrary the government representa
tives continue to be afraid of a dialogue and hide 
behind understatements and evasive remarks, we 
shall have to draw the full consequences which 
would probably not be in WEU's favour. In 
any event, they would be disastrous for a Europe 
which has no means of expression in security 
and defence matters other than that offered by 
WEU, outside of which it is impossible to ima
gine the establishment of a European pillar ofthe 
Atlantic Alliance. 

That is what I see as being at stake during this 
thirty-second session of the Assembly. In many 
respects, this session represents the last chance 
for Europe to exist in the vital fields for which we 
are responsible. If the governments do not 
make up their minds to apply the treaty, a whole 
wall of the European edifice, which already 
seems very unstable in many places, will collapse 
and damage us all. 

Council and Assembly, together we have had 
to face up to a particularly difficult political 
year. Let us together learn to be frank in draw
ing lessons from this experience so that our gene
ration will be remembered for having taken a 
step towards European unity. Reactivation 
implies action. 

6. Election of thru Vice-Presidents 
of the Assembly 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the election of Vice-Presidents 
of the Assembly. 
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Rule 7(2) of the Rules of Ptl>cedure lays down 
that substitutes may not be elected to the Bureau 
of the Assembly. 

1 
In addition, Rule 10(2) and (10), of the Rules 

of Procedure states that no ~presentative may 
stand as a candidate for Uie office of Vice
President unless a proposal for his candidature 
has been sponsored in writin~ by three or more 
representatives and represeJ!ttatives who are 
members of governments may not be members 
of the Bureau. 1 

Three nominations have been submitted in the 
prescribed form. 

! 

The candidates are, in alph$betical order, Mr. 
Blaauw, Mr. Goerens and Mr, Soell. 

The other seats will be fille~ later. 

If there are no objections, I [Propose that these 
three Vice-Presidents be elected by acclama
tion. 

Is there any objection? ... 

I note that the Assembly is unanimous. 

I therefore declare Mr. BlJuw, Mr. Goerens 
and Mr. Soell elected as Vice-Presidents of the 
Assembly. 

7. Adoption of the draft or,ler of business 
for the first part of tile sullon 

(Doe. 1050) 1 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the adoptioljl of the draft order 
of business for the first part ofthe session, Docu
ment 1050. 

I 

Are there any objections to I the draft order of 
business? ... 

I call Mr. Blaauw. 

Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlanr;4). - On behalf of 
the Committee on Defence Qu~stions and Arma
ments I should like to propose that in the order 
of business on Thursday, whFn we debate the 
report of the General Affairs Committee on secu
rity and terrorism, that we should also debate the 
opinion from the Committee pn Defence Ques
tions and Armaments which had a discussion on 
this subject at its last meeting. The opinion will 
be presented by Mr. Kittelmapn. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Blaauw, the Chairman of th' committee, Mr. 
Pignion has already put this question to me. I 
am told that whilst theoretically the Assembly is 
master of its own decisions, thf committee's opi
nion, to be in line with the Assembly's usual 
practice, would need to be COJillmunicated to its 
members at least twenty-four! hours before the 
vote on the recommendatiom of the General 
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The President (continued) 

Affairs Committee to be taken on 4th June. If 
that can be done I do not see that there can be 
any objection to your proposal. 

Is the Assembly in agreement? ... 

Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). - The commit
tee will meet on Wednesday morning before the 
beginning of the sitting. 

The PRESIDENT {Translation). - Thank you, 
Mr. Blaauw. 

Are there any objections to this amended order 
of business? ... 

The draft order of business, as amended, is 
adopted. 

8. NomiiUition of IIWIIHI'I to committeu 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the nomination of members to 
committees. 

The candidates for the five permanent com
mittees and the Committee for Parliamentary 
and Public Relations have been published in an 
Annex to Notice No. 1, which has been distribu
ted. 

In accordance with Rule 39(6) and Rule 42 bis 
these nominations are submitted to the Assem
bly. 

Are there any objections? ... 

The nominations are agreed to. 
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9. Date, time tuUl ortkn of tile dlly 
of tile nut sitting 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I propose 
that the Assembly hold its next public sitting this 
afternoon at 2.30 p.m. with the following orders 
of the day: 

1. Action by the Presidential Committee (Pre
sentation of and debate on the report of the 
Presidential Committee, Document 1 063). 

2. Address by Mr. Cahen, Secretary-General 
ofWEU. 

3. Parliaments, public opinion and defence; 
Promotion of parliamentary and public 
interest in WEU matters (Presentation of 
and joint debate on the reports ofthe Com
mittee for Parliamentary and Public Rela
tions and votes on the draft resolutions, 
Documents 1038 and 1056). 

4. Revision and interpretation of the Charter 
and of the Rules of Procedure (Presentation 
of and debate on the report of the Commit
tee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges 
and votes on the draft resolutions, Docu
ment 1039 and amendments). 

Are there any objections? ... 

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

Does anyone wish to speak? ... 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 12.45 p.m.) 
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Monday, 2nd June 1986 

SUMMARY 

1. Tribute. 

2. Attendance register. 

3. Election of a Vice-President of the Assembly. 

4. Action by the Presidential Committee (Presentation of 
the report of the Presidential Committee, Doe. 1 063). 

Speakers: The President, Sir Dudley Smith 
(Rapporteur). 

S. Adoption of the minutes. 

6. Address by Mr. Cahen, Secretary-General of WEU. 

Replies by Mr. Cahen to questions put by: Mr. 
Wilkinson, Mr. Inan (Observer from Turkey), Mr. 
Coleman. 

7. Election of a Vice-President of the Assembly. 

8. Parliaments, public opinion and defence; Promotion of 
parliamentary and public interest in WEU matters (Pres
entation of and joint debate on the reports of the Commit
tee for Parliamentary and Public Relations and votes on 
the draft resolutions, Does. 1038 and I 056). 

Speakers : The President, Mr. Eysink (Rapporteur), Mr. 
Tummers, Mr. Muller, Mrs. den Ouden-Dekkers, Mr. 
Murphy, Mr. Cavaliere, Lady Jill Knight (Chairman of 

the committee), Mr. Eysink (Rapporteur), Sir Paul 
Hawkins (point of order). I 

9. Revision and interpretation of the Charter and of the 
Rules of Procedure (Presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Rules qf Procedure and Privi
leges and votes on the draft resollf.tions, Doe. I 039 and 
amendments). 

Speakers : The President, Mr. Sctlte (Chairman of the 
committee), Mr. Spies von Bulles im (Rapporteur), Mr. 
Antoni, Lady Jill Knight, Mr. Bianco, Mr. Schulte 
(Chairman of the committee), the President, Mr. Spies 
von Bullesheim, Mr. Bianco, the ~sident, Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg, Lord Hughes, the Presi ent, Mr. Schulte, Mr. 
Spies von Bullesheim, Sir Geoffre Finsberg, Mr. Unland 
(point of order), Sir Geoffrey'-Finsberg, Mr. Eysink, Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg ; (points of o]er) : Mr. Jessel, Lord 
Hughes, Mr. Eysink, Mr. Bianco, e President, Mr. Spies 
von Bullesheim, Dr. Miller, Lo Hughes, Mr. Eysink, 
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Lord Hughes, Mr. Spies von 
Bullesheim, Lord Hughes, Mr. HJy (point of order), Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Spies on Bullesheim, Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg, Lord Hughe , Mr. Eysink, Lord 
Hughes, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Valleix (point of 
order), Lord Hughes, Mr. Unland,IMr. Bianco, Mr. Cox, 
the President, Lord Hughes, Mr. Schulte, Mr. Bianco, 
Mr. Coleman, Mr. Antoni, the President, Mr. 
Reddemann. 

10. Date, time and orders of the day pf the next sitting. 

The sitting was opened at 2.40 p.m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

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

1. Tribute 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Edouard 
Longerstaey, honorary Ambassador of His Maj
esty the King of the Belgians and Secretary
General of WEU from March 1977 to March 
1985, died on the night of27th/28th March last. 

(The members of the Assembly stood) 

There are many of us in the Assembly who had 
the privilege of knowing Edouard Longerstaey 
and of working at his side at that historic time 
when together we made the preparations for the 
reactivation of WEU. 

His death brought great sadness to all who 
believe in our organisation and who have 
worked outside it in the same spirit. 

65 

i 
I 

We extend our sympathy to his country, his 
family, his friends, his old CQlleagues, particu
larly those in the SecretariatrGeneral, and of 
course the members of the Permanent Council 
with whom he was in continuous contact. 

May I ask you to observe onb minute's silence 
in his memory. 

(The members of the AsserYfbly observed one 
minute's silence) • 

Thank you. 

2. Attendance register 

The PRESIDENT (Translati9n). - The names 
of the substitutes attending this sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be pub
lished with the list of represe1tatives appended 
to the minutes of proceedings . 

I. See page 22. 

jjm132
Text Box
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3. Election of a Vice-President of the Assembly 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- This morn
ing the Assembly elected three Vice
Presidents. I have since received a further valid 
nomination, that of Mr. Ferrari Aggradi. 

With the Assembly's agreement I propose that 
his election be by acclamation. 

Is there any objection? ... 

I note that the Assembly is unanimous. 

I therefore declare Mr. Ferrari Aggradi elected 
as a Vice-President of the Assembly. 

The orders of the day for this part-session are 
particularly full and so I propose to the Assembly 
in accordance with Rule 33 of the Rules of Pro
cedure that speaking time for all the debates be 
limited to five minutes except in the case of 
rapporteurs and chairmen of committees. 

Depending on the number of members asking 
to speak and the amount of time available for 
each debate I shall apply the Rules of Procedure 
with the strictness that the circumstances call for. 

I would remind you that under the same rule 
the proposal has to be voted on by the Assembly 
without debate. 

Is there any objection? ... 

It is so decided. 

4. Action by the Presidential Committee 

(Presentation of the report of the 
Presidential Committee, Doe. 1063) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The orders 
of the day now provide for the presentation of 
the report of the Presidential Committee on 
action by the Presidential Committee, Document 
1063. 

I call the Rapporteur, Sir Dudley Smith. 

Sir Dudley SMITH (United Kingdom). - On 
behalf of the Presidential Committee, I present 
the report which has been printed and 
circulated. It is a short report and I hope that 
all members will take the opportunity to read it. 

This morning, Mr. President, you told us 
something of the trials and tribulations facing 
Western European Union. I noticed that at one 
stage there was spontaneous applause for what 
you said. That reflects the feelings of many par
liamentarians of all parties who come here from 
their countries. 

There is no doubt that WEU is in something of 
a dilemma- to use a cliche, it is at the crossroads 
again. Sometimes, I think that some foreign 
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ministers look on us as a tedious nuisance. I 
hope that that is not the case. I do not believe 
that we should be looked on in that 
way. Potentially, WEU is a very important 
organisation. The Assembly is, democratically, 
a useful sounding board on the whole question of 
defence in Europe. 

I was interested to read an article early last 
month in the Financial Times, the headline of 
which stated: " Europe applies the brake on vet
eran defence vehicle". The article concerned 
an extensive interview with our Secretary
General. It implied that in the past few months 
there had been strong signs that enthusiasm for 
the enterprise of WEU was waning. That was 
confirmed at our Venice meeting a few weeks 
ago. 

The Secretary-General, Mr. Cahen, was quoted 
as saying: 

" Our organisation is like a good veteran car 
that hasn't been on the road for fifteen 
years. It ran some good rallies in its time and 
could again. But today, as you try to restart 
it, the battery is flat. When you push it, it 
moves - but not far enough " 

To be fair to Mr. Cahen, in the same article he 
drew attention to the fact that .he had just cele
brated the first year of his appointment. He 
said: "But I hope to have it turning over nicely, 
ready to roar away, before my term is up." 
That will be in the next five-year period. 

I think that we are all, and no one more than 
the parliamentary Assembly of WEU, conscious 
of the fact that there are difficulties, especially 
with budgets. 

The report which I have prepared on behalf of 
the Presidential Committee is an honest attempt 
to be frank with the Council of Ministers and 
officials to let them know what we feel as repre
sentatives of our parliaments who are sent here 
to do a job. We are enthusiastically trying to do 
that job. If we were not, we would not be on 
our various delegations. 

As a European assembly with defence respon
sibilities we shall debate in the spring session 
important matters such as the situation in the 
Mediterranean, disarmament, the role of WEU 
and, above all, terrorism. But most of us have 
only just been able to study the main parts of the 
annual report which the Council must, under 
statute, submit to the Assembly and the replies 
to the recommendations adopted by the Assem
bly early in December last year. It is difficult 
for the Assembly to believe that it is adequately 
informed by those communications which, I 
must say frankly, are not very explicit or 
helpful. In the opinion of many of us, they 
could be much better than they are. 
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Sir Dud/ey Smith (continued) 

The Presidential Committee, one of whose 
tasks in the period between sessions is to prepare 
the Assembly's dialogue with the Council, can
not be altogether satisfied with the result of its 
work. In Mr. Andreotti, the Chairman-in
Office of the Council, we have a sincere friend 
and loyal ally, and we welcome his 
support. That is why I have stressed in the 
report that the main problem encountered in our 
relations with the Council is the difficulty that 
members of our governments have in speaking 
with a single voice, and consequently that limits 
the possibilities of dialogue with the Council 
rather than a lack of understanding. 

In the political sphere, the meetings requested 
by the committee were granted. But it would be 
pointless to try to hide the fact that the satisfac
tion derived from the procedure for dialogue and 
the warmth of our welcome could not offset the 
disappointment in the substance of the informa
tion received and the ministerial response to 
remarks and suggestions by parliamen
tarians. Looking at the specific question, it 
behoves the Council of Ministers perhaps to 
examine that with a view to trying to bring about 
an improvement. It would be greatly welcomed 
by the parliamentarians and it could be done 
without breaching the rules of confidentiality or 
the slightly mystical atmosphere in which so 
many ministers operate when they meet their 
contemporaries from other countries. 

Consideration of the Assembly's budgetary 
position in consultation with the Council was the 
only means by which the Presidential Committee 
could carry out its mandate. It was instructed 
last year, by order of the Assembly, to negotiate 
with the Council the inclusion in the Assembly's 
budget of amounts which would allow the parlia
mentary organ of WEU to play its role in the 
context of the reorganisation. Admittedly the 
Assembly was granted an increase which was 
slightly larger than the inflation rate, but not 
without a good deal of passion and tears behind 
the scenes. But the President of the Assembly 
was informed of that figure even before the pro
cedure envisaged by the Chairman-in-Office of 
the Council at the last session for the holding of 
an ad hoc joint committee had been imple
mented. 

However, this sum is still not enough to allow 
the officials of the Assembly their needs for addi
tional recruitment and the purchase of modern 
equipment. The Assembly may even wonder 
whether the financial resources placed at its dis
posal to fulfil its task will not be further reduced 
by the Council's refusal to take account of the 
growing impact of pensions on the budget in 
view of the retirement of officials recruited 
immediately after the setting up of the 
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Assembly. We owe an obliga~ion to these peo
ple, and they have to be paid. I It is quite unfair 
that pensions to which we are committed should 
come out of the running budget. There is no 
way in which the obligation can be avoided or 
reduced; it has to be met. I h1pe that the Coun
cil, in its wisdom, will take it u on itself to exam
ine this problem further and ome up with the 
right conclusion. 

I implied that the Presidenti~l Committee had 
not been as successful as it ~ad hoped in the 
tasks before it, for the reasons that I 
gave. However, the Presidential Committee 
now calls upon the Assembl2[ to urge govern
ments to overcome their dit~rences and thus 
allow the Council to join the Assembly in a spirit 
of co-operation rather than confrontation in 
seeking to instil a greater determination to take 
action in the only European ~ody able to pro
mote union in security matteris. That must be 
our first concern in a world in which the devel
opment of new military technology and the ever
increasing threats from vario~s terrorist groups 
make the expression of Euro~ean solidarity of 
vital importance. 

That is what we are about. We are an 
organisation which can have lthe right kind of 
impact and which can get greater publicity for 
defence issues in Europe if !we get the right 
encouragement and apply our policies 
correctly. If we do not, the J\ssembly of West
ern European Union will withet away. With the 
right encouragement, it will nllake progress. It 
will not necessarily be spectacular progress, but it 
has had far more press :coverage since 
reactivation than it had befor~. 

In our hearts, we as parliamentarians know 
that the defence issue is a crucial one and that, 
while it ebbs and flows in tenp.s of coverage in 
our respective countries, there lis a latent under
standing of and belief in defence. Our countries 
are aware that the issue should be examined by 
parliamentarians - and what !etter forum than 
one from the various count · es who support 
NATO and believe in the con ept of defending 
freedom? We have a contribution to make. I 
hope that we shall be allowed to make it. 

The PRESIDENT (Translatibn).- Thank you 
Sir Dudley Smith for reporting on the work of 
the Presidential Committee so fully, succinctly 
and objectively. 

I 

Does anyone wish to speak Ion the report? ... 

No vote will be taken unless the Assembly so 
wishes. 

I 
The Assembly therefore takes note of the 

report in accordance with the procedure used at 
the last two sessions. 
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5. Adoption of the minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In accor
dance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting have just been distributed. 

Are there any comments? ... 

The minutes are agreed to. 

6. Address by Mr. Cahen, Secretary-General of 
WEU 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The orders 
of the day provide for the address by Mr. Cahen, 
Secretary-General of WEU. 

I am very pleased, Mr. Secretary-General, to 
invite you once again to take the rostrum. I 
thank you for your ready availability to the 
Assembly. 

Mr. CAHEN (Secretary-General of WEU). -
Kindly allow me, Mr. President, before com
mencing my address, to thank you for the tribute 
you paid to my predecessor and friend. It 
touched me deeply. 

Mr. President, members of the parliamentary 
Assembly of Western European Union, this is 
the second time that I have had the great honour 
of an invitation from you to speak from your 
rostrum. May I say how great a privilege I feel 
this to be even though the conditions in which I 
am addressing you are not necessarily 
comfortable after the President's address and Sir 
Dudley Smith's excellent report. May I assure 
you that this does not worry me. It was impor
tant for the cards to be put on the table and Mr. 
Caro did so very firmly. It is now up to us, 
namely the ministerial organ of which I have the 
privilege to be one of the components, to pick up 
our hand and lay our cards on the talbe. 

That is why I appreciate even more than last 
time the very great value of this opportunity to 
take part in the democratic dialogue which your 
Assembly, at European level, is alone empow
ered to carry out with our ministers and their 
Council. 

Mr. Andreotti, Chairman-in-Office of the 
Council, Baroness Young and Ministers 
Tindemans, Spadolini and Mollemann will con
duct this dialogue at their particular level from 
tomorrow onwards looking at the wider pros
pects for our organisation's action. 

As for me, I shall try to speak to you of its day
to-day, but not for that any less important, 
activities. This would seem fitting for me in my 
capacity as Secretary-General following, as I do 
from day to day, the progress of Western Euro
pean Union, revitalised in accordance with the 
wishes of the governments of the member states 
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and as a result of your action during the years of 
comparative inactivity. 

It is not that I wish to forget the essentially 
political inspiration on which this fresh start for 
Western European Union was conditional. But 
this is primarily a matter for personalities 
ordained, as it were, by universal suffrage as rep
resentatives of the people of Europe, namely the 
members of the governments and yourselves, 
ladies and gentlemen, who speak for public opin
ion. 

However, it goes without saying that at my 
more modest level I am imbued with the same 
political inspiration in the daily work of the 
organisation which is my lot as Secretary
General. This task bears lightly on me because, 
having fought for the European cause for some 
forty years, I am particularly happy in my pre
sent work to be able to participate with our gov
ernments and with you in creating gradually a 
dimension that has been too long absent from 
the work of constructing Europe: its security 
dimension. 

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, I fol
lowed what Mr. Caro said this morning and what 
Sir Dudley Smith has just said with the closest 
attention. 

I have read with equal care your reports and 
the statements made by your President and other 
members in recent weeks. So it is clear that the 
growing misunderstanding developing between 
your Assembly and the ministerial organs has 
not escaped my notice; on the contrary it has 
caused me concern. Our Chairman-in-Office of 
the Council of Ministers and those of his col
leagues who are to address you from tomorrow 
on will certainly have an opportunity to speak to 
you about this issue at their own eminent 
level. But I think it is my particular duty to par
ticipate in this essential debate. 

The questions, Mr. President, you put to us as 
the ministerial organ this morning were very pre
cise and telling and I think they were useful in 
the sense that they call for replies. I shall there
fore try to reply to you, not because there are 
answers which have to come from the politicians 
who are our ministers but because, on certain 
important points, our differences of view seem to 
me to be matters of misunderstanding rather 
than of substance. 

To begin with, ladies and gentlemen, I should 
like to plead guilty. It is true that the informa
tion to which you are entitled has all too fre
quently over the past year not arrived on 
time. This is obviously true of the thirty-first 
annual report of the Council and also of replies 
to some of your questions and recom
mendations. It is also true that some of these 
replies have not been as clear and as factual as 
you would have liked. 
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Mr. Cahen (continued) 

A little while ago you referred to the Marquis 
de Norpois, a canny diplomat in whose words 
there was sometimes no meaning to be 
found. The parallel is not always wide of the 
mark and I suppose that occasionally, when you 
read our answers, you have the same reaction as 
Bloch, the friend of the narrator, who, when lis
tening to the Marquis de Norpois talking about 
the Dreyfus affair, said after one sentence: " He 
is pro-Dreyfus" and after another "No, he is 
anti-Dreyfus ". Well, yes, on that score I plead 
guilty. However, you said, Mr. President, that 
such delays could be treated as simply accidental 
if you were given a proper explanation: in other 
words what made it serious was not being told 
the reasons for delay. 

I shall try to give you a preliminary 
answer. The delay, or sometimes the relative 
obscurity of certain texts, is not due to a lack of 
interest on the part of our Council in the reacti
vated organisation, nor to any lack of interest in 
the Assembly. Paradoxically the reverse is 
true. 

First of all, the reactivation of our 
organisation - fortunately moreover - has added 
to the Council's workload, which is still increas
ing and is now very considerable. The national 
administrations involved have had to adapt to 
this. They have not always been able to do it at 
once. In this respect, we have been, and to 
some extent still are, in a running-in period 
which, particularly from the point of view of 
informing the Assembly, is regrettable but which, 
in reality, reflects the new WEU's will to 
develop. 

Secondly, in the context of this new WEU 
every attitude adopted in public is now 
important. Therefore, the governments of our 
member countries are anxious that documents 
submitted to the parliamentarians should reflect 
very precisely their options which have been 
harmonised with those of the others. Hence 
delays due to prolonged reflection and lengthy 
negotiations on the wording, leading in some 
cases to a certain obscurity of expression. 

The ministerial organs are aware of this state 
of affairs and want to improve it. In some cases 
it would probably be preferable to give no answer 
to your questions and to explain that at that stage 
agreement was not complete among our coun
tries on one or other point. This is normal in 
matters relating to major security or national 
defence problems. It is essential that we should 
remedy this state of affairs because, in my view, 
the fact that you are not informed officially, 
clearly and in good time is at the origin of what I 
believe are the misunderstandings that are devel
oping between us. This is what gives you the 
impression that the revival of our organisation 
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which has for so long been your desire is not tak
ing off as it ought. But it is $king off and Mr. 
Andreotti will confirm this to you tomor
row. For my part I shall try to convince you of 
it today, confining myself, of course, to the prob
lems for which I have special responsibility 
either because they have ~n administrative 
aspect or because I have been more directly 
involved in them. I 

These problems are the b~dgetary problems 
you have referred to, our work on the SDI, the 
work of our Permanent Council on current issues 
such as the control, limitation and reduction of 
arms, the work of our organisation with regard to 
arms co-operation and the prqblem of the com
position of our organisation. I 

This is what I wanted to talk to you about very 
briefly in an attempt to show that we have been 
working - and producing - but have not been 
informing you early enough or clearly enough. 

First the budget problem. I would like to 
begin by telling Mr. Sinesio that his extremely 
exhaustive report had my full attention as did Sir 
Dudley Smith's statement on !the matter. I am 
sure that it will be the same for our governments 
and that the Council will take pains to look into 
all the recommendations made in the report. I 
would add that some of the <~:oncerns are com
mon to your Assembly an~ the ministerial 
organs, for example the pen~ions issue which 
arises in practically the samel terms for us and 
which we shall need to approach in more or less 
the same way. 

However, I should like to reassure Mr. Sinesio 
on three points. First of all, from the budget 
point of view the ministerial!rgans are treated 
neither better nor worse than he Assembly. In 
the context of the revival of EU, the London 
and Paris establishments are qow showing a ten
dency to merge in the service of the Coun
cil. They must therefore be considered together 
from all angles. From the budgetary standpoint 
it can be seen that what would seem to benefit 
one, in this case London, is at the expense of the 
other, Paris. 

In this context, we are all in the same boat, if I 
may say so, and I would even add that it is clear 
from the budgetary debates which I have fol
lowed that our countries, being fully aware of the 
Assembly's important role, prefer, whenever the 
opportunity arises and withiln the tight limits 
imposed by their national b\ldgets, to provide 
the Assembly, rather than the ministerial organs, 
with additional resources. 

Mr. Sinesio is concerned that the Paris-based 
legal adviser for all the bodi~, in both London 
and Paris, has been made chairman of the budget 
committee and is so to speak, ijoth judge and jury. 
Let me reassure him on this point also. It will 
not be his duty to defend the budgets of the Paris 
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Mr. Cahen (continued) 

agencies or the London budgets. This task will 
fall to the heads of the financial and administra
tive departments in Paris and London. The 
new Chairman of the budget committee - not to 
quote his name - will not, therefore, be both 
judge and jury. 

Finally, Mr. Sinesio very rightly points out 
that in the Paris agencies two B-grade posts were 
frozen at the time when the establishment tables 
for these institutions were being approved. How
ever, in the light of the agencies' needs, which 
became apparent as soon as they started to oper
ate normally, one of these posts has been unfro
zen. 

To conclude this point I should respectfully 
like to draw the Assembly's attention to an 
important matter. The ministerial organs of 
Western European Union, from the start of the 
revival, have been operating within the context 
of a transitiona~ phase and will continue to do so 
up to December 1987. At the end of next year 
their structures, functioning and tasks will be 
reviewed in depth by the member states and as a 
result may well undergo substantial changes. 
This will not of course apply to the Assembly nor 
to the Office of the Clerk. Therefore, when 
examining, particularly from the administrative 
and budgetary angles, the way the ministerial 
organs operate it is useful to take account of this 
situation and to remember that it is the govern
ments' intention to profit from the experience of 
the two or three years of reactivation ofWEU to 
introduce the necessary improvements both to 
its agencies and its Secretariat-General. 

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, one of 
the main foci - and perhaps the most signifi
cant - of the misunderstandings arising between 
you and your Council would seem to me to relate 
to the evaluation of the work on the strategic 
defence initiative. 

The parliamentary Assembly feels and there
fore voices disappointment at the progress so far 
made: the work seems to them to be 
deadlocked. I must say that this is a typical case 
of the effects of the failure to provide full and 
clear information to your Assembly for if there is 
one area where our revived organisation has 
functioned well, it is certainly this one. If I 
have chosen to testify this fact today, it is 
because I have had the privilege of chairing from 
the very beginning, that is roughly a year, the 
special working group responsible for following 
developments relating to SDI under the author
ity of the Council. 

I may say, and this is important, that it is 
because of this group and also our Council, 
under whose authority it works, that Western 
European Union is, at the present time, the one 
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and only forum in our part of the world where 
this problem, of such importance for the Atlantic 
Alliance and for Europe, is being dealt with regu
larly and systematically. Furthermore, it is 
being discussed at the appropriate level which is 
that of the directors of the politico-military 
departments of our foreign ministries or their 
first assistants. 

It is true that no public joint position of the 
Seven has emerged from this group. But we 
must remember that this was not its 
mandate. When this was defined by the Minis
ters in Bonn in April 1985 they spoke of" collec
tive consideration in order to achieve as far as 
possible a co-ordinated reaction of their govern
ments to the invitation of the United States to 
participate in the research programme". How 
could this have been otherwise when some of the 
countries which are members of our organisation 
had already publicly ado,pted a stance on' this 
issue, expressing views that were not necessarily 
convergent? 

Nevertheless, the group succeeded in produc
ing, both as regards the technological and 
politico-military aspects of the problem, a series 
of considerations and concerns or principles 
common to all the member states and which 
were set out in its first report to the ministers last 
November. It has since continued its collective 
consideration and it can now be described as 
having reached its cruising speed. 

It meets about once a month, which is the fre
quency of the Political Committee ofthe Twelve 
and their working groups and it is conducting its 
work within the framework of a clear-cut pro
gramme covering the technological aspects, the 
technico-military aspects and the politico
military aspects of the question. Answering one 
of your questions, Mr. President, it is also look
ing at the problem of the air defence of Europe 
which is an essential one for our part of the con
tinent. 

When I add that the working group, at each of 
its meetings, holds a detailed exchange of infor
mation on the data that each country is able to 
collect nationally in this sphere, I think you will 
agree with me that WEU has done a valuable job 
with regard to the strategic defence initiative. 
This work is now continuing on a long-term 
basis, which is inevitable, as we are all aware, 
because the SDI problem will be with us for 
many years to come. 

While these results have proved to be more 
substantial than spectacular, it must be recalled 
that in such a delicate area discretion must pre
side over all discussions if the participants, rep
resenting their governments, are to speak with 
complete frankness and openness. I should like 
to add the important point that in their discus
sion all the members of the working group have 
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been very much aware of Recommendations 
428, 429 and 430, adopted by your Assembly. 

But it has not only been in the SDI working 
group that the revived WEU has tackled the 
security question which the current situation 
raises for our states. The Permanent Council 
has been no less active in this respect and I am 
pleased to tell you that one of its meetings was 
attended either by the political directors of the 
various foreign ministers or by representatives of 
the Defence Ministry. If I may say so this was 
something of a " first " which enabled it among 
other things to consider in depth the various 
Soviet proposals regarding control, limitation 
and reduction of armaments. 

Such '' firsts " were so successful that those 
concerned decided to renew the experiment on a 
future oCcasion. 

Nor, and here again I am answering one of 
your questions, Mr. President, has your 
organisation been totally inactive with regard to 
armaments co-operation. As you are well 
aware, it is not the aim of Western European 
Union to duplicate already existing institutions 
which, in another geographical context - often a 
wider one - have responsibilities which are simi
lar or overlap, as is very often the case precisely 
in the sphere of armaments. On the contrary, it 
wishes to play a complementary role with respect 
to these institutions and, if possible, to provide 
an impetus. Contacts have been made in this 
respect with some of these bodies and in particu
lar with the special working group. A kind of 
division of labour is being organised with the 
Independent European Programme Group 
which, to me, seems useful for both institutions 
and for Europe as well. 

I am aware that the problem of the composi
tion of our revived Western European Union
known generally as the " enlargement " question 
- is very much on your minds. It was at the 
forefront of the ministers' discussions a little 
while ago in Venice and on this question Mr. 
Andreotti will have an opportunity to speak with 
more authority than myself. 

Nevertheless, with the approval of the Council 
and its Chairman, I was able to discuss this prob
lem with the Portuguese authorities during my 
trip to Lisbon on 26th May in the framework of 
preliminary and informal contacts that our min
isters consider valuable to clarify the various 
aspects of a complex problem. The people to 
whom I spoke were still just as interested in 
WEU but very much aware of the complexity of 
the issue and of the need, for them and for us, to 
explore all its facets. 

I should not wish to give the impression from 
this obviously incomplete list of the activities of 
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the ministerial organs that a~is well and running 
smoothly. It is only a sta , but in my view 
promising because it pro es that our orga
nisation is establishing itself as what it ought to 
be: a centre for consultation between particularly 
closely allied countries from which should 
emerge a collective awarel)ess about security 
both at governmental and ~arliamentary levels 
and at the level of public o'inion. 

Mr. President, ladies and ;gentlemen, the role 
of a parliament is, among many other things, to 
act as a catalyst for those who govern. No 
assembly knows this better than yours which 
struggled to fulfil this esse):ltial function even 
when, between 1973 and 198~, it had virtually no 
" government " with which lto conduct the dia
logue but continued, coura~eously, to make its 
voice heard in the hope that one day it would 
again find a partner to address. 

Thanks to the reactivation of Western Euro
pean Union, this partner in re dialogue is again 
present. 

You transmit to this pa ner - and this is 
indeed your responsibility _; your concerns and 
anxieties. You ask this partner - and this 
indeed is your right - to tell you what is being 
done. You exhort this partner - and this 
indeed is your duty - to prrss ahead. 

From a careful reading of the reports of your 
committees I can see that th•t is what you do. I 
would like to be able to refer to each of them in 
detail. Tomorrow I shall have the honour of 
speaking to the Committee for Parliamentary 
and Public Relations and I :will then be able to 
deal with that committee's r1port in more detail. 

In reality, it is a rule of tt democratic system 
that those elected by the pe ple should act as a 
spur to the ministers. It i the strength of our 
democracies that the latter take up this 
challenge. But to be really useful this demo
cratic system must operat~ like a team sport 
where the executive and as embly are partners. 

In reality, these two bodie act jointly and per
form complementary roles. Their aims are the 
same. 1 

In his admirable book " Regards sur le monde 
actuel " Paul Valery wrote as follows: 

" The result of political~attles is to disturb 
people's minds and to :fi sify their notion of 
the order of importan and the order of 
urgency of questions. W at is vital is masked 
by what is simply a convenience; the future by 
the immediate; the really necessary by the 
apparent; what is deep apd slow by what is 
sensational. " 

i 

We are all very much aware of this risk both in 
the Assembly, Mr. President and in the ministe
rial organs. We are agreed we must avoid fall-
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ing into this trap and must together strive for 
reactivation. In other words we have to go for
ward, pushing the vehicle that Sir Dudley Smith 
referred to a moment ago until it starts up, all of 
us pushing - of course - at roughly the same 
rate. 

It is normal for the pace of an assembly to be 
faster than that of a government and for the lim
its to government action in various situations to 
compel it to drive slightly more slowly. What is 
important is that, in spite of everything, we 
match our pace. In a way this is the appeal I 
would like to make to you because we are all in 
the same boat. 

I hope that the replies that are given during 
this very important part-session to the questions 
that you put this morning Mr. President and you, 
Sir Dudley Smith, this afternoon and to those 
put by the rapporteurs will satisfy the 
Assembly. There is no lack of substance. We 
need to pull together and in the same direc
tion. 

The PRESIDENT {Translation). - Thank you, 
Secretary-General, for addressing us at such a 
high level. 

In you the Assembly has found a policy head 
appointed by the Council of Ministers with the 
presence, availability and willingness to co-oper
ate which are absolutely essential for our 
organisation. 

Thank you in particular for being prepared to 
take up the real debate and for not trying to deny 
that difficulties exist which in everyone's analy
sis are simply the reflection of a political situa
tion seen in terms of our separate responsibili
ties. 

The note that you struck with your address 
and your very direct style promise very favour
ably for the major debate we have begun 
today. As I said in my address this morning, 
out of the tension which is part of the normal 
order of things and right and proper in a democ
racy we will be able to derive what is best for the 
organisation. Everything depends on what we 
say to each other during these few days. 

Thanks to your statement, Secretary-General, 
the Assembly now has what it needs to go 
ahead. We shall together draw our conclusions 
at the end of the part-session as we did last 
time. Once again, thank you. 

I call Mr. Wilkinson. 

Mr. WILK.INSON (United Kingdom). - I 
should like to make just two points. Our 
organisation has been criticised on many occa
sions for not welcoming more fully those coun
tries that wish to join WEU. The question of 
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enlargement is fundamental. If we are to be a 
live organisation with a future, we must be the 
type of body that welcomes new adherents. I 
should like the Secretary-General to comment on 
the response that has been made so far by the 
Council especially to Portugal. 

It has often been suggested that our 
organisation would be strengthened if the Coun
cil and the Assembly were located in the same 
capital. I draw the Secretary-General's atten
tion to the fact that in the old Greater London 
Council building - County Hall in London -
there is an admirable hemicycle which is large 
enough for the present membership ofWEU and 
for enlarged representation of additional 
countries. Might not that fine building be con
sidered as a permanent home for the 
Assembly? That is a personal view. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Secretary-General. 

Mr. CAHEN (Secretary-General of WEU) 
(Translation). - Mr. Wilkinson has raised two 
very important questions. 

It is true that all the member states of our 
organisation are pleased at the interest shown in 
it by countries which are not yet members, proof 
as it is of the interest in reactivation and of the 
implementation of its first phase. After all, 
nobody would be interested in us if we were not 
interesting. Every one of our countries has con
siderable friendship for the states which have 
shown the most interest and that interest is being 
given careful study. 

But at the moment there are two 
problems. First of all there is the fact that our 
ministerial organs are in a period of transition so 
that the countries displaying interest do so in an 
organisation that may have changed somewhat 
by the end of next year. We therefore need to 
have very close contact with those countries in 
order to consider the way they see, and in partic
ular the way we see, the future. 

Next there is the Brussels Treaty amended by 
the treaty of Paris and the Rome declaration and 
the way in which reactivation is taking 
shape. Are the countries showing interest in our 
organisation ready to accept everything con
tained in the Brussels Treaty and the Rome dec
laration and everything implied by the manner 
in which we are reviving the organisation or are 
there aspects they would wish to nego
tiate? This explains why it is important to have 
preliminary and informal contacts before 
embarking on negotiations which could prove 
disappointing. In a way, this is the question 
that, informally, with the authority of your 
Council and your President I went to Lisbon to 
ask. 
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The bringing together of all our institutions in 
the same headquarters is clearly desirable from 
the viewpoints of administrative and budgetary 
logic. I would like to thank Mr. Wilkinson for 
his offer of a fine building, which is known to 
me, but should the institutions be brought 
together as a matter of policy and if so 
where? This is a major issue that calls for dis
cussion in the context of our ministerial coun
cils. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Secretary-General. This is an extremely impor
tant subject but to some extent, having now pro
vided concrete proof of our immense capacity 
for cohabitation, the problem of the place ought 
to be settled fairly easily. 

I call Mr. Inan. 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Transla
tion). - As representative of Turkey, a country 
that is interested in the enlargement of the union, 
I do not know what to report to my government 
after hearing what the Secretary-General 
said. Was it encouragement or was it not? His 
words were not clear. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I leave it to 
the Secretary-General to reply. 

Mr. CAHEN (Secretary-General of WEU) 
(Translation). - You are right to ask for 
clarity. That is what Mr. Caro also did this 
morning and what I tried to provide in my 
address. 

You have asked me whether you should see 
what I said as an encouragement or otherwise to 
your country to seek membership of the 
organisation. I shall be very clear. Your coun
try plays a very important role in Europe's secu
rity within the Atlantic Alliance and Turkey's 
pro-European attitude is an asset for 
Europe. That having been said, before adopting 
either an encouraging or a discouraging position 
which could not be my responsibility but that of 
our ministers - we need to see exactly how we 
picture the enlargement of Europe. Will it be 
within the framework of membership of the 
Communities, the alliance and the European 
dimension of security? Do we see it falling 
within only one of these contexts? All of this we 
have to define. Then we would have to see how 
Turkey sees its membership of our orga
nisation. Would it accept every aspect of the 
Brussels Treaty, the Rome declaration and the 
path that we are now taking? 

I am sorry not to be able to give you a clear yes 
or no in answer to your question but it all needs 
careful consideration. The matter is too impor
tant for that not to be done. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
Secretary-General. 

I call Mr. Coleman. 

Mr. COLEMAN (United J(ingdom). -I refer 
to paragraph 63 of Document 1056. I noticed 
that in his address the Secretary-General 
announced that the Secretariat-General would 
henceforth have an informatlion and public rela
tions unit. What has hap!t.ned to that? Has 
he appointed a press and pu9lic information offi-
cer? . 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Secretary-General. 

Mr. CAHEN (Secretary-General of WEU). -
Public relations are essentic:U to our work, and 
that is why I am delighted tp have been invited 
to appear tomorrow before! Lady Jill Knight's 
committee, where I shall explain what I am try
ing to do to promote public relations. We have 
no public relations officer yet, but two candi
dates have been suggested by Great Britain, and 
others are coming. I want to see them all before 
making a choice. Obviouslt I should like some
one who is a good writer o~ both speeches and 
articles, who has good connections with Fleet 
Street and who has international press 
contacts. I could have chosen such a person 
months ago, but I want to be sure that I pick a 
good one. 

It is well known that we 4o not have limitless 
budgetary means, so there 'fill be only one offi
cer and a relatively small service. He must be 
the best available, and that is why I have not yet 
chosen him. I have asked the British Govern
ment to submit new candidates. Meanwhile, 
we have not been idle. The Secretariat-General 
is busy at public relations~ and I have myself 
written a number of articles and made severai 
speeches in member count~s and in Spain and 
Portugal and I have invited ournalists in various 
countries to write articles a ut WEU. We are 
working very hard and, if we do not yet have a 
press relations officer, it is ~ecause we want the 
best one available. If Mr. Coleman would care 
to see them, I can let him~ave the sight of all 
that has been published sin I became Secretary
General and of all my spe ches. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Secretary-General for your contribution to our 
debate. 

7. Election of a Vice-Presifent of the Assembly 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The orders 
of the day provide for the election of a Vice
President of the Assembly. 

I have received a further valid nomination for 
a Vice-President of the A(ssembly, that of Sir 
Frederic Bennett. j 

I 
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With the Assembly's agreement I propose that 
his election be by acclamation. 

Is there any objection? ... 

I note that the Assembly is unanimous. 

I therefore declare Sir Frederic Bennett elected 
as a Vice-President of the Assembly and congrat
ulate him on his election. 

8. Parliaments, public opinion and defence 

Promotion of parliamentary and public 
interest in WEU matters 

(Presentation of and joint debate on the reports of the 
Committee for Parliamentary and Public Relations 

and votes on the draft resolutions, 
Does. 1038 and 1056) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The orders 
of the day provide for the presentation of and 
joint debate on the reports of the Committee for 
Parliamentary and Public Relations on parlia
ments, public opinion and defence and the pro
motion of parliamentary and public interest in 
WEU matters and votes on the draft resolutions, 
Documents 1038 and 1056. 

After the presentation of the two reports by 
Mr. Eysink, taking Mrs. Fischer's place in the 
case of the second report, there can be a joint 
debate. 

Is there any objection? ... 

It is so decided. 

I call Mr. Eysink, Rapporteur of the Commit
tee on Parliamentary and Public Relations. 

Mr. EYSINK (Netherlands). - Not having the 
qualifications to be a good public relations offi
cer for WEU, this Rapporteur feels rather like a 
public relations officer in that he has written a 
good article though he has not a good name or 
money, and only a few responses. 

Last December we tried, first, to get not the 
budget but sponsors both from our governments 
and from members of the Assembly. The pur
pose of the report is first and foremost to high
light the responsibilities of WEU parliamentari
ans in security and defence matters vis-a-vis the 
public. This kind of stocktaking is quite urgent 
since, according to the results of various polls 
consulted by previous rapporteurs of the Assem
bly, it appears that questions of international 
peace and security, although real and serious, are 
not the main preoccupation of the majority of 
Europeans. 

As the Assembly of Western European Union 
is the only international parliamentary institu-
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tion with defence and security responsibilities, it 
is important for every member to be aware of his 
own responsibility in terms of public relations. 

I quote a few important factors of any public 
relations policy of the Assembly. There must be 
greater public awareness of the fact that the 
Assembly of WEU is a legally and politically 
independent European assembly responsible for 
security and defence matters established by inter
national treaty. A central aspect should be to 
strengthen public awareness of the fact that the 
existence and activities of this Assembly mean 
first and foremost that European defence and · 
security policy is democratically supervised at 
both European and national level. The public 
must be told that the democratic structure of 
WEU as an international defence organisation is 
unique in the whole world. Conversely, we par
liamentarians should always advocate the 
improvement of this democratic structure which 
is still incomplete and ask public opinion in our 
countries to supply all efforts to strengthen the 
Assembly's power in supervising defence policy 
in Europe. 

Turning to the substance of our public rela
tions policy, it is the task of WEU parliamentari
ans to explain the Assembly's position in security 
and defence matters set out mainly in recom
mendations adopted by us and addressed to the 
Council. They are sometimes critical of the 
activities of the Council of Western European 
Union, and we should not make a secret of exist
ing differences. 

The Council for its part should inform the 
public and the press about its own acti
vities. The better the information conveyed to 
the public by the Council, the more rewarding 
will be the public dialogue on these issues. 

For the implementation of a successful public 
relations policy it is crucial to use all existing 
means of reaching public opinion at European 
and national level. One of the most important 
means is the intensification of parliamentary fol
low-up action in national parliaments on the 
activities of our Assembly. Unfortunately, par
liamentarians who are not members of the WEU 
Assembly still know very little about what goes 
on in WEU, or what WEU means. Our com
mittee, therefore, is continuing to organise infor
mation meetings in member parliaments to 
make the Assembly's activities better known 
there. 

I repeat an old proposal put to the Assembly 
and its Presidential Committee in 1975 by the 
then Committee for Relations with Parliaments 
that every two years a plenary session be held 
away from the permanent seat of the 
Assembly. Of course, additional financial 
means will be necessary for that. 
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The chairmen of national delegations and the 
rapporteurs should play a greater part in co
ordinating follow-up action in the national 
parliaments. Apart from putting questions to 
the governments it would be useful for every 
member to make an effort to mention WEU in 
general and to mention the activities of its 
Assembly in speeches made in plenary sittings of 
the national parliaments. 

The purpose of the draft resolution is to call 
on all national delegations to intensify their own 
efforts regarding the follow-up activities in their 
own countries and to invite governments to pro
vide the public with better information about the 
Council's goals and activities. 

(Mr. Ferrari Aggradi, Vice-President of the 
Assembly, took the Chair) 

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

I call Mr. Tummers. 

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation). 
- Thank you, Mr. President, it is really a pity 
that Mr. Eysink, who is certainly an eloquent 
speaker, did not speak in Dutch on this 
occasion. It would also have been good for pub
lic relations. 

I have a few comments to make. I have 
made them before, and I make them again 
because there is something I wonder 
about. When I look at this report, I wonder 
whether it is a kind of alibi and intended for 
internal use, or whether it states clearly how we 
can enter into relations with the public. Surely 
our aim is not simply to let the public know what 
Western European Union is and what it has to 
offer, but also to hear what the public thinks 
about the various military efforts which are 
being made in Europe, one of which is quite defi
nitely represented by Western European 
Union? 

I think this report says too much about the 
way we want to involve the public in the work of 
WEU and too little about the way in which we 
can really achieve an active exchange of views 
with the public. We must realise that the public 
also believes that a great deal is being invested in 
the defence of peace and security and that, to this 
end, a great deal of money has been withdrawn 
from everyday life. There is no balance 
between investments in defence and the quality 
of life. 

I know people think peace and security are an 
essential condition of the quality of life, but that 
is usually advanced as an automatic apology for 
the existence of the defence apparatus as opposed 
to other things that are badly needed in 
society. The public are not inclined to say: "All 
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right, go on and invest, take all the money from 
the cultural and social sectors, and then life will 
be marvellous". That is not the way things are. 

Mr. President, why do I have so many 
doubts? A couple of years ago I said that at ten
year intervals two reports bad appeared on the 
history of Western European Union. When the 
third decade had passed I proposed that a further 
report should appear, in two forms: one to tell 
the politicians and academics what has happened 
in the last ten years, the other a popular version, 
perhaps in the form of a paperback or textbook, 
to tell everyone what Western European Union 
is and explain the difference between WEU and 
the North Atlantic Pact, which are two com
pletely different things. 

I have tabled a motion that has been signed by 
many members, and I have corresponded with 
the President. I was told that money would be 
set aside in the budget for what has been pro
posed but nothing has been done. Can anyone 
be surprised that I do not believe genuine contact 
with the public is being encouraged by this 
organisation? When I thin)<: of the way in which 
this proposal was treated, I quickly lose any hope 
of its being actually implemented. I have 
referred to this point before and I want to 
emphasise it once again. 

To revert to the question of the public rela
tions officer possibly to be appointed in London, 
I heard the Secretary-General say that the man 
must be aware of and draw attention to anything 
to do with WEU that is of interest to the 
public. I did not hear him say that this man 
must be someone who is also very well informed 
about public opinion on peace and security and 
on defence. I feel this is one of the things he 
must definitely know somt;thing about. I hope 
he does not turn out to be a former army officer 
who has retired early and has no journalistic 
experience. 

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

Mr. MULLER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and gentle
men, yesterday I had a talk with one of the 
ambassadors at WEU. He told me he had 
addressed an important seminar for managers 
and had found that one of,the managers attend
ing this seminar had never heard of WEU. This 
goes to show how well informed the electors -
because managers vote too - in our member 
countries are, if not even this group of people is 
aware of WEU's existence. 

We can go a little further: if we are honest and 
ask our fellow parliamentarians in national par
liaments, we shall find that many of them simi
larly have no idea what WEU is all about. 
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When I read press reports from the eastern 
bloc, from Izvestia or Pravda or from the official 
press agency Tass, I sometimes have the feeling 
that WEU is mentioned more often in the Soviet 
Union or in the eastern bloc as a whole than it is 
in our member countries. That is in fact quite 
gratifying. 

And yet this alliance is of some importance to 
the member countries. I need cite no more than 
the automatic commitment to our allies, the 
arms control tasks, the question of the deploy
ment of the army of the Rhine. 

It is all the more surprising, then, that no one 
or only very few people in Europe are aware of 
WEU's importance or of the work done by the 
parliamentary Assembly. It is quite possible to 
do good work or to have a good institution, but if 
you do nothing to publicise it, it will remain 
largely unknown. This reminds me of a princi
ple of public relations work in the United States, 
where they say: Do well, but above all, talk about 
it! But that is precisely what we have not done, 
and that applies equally to this Assembly. It 
must of course be said that our hands are tied in 
this respect. We have no budgetary rights. We 
do not have the necessary resources, as has 
already been said on several occasions, to do the 
work that needs to be done. 

When I think how much good work ministers 
do and how much they talk about it, and of all 
the resources available for this purpose, I am sur
prised at the assessment of parliamentarians and 
parliamentary assemblies. One flight less across 
the Atlantic by private jet, at the taxpayers' 
expense, of course, would provide sufficient 
resources for a genuine public relations exer
cise. 

If we are to have more solidarity in Europe -
and we are politically agreed on this - on defence 
policy issues, if we intend to make Europe a gen
uine second pillar of the NATO alliance, we 
must make the only assembly that discusses 
defence matters, the WEU Assembly, far more 
widely known. There is absolutely no point in 
sporadic references to a reactivation of 
WEU. This may occasionally hit the headlines 
- in the national rather than the local press - but 
one day it will not be so easy to motivate the 
journalists, unless deeds follow the grand 
announcements. 

I think the last conference in Venice made this 
particularly clear. I had the feeling that the Ger
man Foreign Minister saw Venice simply as a 
stop-over on his flight to Belgrade, for a meeting 
with the Syrian President Assad, which was far 
more important than the WEU conference in 
Venice that preceded it. 
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Perhaps we have settled into too much of a 
routine here, and are over-inclined to regard the 
Assembly meetings twice a year as business as 
usual. And perhaps we would be well advised 
to start a scandal here from time to time - I say 
this in quotation marks - so that the public 
realises this Assembly does indeed have some
thing to say. 

In addition to this, in taking up the many sug
gestions that have already been made, like the 
paperback Mr. Tummers was talking about just 
now, we should attach special importance to 
joint meetings between the various committees 
ofthis Assembly and the corresponding commit
tees of the national parliaments. This is proba
bly the best way of improving awareness of the 
solidarity in European defence policy and 
increasing the attention paid to it in the media in 
the various countries. If such meetings were 
held fairly often and at appropriate times, I 
believe this could help to make even the politi
cians in the national parliaments more aware of 
WEU's role and its Assembly. 

We must do this because in my opinion devel
opments in the last few months have made it 
clear that there is absolutely no chance of indi
vidual European countries acting in isolation on 
defence issues: the future lies in solidarity, in 
joint actions by the Europeans. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mrs. 
den Ouden-Dekkers. 

Mrs. den OUDEN-DEKKERS (Netherlands) 
(Translation).- Mr. President, I am speaking on 
behalf of the Liberal Group. I will begin by 
thanking the Rapporteur for his report, in which 
he makes the very basic point that the Assembly 
as such is powerless to inform the public and 
maintain public relations. The resolution in 
fact makes an urgent appeal to the members of 
the national delegations to follow up WEU's 
activities, which ought really to be the 
Assembly's responsibility, in the national parlia
ments and the national media. 

The public is interested in aspects of peace and 
security. Referring to a report by Mr. Lagorce, 
however, the Rapporteur points out that the 
Western European public at least tends to take 
peace and security in our part of the world for 
granted and completely ignores the fact peace 
and security each have their price, in financial as 
well as political terms. 

Another point is that the public is made use of 
in the political dispute surrounding the question 
of peace and security. This puts a different 
complexion on the question of public relations 
for any organisation, including Western Euro
pean Union. I think it is generally true to say of 
our part of the world, Western Europe, that it 
consists of open democracies in which citizens 
elect their representatives. These electors are 
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entitled to hear the justification for positions 
adopted, and that goes for peace and security 
too, But at the end of the twentieth century we 
have gone a step further than in the 
nineteenth. It is no longer simply a question of 
representation: it is also a matter of 
participation. This means that we are living in 
a society of emancipated citizens who join in the 
debate on the course that policy should follow, 
including policy on such subjects as peace and 
security. 

Information, or public relations, is then very 
important, especially that provided by various 
social groupings, but also when it stems from 
governments and parliaments. Very basic to all 
this is the political question that must first be 
answered by the elected representatives and the 
government. The question is this: how will 
Western European Union develop in relation to 
NATO, and should there be more extensive 
political co-operation within the European Com
munity? Only if this is clarified will the public 
also take an interest in the problem and want to 
participate in the discussion of the nature of the 
European organisation and its tasks and 
powers. In this respect the parliamentarians of 
Western European Union can play a pioneering 
role in their own countries. 

An important factor in this context is the 
Assembly's relationship with the Council. Mr. 
Eysink refers to this in paragraph 44. The point 
about resources is, of course, extremely 
important. What money do we have available? 
This is discussed in paragraphs 82 and 59. I do 
not think the media will play a part until the last 
moment, when not only Western European 
Union but also the national parliaments realise 
that we are dealing with a serious 
organisation. Procedures in themselves do not 
produce anything, although the procedures Mr. 
Eysink proposes are certainly worth the 
trouble. The first question will be the substance 
of WEU's task and the attitude the Western 
European member countries take towards the 
development of Western European Union. 

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

Mr. MURPHY (United Kingdom). - I wel
come the report on the promotion of parliamen
tary and public interest in WEU matters and add 
my endorsement to its recommendations made 
in the draft resolution. At the same time I wish 
to comment on Mr. Eysink's report on the con
clusions relating to the role of public relations. 

The Rapporteur was kind enough in her 
explanatory memorandum to make reference to 
my initiative, via House of Commons questions, 
in which I sought to instigate, for the United 
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Kingdom Parliament, gov rnment reports on 
WEU Assembly sessions an government state
ments on the work of WE . Although I have 
been only partly success:tl 1 in achieving my 
objectives, at least one mor~ opportunity for the 
affairs of WEU to be, made known at 
Westminster has to some e~tent been gained. 

The Rapporteur also draws attention to the 
need for the mention of WEU in parliamentary 
speeches. Perhaps I might be permitted to give 
a brief example, again in terms of the House of 
Commons. A recent debate was on the regret
fully ever-topical subject of crime · pre
vention. This gave an opportunity to raise the 
excellent proposals by the President of the 
Assembly in his memorandum of 17th April. 

I quote briefly from W~stminster's Hansard 
report of my speech on th occasion: 

"With regard to terroris a new initiative for 
international co-operatio has been put for
ward by Western Europe n Union for a Euro
pean group to co-ordinat the fight against ter
rorism under the initi ls GECLA T. The 
blindness of the choice f.f targets masks the 
optical accuracy in the aims of the 
terrorists. It is fervently to be hoped that the 
government will play a leading role in the 
fight-back via this prqposal. The group, 
involving the seven member countries, would 
centralise all information obtained by relevant 
security services so that threats can be ascer
tained and assessed. The group would plan, 
prepare and co-ordinate measures so that fron
tiers provide no barriers. The group would 
create an operational unit for rapid interven
tion against any terrorist threat wherever it 
might arise." 

It is right for us all astparliamentarians to 
encourage the Committee fi r Parliamentary and 
Public Relations, under the expert chairmanship 
of Lady Jill Knight, in~ its valuable work. 
However, it is wrong for u as parliamentarians 
to leave this work simpl to the committee's 
members. The obligation ests with each mem
ber of parliament to ensur~ not only the success 
of Western European Uniqn in its defence role 
for Europeans, but the sucqess of Western Euro
pean Union in publicising its work on behalf of 
Europeans. 

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

Mr. CA V ALIERE (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, it was with 
some affection - if I may use the expression -
that I listened to the Secretary-General's reply to 
a question put to him. He said that he was con
stantly trying to bring in rthe press and asking 
journalists to write about WEU and publicise its 
activities. He added that lle himself had written 
many articles that had beej published. All pre-
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vious speakers have stressed the need to make 
WEU better known. So I ask myself why does 
the press ignore WEU? I know that journalists 
are always looking for news which will interest 
the public and for newsworthy events and 
demonstrations. I know that both state and pri
vate television services are always looking for 
eminent persons and news. But when do they 
do it? When they think that the delegates pre
sent, the events and the work of assemblies may 
interest the public, when they think that dele
gates have something interesting to say and when 
the work done is likely to interest the public and 
be appreciated. 

I have heard every minister who has spoken 
here say that WEU is the only Assembly entitled 
by international treaty to discuss defence and 
security problems. In practice however, what 
do we do of real interest to parliaments and our 
public? Let us not forget that when the 
reactivation of WEU was mooted and the won
derful meeting was held in Rome - wonderful 
not only for the important people who attended 
and discussed the problem, but also if I may say 
so, for the background provided by the Coliseum 
and St. Peter's and for Italy's magnificent hospi
tality, almost two years ago - the public was 
interested and both the press and television cov
ered WEU not only in member countries but 
also in the Soviet Union which even protested at 
this attempt to reactivate a "war-mongering" 
organisation. Now, two years on, what has been 
done? What real steps forward have been 
taken? What interesting work do we do? And 
then we complain that the press and television 
pay no attention to us and that the public does 
not know what the organisation is and is not 
interested in what we do. No, we have no 
grounds for complaint. 

So, either the Council decides to stop pulling 
our legs - if I may use the expression - and does 
something to strengthen the organisation and 
give it credibility, or everything will have been 
pointless. 

Do you know what our electors often 
think? They think that we come here as tour
ists, for a rest, and that we do nothing 
constructive. We must all therefore decide to 
implement the modified Brussels Treaty and to 
make it work. If for example paragraph 3 of 
Article VIII of the treaty had been applied after 
the episode of the two missiles launched against 
Lampedusa, we would really have aroused public 
attention to WEU and would have shown it to be 
an organisation capable of creating situations 
which can and should give food for thought to 
ill-intentioned people. Instead nothing was 
done. 
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In these circumstances, ladies and gentlemen 
and members of the Council, we can discuss as 
much as we like, we can complain as much as we 
like but we can blame no one but ourselves. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady 
Jill Knight. 

Lady Jill KNIGHT (United Kingdom).- I ask 
you, Mr. President, to be good enough to convey 
the gratitude of my committee to the Presidential 
Committee for the place it has given us on the 
agenda. The reports by the Committee for Par
liamentary and Public Relations have often been 
presented at the tail end of sessions when 95% of 
the representatives have gone home. The com
mittee has always been a cinderella - always con
sidered in the dying embers of the session. At 
last, we can go to the ball. It is wonderful that 
this committee's report is being considered first. 

Unless we obtain publicity for our activities in 
this place, we may as well do nothing. It is right 
that we should all discuss this matter. I am 
afraid that, unless we succeed in making our 
activities known to the public and parliaments, 
we shall not succeed. We spend much time and 
money in coming to this place. We could all be 
doing other things. But we try to help this body 
to do a good job. Unless we can get matters 
across to the public, it will all be to no avail. 

I should like to apologise on behalf of Mrs. 
Fischer who had every intention of being here to 
present her report following Mr. Eysink, because 
the debate is on both reports. It is perhaps a lit
tle confusing that we have heard only from Mr. 
Eysink. No doubt we shall hear why Mrs. 
Fischer was not able to be here. 

I have listened with great interest to what has 
been said. My committee is only too well aware 
of the lack of knowledge among the public, news
paper men and even ministers about 
WEU. Our stablemate - the Council of Europe 
- is cursed with the same total ignorance by the 
public. Most people think that the Council of 
Europe is a part of the European Par
liament. All members here know the difficul
ties faced in publicising their roles. 

Part of the problem in the Assembly is that we 
do not do interesting things. To get the press to 
interest themselves in what we do we must have 
a good and interesting story to tell them. Mr. 
Muller and Mr. Cavaliere were right - we must 
find some way to catch the headlines with our 
activities. Of course, it is true that, if we pre
vailed upon the President to place a daisy in his 
mouth and dance the tango on the table tops in 
the Crazy Horse, we would get publicity in every 
paper in Europe. However, I would hesitate to 
urge the President to forget his natural dignity 
and take such a course, even if it were for the 
good of WEU. I doubt that that would be for 
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WEU's good. We want publicity, but the right 
sort. 

We could be more successful in obtaining pub
licity even for what we are doing now. There 
could hardly be a more publicity-provoking sub
ject at the moment than terrorism. We are 
debating it this week and I hope that we shall say 
or do something that will catch the 
headlines. Surely that is a matter in which the 
press are very interested. Disarmament is 
another matter on which we could gain 
publicity. I know that we would not get much 
publicity for the more technical side of our work 
because technicalities do not go over well in 
newspaper stories. I trust that our publicity 
officer, when we get one, will be aware of what 
interests the press. 

The committee recognises its duties and 
responsibilities. It has many plans, but to some 
extent we have been told to build a house with 
no bricks. To carry the message of WEU to all 
member countries, the parliamentarians repre
senting them and the public we have set up a 
series of meetings. Already we have had meet
ings in Rome, Bonn and Paris. We were to hold 
a meeting in London but we ran out of money 
and our committee was told that the information 
discussions for London should be conducted in 
Paris. I do not know how we could afford to 
carry everyone on aeroplanes from London to 
Paris to attend our meetings. 

We do not want a lot of money. The com
mittee has not travelled a great deal. However, 
we cannot do our job sufficiently well when 
money is being cut back so much that we cannot 
go to talks about our work. 

There are many ideas and interesting points in 
the two reports. Mr. Eysink rightly reminded col
leagues in paragraph 24 that all parliamentarians 
have responsibilities. We are sincere and deter
mined about what we want to do. I very much 
hope that we shall have the backing of the whole 
Assembly in doing that. 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you very 
much. I am in full agreement with you. This 
is a very important matter and we must take a 
decision. 

I should first like to ask the Rapporteur to 
express his opinion. It may be useful to post
pone the decision on the last point because we 
need a special presenter of votes. 

I call Mr. Eysink. 

Mr. EYSINK (Netherlands) (Translation). -
Mr. President, to comply with Mr. Tummers' 
urgent request and demonstrate my great talents 
as a speaker, I shall reply in my own language, 
Dutch. 
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Mr. Tummers made a particular point of say
ing that a report like this on~ was in danger of 
appearing as a kind of alibi, qonsisting of words, 
words and more words, and in fact doing very 
little to explain to the p blic what WEU 
involves. For that you nee a public relations 
officer, and Mr. Tummers sa s that he must also 
know something about publi opinion on West
em European defence and that, if he only 
recounts what we know abou~ it, that is unlikely 
to be the answer to the questiclm the public is ask
ing us. One of the most impprtant things in this 
connection - as Mrs. den d>uden-Dekkers has 
pointed out - is that besides NATO, an 
organisation like WEU exists, and people need 
clarification of the relationship between the 
organisations: why is one part of WEU in Paris, 
when France is not a member of NATO, and 
another part of the WEU apparatus in London, 
Britain being, of course, in NATO? These are 
questions to which the public; requires answers -
meaningful ones. We mUist first have the 
answers ourselves. If we do. not have them, we 
must formulate them. 

Mr. Tummers also referre to his remarkable 
discovery concerning mana ers. They are not 
the only ones: there are all · nds of congresses 
attended by people who do n t know what WEU 
is. If there is so little interes in our activities in 
Western Europe, or call it si ply NATO's activi
ties in Europe, whereas they o attract interest in 
Eastern Europe, we must dp something about 
it. Mrs. den Ouden-Dekkers said that a great 
deal depends on the delegations and the mem
bers of this Assembly. This is the only genuine 
parliamentary assembly that is constituted dem
ocratically and discusses defence democratically, 
criticising and exercising control as neces
sary. This should surely be more widely known 
and also inspire more confidence, not only 
among the members themselves - I do not think 
there is a lack in that quartet- but, remarkably, 
in our governments, which· are not only con
fronted with defence questiops in their own par
liaments but also with what 1 we say about these 
questions in Paris. They • say: is this really 
necessary? And I say it is, b~cause in Europe we 
discuss these matters with jone another. It is 
therefore a good thing that t~ ministers listen in 
from time to time. They sh uld be paying heed 
to what we want, not just hat we say. 

Mr. President, it is hardly I possible to support 
Mr. Cavaliere's words beca~se he does so with 
such vigour himself. But w~ must listen closely 
to what he says. It is true that the democratic 
way in which we consider clefence questions is 
unique in the world. Mr. Cavaliere stressed 
this, pointing out how important it is that our 
own people should know it. When the home 
front is asked what we do, it is said that this must 
be a very secret club, because you never read 
anything about it, you never see any reports in 
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the press. So I have a good idea, Mr. 
President. I have several, in fact, but this is the 
one I want to disclose today. We rent Capri and 
seal if off hermetically. We then meet in the 
select company we now have here and all the 
journalists and TV commentators start swim
ming from Naples to Capri. If something is 
really exclusive and secret, they will come. As 
long as we discuss defence questions in public 
and our discussions are not reported in the 
media, we shall go on talking to each 
other. What the committee wants to achieve 
with its report is an improvement in this 
situation. I hope the recommendations it con
tains will be approved by this Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We shall 
now vote on the two draft resolutions and after
wards on the draft resolutions regarding the revi
sion and interpretation of the Assembly's Char
ter and the Rules of Procedure which, to be 
adopted, need to be voted for by forty-five 
members. I would therefore ask you, ladies and 
gentlemen, to remain in the chamber because if 
the number of members is not sufficient when 
the time comes we shall have to postpone the 
votes. 

We shall first proceed to vote on the draft 
resolution in Document 1038. 

No one has asked for a vote by roll-call. 

I shall therefore put the draft resolution to the 
vote by sitting and standing. 

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

The draft resolution is adopted 1• 

We shall now proceed to vote on the draft 
resolution in Document 1056. 

No one has asked for a vote by roll-call. 

I therefore put the draft resolution to the vote 
by sitting and standing. 

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

The draft resolution is adopted 2• 

Sir Paul HAWKINS (United Kingdom).- On 
a point of order, Mr. President. May I ask 
whether the bells for voting have been rung? I 
do not think that they have. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The bells 
had been rung. 

I must suspend the sitting because of the 
absence of the Chairman of the committee. 

I. See page 23. 
2. See page 24. 
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The sitting is suspended. 

(The sitting was suspended at 4.40 p.m. and 
resumed at 4.50 p.m.) 

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

The sitting is resumed. 

9. Revision and interpretation of the 
Charter and of the Rules of Procedure 

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privikges 

and votes on the draft resolutions, 
Doe. 1039 and amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The orders 
of the day provide for the presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Committee on Rules 
of Procedure and Privileges on the revision and 
interpretation of the Charter and of the Rules of 
Procedure and votes on the draft resolutions, 
Document 1039 and amendments. 

May I remind you that at its sitting on 5th 
December 1985 the Assembly decided to refer 
the report back to committee. 

I call Mr. Schulte, Chairman ofthe Committee 
on Rules of Procedure and Privileges. 

Mr. SCHULTE (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, I should first like 
to say how happy I am that we are in a position 
to discuss this subject. On the other hand, I 
must say that, when I look round, we probably 
do not have enough members present to achieve 
what we have set out to do. 

Mr. President, as you know, what we are dis
cussing here are amendments to the Charter and 
if these amendments are to be approved forty
five representatives must be present. That does 
not appear to be the case at the moment. 

This is not the first time we have discussed our 
work, which - I should remind you - was, of 
course, initiated by the Bureau. But as there are 
probably other and perhaps new representatives 
here today, we should like to give a brief outline 
once again. This will be done by one of our 
three Rapporteurs, Mr. Spies von Biillesheim. I 
request you, Mr. President, to give Mr. Spies von 
Biillesheim the floor in his capacity as 
Rapporteur. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Rapporteur, Mr. Spies von Biillesheim. 

Mr. SPIES von BULLESHEIM (Federal 
Republic of Germany) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, we three Rapporteurs - Mr. Unland, Mr. 
Eysink and myself - agree that there is little 
point in each of us presenting his amendments 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Spies von Bullesheim (continued) 

individually. This is a difficult matter and in 
most respects it can only be understood if the 
amendments are weighed up one against the 
other. I have taken it upon myself to give a 
short introduction for the three of us. This 
introduction can be particularly short because I 
do not intend to repeat the introduction given by 
Mr. Unland during the part-session in December 
of last year. 

As our President has just said, we presented 
our proposals in December, but it was evident 
that not enough representatives would be in the 
chamber to amend the Charter. 

I should first like to point out that the amend
ments to the Charter are no more than a fol
low-up to the amendments we have proposed to 
the Rules of Procedure. I think it would do no 
harm to complete the discussion of the Rules of 
Procedure, since all the amendments to the 
Charter have also been discussed in the context 
of the Rules of Procedure. If we do not sort out 
the Charter today, that might be done later. We 
can debate the substance of the matter during the 
debate on the Rules of Procedure. We are 
aware that the main points we have amended 
recur in some of the amendments, of which there 
are now nineteen. It is therefore probably right 
to examine the various views during the debate 
on the various amendments. 

Afterwards it will probably be announced that 
Amendments 5 and 7, say, have been 
withdrawn. Some of the amendments have, 
moreover, been approved by the committee, so 
they are not a problem. 

We have discussed all the Rules of Procedure 
at several meetings. As you can see from the 
paper, there is a large number of 
amendments. Many provisions are being 
amended only because we make it clear from the 
outset that substitutes for representatives have 
the same rights as the latter. This means that 
the words "or substitute" can be dropped from 
many provisions. The result is that quite a 
number of paragraphs have to be changed. But 
in many of them only the word "substitute" is 
omitted. 

We have also introduced a number of defini
tions, where different words have crept in for the 
same parliamentary action, for instance "pro
posal" and "motion". We have tried to simplify 
and clarify this. 

Of course there are amendments, which have, 
or might be regarded as having, a political 
quality. First and foremost, there is the posi
tion of the Clerk. It has been made clear that 
we are not referring to the present Clerk. The 
first step is to fix the Clerk's mandate at five 
years, about which there is unfortunately still 
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some uncertainty. We cannot eliminate this 
uncertainty now. 

We consider it necessary ·for parliamentary 
assemblies to strengthen the position of their 
president. We have amended the Charter to 
read that the Clerk is directly' responsible to the 
President in respect of his official duties. We 
also believe this example shopld be followed by 
other parliaments. Unlike the Council of 
Europe, for example, we do not happen to have a 
political figure, a secretary-g,neral. We there
fore believe that the Clerk, who is after all an 
official working under the President, does not 
need to be, and should not lbe, elected by the 
Assembly, as he is at present. I His is simply not 
a political post. And we nei~er can nor would 
wish to change his post into a political one artifi-
cially. I 

We have not only strengthened the position of 
the Clerk but also that of the Presidential 
Committee. The importance! of the Presidential 
Committee has been stressed from time to time 
on the grounds that it con~ists of the Vice
Presidents, the chairmen of t~e committees and 
the chairmen of the political groups. That is a 
relatively broad base. . 

Those who say, as one amdndment does, that 
it would be better for the Clerk to be elected by 
the Assembly as he is now, 1 should remember 
that applications and confidential information 
may be disclosed to the public. These are things 
that are better dealt with in~ confidential body 
like the Presidential Commit1ee. 

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, I have 
only been able to mention a ~w points. I have 
been brief because Mr. Unland discussed other 
points in December and also because we shall be 
reverting to various amendiments which the 
committee has made when we come to discuss
ing the amendments in a moment. 

The PRESIDENT (Transla~on). - I thank the 
Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges 
for the considerable amount of work it has done, 
for its task was extremely I difficult. I hope 
members will be present in laJJge numbers to pay 
honour to the report that the Qommittee has pre
sented. 

The debate is open. 

I call Mr. Antoni. 

Mr. ANTONI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemt1Il, I think I should 
open my brief remarks by ret*ating your tribute 
to the Chairman of the committee and all its 
members for their important! work, which has 
required a great deal of time and much 
discussion. The rules of procedure of a demo
cratic assembly are a very im~ortant matter and 
at once raise what I regard as I the basic problem 
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of combining the need for efficient parliamentary 
work with respect for democracy in that work 
and hence the right and duty of parliamentarians 
- whatever their views - and in particular 
respect for minorities and the efficient working 
of the Assembly. 

In my view, I am happy to say, the work done 
has produced a pos~tive and substantially pro
ductive result. I thmk that - possibly not this 
afternoon - continuation of the work should, if 
we c~ solve a few outstanding problems, enable 
us to Improve on the present Rules of Procedure 
because the new version takes substantial 
account of the experience of the last few years 
and because I believe a balance has been 
achieved - which is not always easy with the 
basic problem which I mentioned of a proper 
balance between disciplined and effective work 
and respect for democracy. In my view this bal
ance is generally achieved in all the basic ele
ments of the proposal submitted to us, not only 
as regards the powers of the President which I do 
~ot see as being s~bstantially increased except to 
n~prove the efficiency of the Assembly - again, 
With d~e respect for the Assembly and proper 
emphasis on the democratic rights of individual 
parliamentarians. 

As the Rapporteur said, there may be disagree
ment on individual minor questions and these 
will be debated. 

I confirm that I can on the whole support the 
text before us but differ on what is not a secon
dary question. This is why not only my group 
but also the whole Italian Delegation make the 
point and submit the amendments to their 
colleagues. The question raised, on which I dis
agree with the Rapporteur, is his statement con
firming the contents of the present Rules of 
Procedure. This is the question of the Clerk of 
the Assembly, the official who according to the 
text should not be a political figure, which we 
wish him to be. My personal view is that it 
might be more productive to follow the example 
of other European institutions such as the Coun
cil of Europe because a political status and the 
duties of someone who would no longer be sim
ply an official could give added weight to the 
Clerk's post, but this is not guaranteed by the 
text proposed and confirmed by the 
Rapporteur. 

For this reason, we like some other members 
have tabled amendments proposing that th~ 
Assembly be competent to set the rules for the 
appointment of the Clerk. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to be discourte
ous to the Assembly by repeating what I have 
already said but equally I do not wish to be dis
courteous to the Rapporteur by not doing 
so. As I think that the first consideration is 
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more important I would ask the Rapporteur to 
excuse me and to look into the points raised by 
myself, the President and other members. 

I would say finally that it would be better to 
give further thought to the question of the Clerk 
of the Assembly. At the end of his speech the 
Rapporteur said in so many words that the 
changes should be discussed further. I would 
ask what the Rapporteur meant. Did he mean 
that discussion would end when the amendments 
were taken and that the whole matter would be 
closed this afternoon or will there be the possibil
ity of further discussion on this point of sub
stance? 

I ask this question, Mr. President, ladies and 
gentlemen, because some of us are concerned 
over the date for the entry into force of the new 
rules which has been set for October next. I 
think that there should be time for further dis
cussion and that a decision should be taken dur
ing the present session but not necessarily this 
afternoon. 

Finally, in addition to the points which I have 
raised we are particularly anxious that the change 
regarding the Clerk of the Assembly should be 
accepted so that we can prepare to take a vote on 
this major question now before the Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady 
Jill Knight. 

Lady Jill KNIGHT (United Kingdom). -
Rules exist to assist in the smooth and effective 
running of our business. Rules are the oil with
out which the machinery would seize 
up. However much we all love freedom, we all 
agree that we must have rules. I want to make 
one or two comments on changes that are before 
us today. I am somewhat concerned about the 
considerations affecting the behaviour of media 
representatives in this chamber. We are told 
that we are to have guidelines. I am sure we 
shall all be interested in those. What, for 
instance, will be the details concerning accredita
tion, or the numbers of technicians allowed to 
operate in the chamber at any one time? It can 
be extremely difficult working under television 
lights. I hope that there will be some ruling 
about that. There are questions about the 
restrictions to be placed upon these 
people. Where will they be able to go? Will 
they be in front of us, in the aisles or among the 
seats? It will be important for us to look care
fully at what is suggested for these technicians. 

I hope that I will be forgiven for commenting 
on the draft resolution which refers to the posi
tion that might arise if the President speaks in 
debate on a specific subject. It is said that he 
may not resume the chair until the debate on 
that subject is over. I hope that I shall be 
understood when I say that I very much hope 
that our President will not speak in a debate. 
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In the British Houses of Parliament we have 
Mr. Speaker and chairmen. If Mr. Speaker 
came down from his exalted position and merely 
became one of the rest of us taking part in a 
debate, somehow the coinage would be 
debased. I should not like to see you, Mr. Presi
dent, descend from your exalted position. It is 
a wise and right rule that presidents should not 
speak in debates in the same way as the rest of 
us. 

I should like to put forward a point that I have 
been longing to make for a long time. I believe 
that we would make far better use of our time if 
we paid more attention to the clock. All too 
often we begin ten minutes late. We have 
breaks in the middle and we do not know for 
how long they will continue. Our time is lim
ited and the agendas are long. 

I am horrified - I am sorry if this upsets any
one - to learn that no fewer than five ministers 
will address the Assembly in this session. One 
would have been enough. Those of us who 
have been members of WEU for some time 
know that ministers are often late. A year ago, 
we waited forty minutes for one minister. That 
is a discourtesy to the Assembly, and it is time 
someone said so. It is a great waste of our 
time. While we are waiting, we chat among 
ourselves and that is very pleasant. But we can
not possibly get through the items on the agenda 
if ministers often arrive late. 

I am told that any minister of a member coun
try is entitled to address us should he or she take 
it into his or her head to do so. Is it beyond the 
wit of man, the Presidential Committee and the 
Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges 
to devise a new method? Could we not say: 
"We should be delighted to hear you, Sir, but 
one - or perhaps two ministers at the outside -
are already listed. We shall not get through our 
agenda if there are five ministers. "? I may be 
alone in that opinion, but I believe that we spend 
far too much time departing from the agenda 
almost at the drop of a hat because a minister has 
come along to be heard. Of course, there are 
ministers whom we very much want to 
hear. Many say interesting things and I do not 
mean to belittle them. But there are too many 
and it wastes too much of the time of WEU. 

I hope that the Committee on Rules of Proce
dure and Privileges will consider how we can use 
our time in Paris better. Those are a few sugges
tions on how we might do so. 

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

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, I shall confine 
myself to one point which I consider important 
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because it relates to the structure and work of the 
Assembly. I agree with much lofwhat the previ
ous speaker said and feel there is no need to 
dwell any further on his sound argu
ments. Together with other ~talian representa
tives, I have tabled an amendment concerning 
the Clerk of the Assembly. The Rapporteur, 
commenting on methods, sai~l that the Rules of 
Procedure for our Assembly s~ould be looked at 
as a whole. As for some other types of machin
ery which should work properly, it is a matter of 
checking whether all the little !wheels are in the 
right place. Precisely because this idea can be 
accepted I would point out that the proposal 
made by the Rapporteur conceft1ing the Clerk of 
the Assembly in his report destroys the balance 
and harmony which we seek for the work of the 
Assembly. I 

Under the terms of Article XI (a) of the exist
ing Charter the role and functirn of the Clerk of 
the Assembly are not simply those of a civil 
servant. I would remind the Assembly that the 
principle on which the Assembly's Charter was 
based requires that the Clerk ~ake a solemn dec
laration before the Assembly that he will be 
answerable only to the Assembly in the perform
ance of his duty, in complete! independence of 
any links with his country of oJtigin or with other 
countries. This is based on the very clear doc
trine that the Clerk shall be 'nswerable to the 
Assembly and its committeesj as a personality 
with more than purely administrative duties but 
equally without a clearly polit~cal function. In 
practice, the person concerned I tries to establish, 
as happens in other parliaments, a special rela
tionship between the AssembJy and the actual 
work of the Office of the Clerf. That is why I 
believe that the principle of dtrect appointment 
by the Assembly should be maintained precisely 
in order to restore that relati$ship. Nor do I 
see how the powers assigned to the Clerk can be 
left in the hands of a limited body such as the 
Bureau in which there are Jspecial balances, 
because not all member co ntries are repre
sented, because for various historic reasons there 
are special links and solidarity between some 
countries and because that situation may ulti
mately lead to majorities not, representative of 
the Assembly as a whole. 

For these reasons I insist I on the principle 
underlying our amendment which meets the gen
eral criterion of seeking the mqst efficient way of 
running the Assembly and e~tablishing a rela
tionship of trust between the Assembly itself and 
its Clerk. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does any
one else wish to speak? ... 

The debate is closed. 

I call the Chairman of the qommittee. 
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Mr. SCHULTE (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, I have just 
a few comments to make because the three 
Rapporteurs will be speaking to this matter in 
detail when the various amendments are dis
cussed. 

Firstly, Mr. President, I have a request to 
make to you. I would ask you to begin with the 
approval of the Rules of Procedure rather than 
the Charter and to take the amendments to the 
Charter afterwards. I do not think anything in 
the Rules of Procedure precludes our proceeding 
in this way. 

Perhaps as Chairman of the committee I 
might be allowed to make just one more com
ment on the principal reform we have 
proposed. Mr. President, I must remind all the 
members of our Assembly that the Committee 
on Rules of Procedure and Privileges was 
instructed by the Bureau to examine and, if pos
sible, restructure the position and situation of the 
Clerk. 

The essential point in this provision - and I 
am now addressing primarily the Italian mem
bers who have expressed their views in amend
ments - is not the question of the electing 
body. The essential point is the limitation of 
this mandate, enabling the Assembly to hold a 
fresh election at regular, five-year intervals - we 
picked a five-year period in parallel with other 
institutions of this kind. I feel it is rather 
important to emphasise this. 

Whether we have the Clerk elected by the 
Assembly or the Presidential Committee may in 
some respects be a very practical, pragmatic 
question, but it is nonetheless a question which, 
as we see the post of Clerk, needs to be 
answered. We do feel, however, that the func
tion performed by the Clerk of the Assembly of 
Western European Union differs not inconsider
ably from that of, say, the Secretary-General of 
the Council of Europe. The Secretary-General 
of the Council of Europe undoubtedly has a 
political post, and it is seen as such. But ever 
since I first became a member of WEU - I 
should point out that what I am saying now does 
not concern the present incumbent and his abil
ity, which I hold in high regard, but the function 
which he has to perform - I have regarded the 
Clerk only as the most senior official of this par
liamentary Assembly, whose main task it is to 
assist the President and Bureau and to ensure 
that the staff carry out their duties as 
prescribed. I cannot remember an occasion on 
which the Clerk has been politically active in this 
Assembly. Nor, as we see it, should he ever be 
so. I therefore call on you all to consider this 
very carefully. 

But a decision that the whole Assembly should 
elect the most senior official would, of course, be 
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a major indication that he is being allotted a 
political function. This was what prompted our 
decision to propose the Presidential Committee 
as the electing body. But if it is now said, 
pragmatically, that it is better for the whole 
Assembly to do this because political opinions 
and possibly national interests are more clearly 
reflected in an election by the whole Assembly, 
no one in the committee will in fact dis
agree. So this is something that should also be 
decided by the Assembly. 

I would, however, ask the Italian members to 
appreciate that their amendment would result in 
there being no change in the Clerk's duties and 
no time-limit on his mandate, whereas a very 
large majority of the members of the committee 
felt that at least this time-limit should be intro
duced. 

Let me say once again that this was not in any 
way an arbitrary act by the Committee on Rules 
of Procedure and Privileges. We were not in 
any way presumptuous, or doing things we were 
not entitled to do. We examined the question 
very thoroughly because that is what we had 
been instructed to do by the Bureau and the 
President. This question is as topical today as it 
was two years ago. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and 
gentlemen, the Committee on Rules of Proce
dure and Privileges has raised a problem of a 
procedural nature with regard to our debate. 

As you know a very large number of amend
ments have been tabled on a text that was 
adopted by the Committee on Rules of Proce
dure in 1985 but which we were unable to vote 
on at our last part-session in the absence of the 
quorum necessary for adopting amendments to 
the Charter. Naturally enough, further amend
ments have come in since raising the total num
ber to seventeen, many of which incidentally 
have not been considered by the committee 
itself. All the amendments are valid: they 
were handed in to the President's office in the 
proper manner and are therefore eligible for 
debate. 

The essential point for us is whether we shall 
have time to finish the debate today and here I 
repeat the appeal made by the committee to the 
whole house. 

We have just had the bells rung in the building 
so that all members present can resume their 
seats in the chamber. Echoing Mr. Ferrari 
Aggradi who was kind enough to preside over the 
sitting a moment ago I would remind you that, to 
be adopted, any amendment to the Charter has 
to be voted for by at least forty-five members 
which means that at least forty-five must be pre
sent in the chamber. For the last half hour how
ever, with my apologies to the observers whom I 
cannot count because they do not have the right 
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to vote, there have been a maximum of twenty
five to twenty-eight present. 

My second observation concerns the fol
lowing: there is no explicit reference in the 
Rules of Procedure but in Article XII of the 
Charter, paragraph (a) of which deals with 
amendments to the Charter and paragraph (b) 
with the adoption of the Rules of Procedure, I 
read that amendments to the Rules of Procedure 
follow amendments to the Charter. In other 
words, the Charter prevails over the Rules of 
Procedure, not the reverse. We feel that this 
principle is fairly easy to apply. 

However, in view of the possible absence of a 
quorum, which we will have to check when the 
time comes, the committee, which does not want 
its report to be postponed again, suggests that we 
first vote on the amendments to the Rules of 
Procedure and only when that has been done on 
those to the Charter. As President of the 
Assembly, subject to your agreement, I can see 
n4Q objection in principle if we leave out the 
amendments which apply only to an amended 
Charter. After all, it is difficult for us to ask the 
Assembly to adopt an amendment which would 
not be in agreement with the Charter. If we 
went along with the committee's proposal we 
would therefore have to decide that 
paragraphs 1, 3 and 23 of the draft resolution 
tabled by the committee should not be voted 
upon. That would mean that Amendments 2, 8 
and 9 could not be considered because the Char
ter would not have been amended 
beforehand. That is the procedural problem 
facing us. 

I therefore ask the committee to tell the 
Assembly whether that interpretation corre
sponds to what it wants; in other words, does it 
agree that we should not consider those 
amendments? If the committee takes the oppo
site view, I shall again consult the Assembly on 
the procedure to follow. 

I call Mr. Spies von Biillesheim. 

Mr. SPIES von BULLESHEIM (Federal 
Republic of Germany) (Translation).- Mr. Presi
dent, you have just referred to Article XII of the 
Charter. There is, of course, no denying that 
the Charter ranks higher. Hence the need for an 
absolute majority. But the Rules of Procedure 
add the detail to the framework that is the 
Charter. They stipulate what may be amended 
and how. The various provisions you have just 
read out also require amendments to the Char
ter. 

The only sensible way I can envisage for deal
ing with this is to take the amendments to the 
Rules of Procedure first and vote on them, but 
with the proviso that the Charter is amended 
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accordingly afterwards. If we I began by discuss
ing the Charter, we should have to discuss all the 
details that will be referred tp again when we 
come to the amendments io the Rules of 
Procedure. I consider that tethnically impossi-
ble. 1 

I 

I therefore propose that we begin by giving 
members the details by discus~ng and voting on 
Amendments 2 to 19 with thd proviso that you 
have explicitly mentioned, that there should sub
sequently be a vote on the whqle issue. We will 
then know how the land lies a~d agree on ques
tions, and then at the end decide on the essential 
amendment, to the Charter, i~ connection with 
Article XII, and, if necessary, :discuss the Rules 
of Procedure once again. 

But to include all this in thd discussion of the 
main issue would be a completely impossible 
procedure. There would be 1 total confusion, 
which those of us who know something about the 
matter would like to spare our colleagues. 

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

i 

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Trainslation). - Mr. 
President, I wish to maintain the 
amendments. In my view t~e problem is not 
one of procedure but of numbers. It seems to 
me that there is no quorum for taking a vote on 
the amendments. A decision has to be taken 
therefore because it does not seem right and 
proper to me to record that the statutory quorum 
for the approval of changes is I not present. 

I request the President to su~pend the sitting if 
necessary and to return to thd subject later. 

The PRESIDENT (Transla~ion). - I would 
like to intervene in this procedUral debate to put 
a suggestion that I feel would make sense. 

Even if I could, I would not wish to rule on the 
basis of a point accepted in prin
ciple. Speaking on behalf of the committee, Mr. 
Spies von Biillesheim has endprsed my view by 
stating that the law of the Cbarter takes prece
dence over the Rules of Procequre, which means 
that we cannot change the Rules of Procedure 
before the Charter has been changed. However, 
in view of the difficulties facing us the committee 
proposes that we should begin by considering the 
Rules of Procedure if we have the necessary quo
rum, which is not the case at tjhe moment. My 
concern is not to prevent the Assembly from pur
suing its work provided we adhere strictly to the 
rules both of the Charter and t~e Rules of Proce
dure. 

Since Amendment 2 by Mq Bianco, Amend
ments 8 and 9 by Lord Hughes and Amendment 
11 by Mr. Schulte come at the end of the list of 
amendments to the Rules ofJrocedure that we 
have to consider, that woul allow us, if the 
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Assembly were in agreement, to begin by taking 
the amendments to the Rules of Procedure where 
there could be no conflict with the corresponding 
paragraphs in the Charter. We could therefore 
consider amendments 13 by Mr. Schulte, 14 by 
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, 19 by Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg, 4 by Lord Hughes, 15 by Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg, 16 by Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, 5 by Lord 
Hughes, 17 by Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, 6 by Lord 
Hughes, 7 by Lord Hughes and 18 by Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg without any problem of rules 
arising in relation to the Charter. 

After that we shall come to the four other 
amendments that will not need to be taken if 
there are no prior amendments made to the 
Charter. At that point we could decide, if we 
still have no quorum, to be strict and to adjourn 
the debate. If we have the quorum we could 
change both the Charter and the Rules of Proce
dure; I hope this will be possible between 5.30 
p.m. and 6.30 P:m. 

That is the most sensible method that I can 
propose to the Assembly, failing which I shall be 
forced to ask the Assembly to decide on the ques
tion of principle as to whether the Rules of Pro
cedure should or should not be considered before 
the Charter. 

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). -
I think that the silent majority has expressed its 
view. 

The debate has shown clearly that we are mak
ing a mistake in proposing to change the rules at 
the end of the day's sitting. I am sure that the 
entire Assembly will support me in asking firmly 
the Presidential Committee to accept that rule 
changes should come at the beginning of the first 
day's sitting, not at the end. 

We should not be in this mess ifthe Presiden
tial Committee had accepted the advice of the 
Chairman of the Committee on Rules of Proce
dure and Privileges and proposed the changes at 
the beginning of the day. 

We have learnt that, important though our 
debates are, the rules are the framework within 
which they take place. I hope that at future 
meetings we do not put ourselves into a mess of 
our own creation. 

I support you, Mr. President, in the way in 
which you are trying to get us out of the mess, 
but I hope that the Clerk will note that rule 
changes should be examined under item one of 
day one of our sittings so that a quorum does not 
cause difficulty. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lord 
Hughes. 
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Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom). - I very 
much agree with what Sir Geoffrey has just 
said. I hope that I am not wrong in saying this, 
but apart from the amendments that would have 
to be postponed because they apply both to the 
Charter and to the rules affecting the position of 
the Clerk, most of the others will not be the sub
ject oflengthy debate. For example, none of the 
seven amendments that I have tabled and the six 
tabled by Sir Geoffrey is in conflict with each 
other. Sir Geoffrey knows that I shall be sup
porting his amendments, and I know that he will 
be supporting mine. It may well be that that 
will reflect the Assembly's view of these amend
ments. 

I would be content to leave out the amend
ments to the rules that are contingent on the 
Charter being altered, provided that you can 
accept Sir Geoffrey's advice that the vote on the 
Charter is held early in the proceedings, either 
tomorrow or on Wednesday. If the vote takes 
place on Tuesday or Wednesday afternoon, we 
shall be no further forward than we are now. I 
hope therefore that the business can be rear
ranged, because I do not think that the proceed
ings will be lengthy. 

Basically, there are four amendments that are 
all on the same subject. Therefore, there need 
only be a limited number of speakers before the 
vote is taken. If either Mr. Bianco's amend
ment or my amendment is carried, two of the 
remaining ones will fall. If Mr. Bianco's 
amendments are carried, mine fall, and vice 
versa. All this need not take much time, but I 
emphasise what Sir Geoffrey has said about tak
ing the vote on the other amendments early in 
the proceedings. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does any
one else wish to speak? ... 

I would like to make something clear. 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg asked me whether the 
Assembly would not agree to take such impor
tant items early in the sitting so that they could 
be properly discussed. It is true that the Com
mittee on Rules of Procedure asked for the item 
to head the orders of the day for this sitting but 
we had also received the same request for the 
reports that were adopted earlier and had also 
been postponed to this session from the last. 

I note Sir Geoffrey's statement and I shall do 
everything I can to ensure that if such matters 
come up again, they are put on the orders of the 
day at the beginning of the sitting in order to give 
everybody time to join in the debate. 

Nevertheless, to repeat the view expressed by 
Sir Geoffrey, who said he concurred with my 
proposal, it is in the interests of the Assembly to 
find some suitable procedure to enable the 
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debate that has begun to be concluded in the best 
possible conditions. 

That is why I would like to maintain the pro
posal I made to you a moment ago to the effect 
that we should not for the moment be too inflexi
ble on the issue of whether we should vote on the 
Charter prior to the Rules of Procedure or on the 
Rules of Procedure prior to the Charter in order 
to solve the problem of all the amendments to 
the Rules of Procedure which do not require 
prior revision of the Charter. This would dis
pose of two-thirds if not four-fifths ofthe amend
ments that have been tabled. 

May I ask the chairmen of delegations, via 
their secretariats, to ask all members not present 
in the chamber to join us in the next few minutes 
because we could, if Lord Hughes is right, proba
bly bring things to a conclusion fairly quickly. 

I would therefore ask for the necessary steps to 
be taken by the Clerk of the Assembly so that all 
members are aware that their presence in the 
chamber is essential. Some are missing; every
thing must be done, successfully I hope, to bring 
them here. 

Do you agree with the procedure I have pro
posed? ... 

It is so decided. 

Mr. Schulte has tabled Amendment 13 which 
reads: 

13. At the beginning of the operative text of 
the draft resolution on the revision of the Rules 
of Procedure, after" To amend the Rules of Pro
cedure as follows " insert " and that these 
amendments shall come into force on 1st Octo
ber 1986 ". 

I call Mr. Schulte. 

Mr. SCHULTE (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, I would 
ask you to call on the appropriate rapporteur -
one of the three who have divided up this matter 
among themselves - to state his views. 

We would do better to begin with our 
paper. Only a few modifications to our amend
ments have been proposed. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - My inten
tion was to take the amendments in view of the 
fact that the report has already been presented by 
the committee. If you wish to present it again I 
am at your service but since Amendment 13 is 
the first tabled by Mr. Schulte and others ... 

I call Mr. Spies von Bullesheim, Rapporteur. 

Mr. SPIES von BULLESHEIM (Federal 
Republic of Germany) (Translation). - I will 
briefly explain Amendment 13. 
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It seeks to have the amendments come into 
force on 1st October 1986. ~hy has this date 
been proposed? Because the1 new Rules of Pro
cedure should, if possible, enter into force in 
good time before our ne~t part-session in 
December and also because we need some time 
for technical matters before the amendments 
come into force. The new lltules of Procedure 
have to be printed and so oh. The secretariat 
has proposed 1st October because that would 
leave enough time for every~hing to be printed 
and for arrangements to be made for the applica
tion of the new Rules of Prdcedure at the next 
part-session. 

i 

The PRESIDENT (Translaltion). - Does any
one wish to speak against th~ amendment? ... 

The committee is in agreefuent with its Rap
porteur, the Assembly having been informed. 

I put the amendment to tlte vote. 

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

Amendment 13 is agreed to. 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg has tnbled Amendment 
14 which reads: 

14. In paragraph 8 of the 4lraft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules of Procedure, leave out 
the proposal to add at the end of paragraph 2 " If 
the President speaks in a d(jbate on a specific 
subject, he may not resume lhe chair until the 
debate on that subject is over. " 

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsber~. 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). -
I wish to propose this ameqdment, as well as 
Amendment 19, later becau$e it is related. I 
propose the deletion of the' suggestion of the 
Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges 
because I do not believe that the President ought 
to participate in a debate. My colleague, Lady 
Jill Knight... 

Mr. UNLAND (Federal R$ub/ic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, on a point of 
order. ' 

I 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, a valiued member of our 
committee, has tabled a num~er of amendments, 
which we have not yet beel!l able to discuss in 
committee. I should therefore like to ask Sir 
Geoffrey to consider the possibility of allowing 
the committee to examine th~se amendments at 
one of its forthcoming meetiqgs. We have vari
ous other things to do in committee and could 
take this opportunity for a *orough discussion 
of his amendments, startiqg at Amendment 
14. Not even we Rapporteurs have yet had the 
time to consider these am~ndments, because 
they were not tabled until tblis morning. 
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I believe it is particularly in the author's inter
ests for us to consider these amendments care
fully and then perhaps to vote on them at a 
future part-session. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Sir 
Geoffrey, the committee invites you to withdraw 
your amendment so that it may be studied by the 
committee. What is your opinion? ... 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
The committee has not asked me to withdraw 
the amendment. One Rapporteur has asked me 
to do so. I am not prepared to withdraw the 
amendment, although I may be prepared to with
draw others later. I will not withdraw this 
amendment because the committee is making a 
suggestion about the President and, as a result, it 
would be wrong not to deal with this 
amendment. In almost no assembly does the 
presiding officer take part in the debate. All 
that I am trying to do is to make certain that the 
presiding officer takes no part in our debates. If 
we were to leave the matter as it is we would be 
saying " if the President speaks in the 
debate". I believe that we are correct in our 
original rules in preserving completely the neu
trality of the President. That is all that I am try
ing to do. 

I accept what the Rapporteur said a moment 
ago in his point of order. I will be delighted to 
ask for permission to withdraw other amend
ments and to take them back. However, this 
relates to something that we are discussing in 
Document 1039 and it seems perfectly right that 
it should be discussed and supported by col
leagues. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
Assembly having been informed, the committee 
has already stated its view. I shall nevertheless 
call the committee again because it has the right 
to speak whenever it so wishes. 

Mr. EYSINK (Netherlands). - As the 
Rapporteur dealing with this part of the rules I 
must object to the intervention of Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg, not because he tabled the amendment 
too late but because our committee, with a big 
majority, dealt with the question of the presi
dents of many democratic assemblies taking the 
floor to speak on matters affecting them as 
members. That is why we have given the Presi
dent this opportunity rather than setting out the 
rules in the normal, legal way of a national 
chamber. That is why I do not agree with the 
amendment and ask the Assembly to reject it. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I put 
Amendment 14 to the vote. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and stand
ing) 
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Amendment 14 is negatived. 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg has tabled Amendment 
19 which reads: 

19. After paragraph 8 of the draft resol.ution 
on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, msert 
the following new paragraph: 

"Rule 12 

After paragraph 1 insert: 

2. A Vice-President who replaces the Presi
dent may not speak in the particular debate 
over which he has presided. " 

Renumber existing paragraph 2 accordingly. 

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
Could I ask you, Mr. President, when you put 
this matter to the vote to make it clear that the 
opposition does not come from the comf!iittee, 
which did not discuss the matter? You sa1d that 
the opinion of the committee was against the 
amendment. The committee has never dis
cussed it. The Rapporteur was against it, not 
the committee, which has not discussed it. This 
amendment is in the same position as the last 
one I moved. I hope that no one will object to 
it since it merely puts the Vice-President in the 
same position as we have now put the President 
by the rule change that the committee, by its 
large majority, has adopted. It does no more 
and no less. 

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

Mr. JESSEL (United Kingdom).- On a point 
of order, Mr. President. You have again said 
that it is the committee's opinion, instead of the 
Rapporteur's opinion. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Mr. Jessel, 
I perfectly understood Sir Geoffrey Finsberg's 
comments. That is his opinion. 

When a rapporteur or a chairman speaks from 
the committee bench, the President treats what 
he has said as the opinion of the com
mittee. The rest is a debate in which the 
Assembly or the committee can engage but it is 
not a matter for me ... 

Kindly allow the President to require the com
mittees to shoulder their responsibilities. 

As to the second appeal I have just made, Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg spoke to his amendment and, 
as is my duty, ladies and gentlemen, I asked the 
committee for its opinion. I have to do 
so. Were I not to do so I would be breaking the 
rules. 

I therefore hold that the Committee on Rules 
of Procedure and Privileges, in the person of Mr. 
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The President (continued) 

Eysink who stood to speak, has the right to inter
vene. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom). - On a 
point of order, Mr. President. I agree that what 
you have done is perfectly correct. However, it 
is a normal practice, when a rapporteur is speak
ing on a matter that has not been considered by 
the committee, for him to begin by saying that 
the committee has not had the opportunity of 
discussing the matter. It then becomes clear 
that he is doing his best to interpret the wishes of 
the committee. 

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

Mr. EYSINK (Netherlands). - I will not seek 
to interpret the wishes of the committee. The 
committee has had no opportunity to discuss 
this amendment. The only thing I can say, as 
the Rapporteur nominated by the Assembly to 
deal with this item, is that the position is the 
same as it was on the earlier amendment. The 
same applies to the Vice-President. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and 
gentlemen, I shall be happy to give the floor to 
everyone who wants to speak. The committee 
asked for the floor after Sir Geoffrey. In my 
view Mr. Bianco, who has also asked for the 
floor, wants to speak against the amendment. 

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - I wish to 
speak on a point of order. 

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

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - We are 
in a regrettable situation, primarily because the 
text of many amendments is not even 
known. We would therefore be voting without 
any guidance. 

The committee has not discussed the amend
ments and what we are hearing, therefore, are 
simply personal views. I would therefore 
request the President to suspend the sitting and 
to refer everything back to the committee so that 
we can meet and arrive at a collective view. 

We cannot simply change the rules of the 
game; they are rules which govern the whole life 
of the Assembly and should therefore be given 
proper and careful thought. Instead, we are fall
ing into confusion with the result that a group of 
parliamentarians would be forced to abstain as 
they had no knowledge of the text of the amend
ments. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I have a 
request to adjourn the sitting. This is the sec
ond, because Mr. Bianco proposed the same 
thing a few moments ago. I intend to follow up 

89 

SECOND SITTING 

this proposal. This debate i~ not an easy one 
and I would be grateful for all your help in pre
siding over it. 

I 

I would simply remind you, in relation to the 
first point made by the co~mittee, that when 
Amendment 14 tabled by Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 
was called, Mr. Unland stood up to point out 
that the committee had not c~nsidered it. This 
he did on behalf of the committee, requesting Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg to withdraw his amend
ment. Sir Geoffrey replied that he would not 
and Mr. Eysink, on behalf of the committee -
this is a committee responsibility- made a com
ment which gave rise to varipus appeals to the 
Rules of Procedure. At that :point the commit
tee explained that it had not considered Sir 
Geoffrey's amendment. Th~ same thing then 
happened to the Assembly as happened to the 
committee. The Assembly \fas invited by the 
President to give its opinion op. an amendment it 
has not considered. But the amendment had 
been tabled in a valid manne11 on the President's 
desk. It was his duty to seek I the opinion of the 
committee concerned sitting on the committee 
bench. That is what I did. i At that point Mr. 
Bianco, realising that the debate was difficult 
asked for the committee to reconsider the issue 
on the basis, among other thip.gs, of the amend
ments of which it had no knowledge. 

This is not a matter for the President to decide 
but one for the Assembly sirke the committee 
did not ask for the sitting to be adjourned. 

I 

Lest there should be any · misunderstanding 
between us, ladies and gentlemen, I am going by 
the Rules of Procedure and riot departing from 
them. 

I call the Rapporteur. 

Mr. SPIES von BULLE1SHEIM (Federal 
Republic of Germany) (Transhhion).- Mr. Presi
dent, I think it is true to say that the ordinary 
member of the Assembly mayl state his views on 
a proposal such as that made by Mr. Bianco for 
the adjournment of the sitting. I am now speak
ing as an ordinary member rat~er than as an offi
cial representative of the committee. I say this 
to prevent any misunderstap.ding, although I 
undoubtedly agree with the other members of the 
committee. 

In December we also had a }equest - similarly 
from our Italian friends - that the amendment of 
the Rules of Procedure ·should not be 
discussed. The question of a quorum was 
raised right at the beginning, whereas it is other
wise raised immediately before the vote. And 
precisely the same thing has h$ppened today: the 
question of a quorum was raised right at the 
beginning. This is an attem't to postpone the 
debate again. 
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An attempt is now being made to adjourn the 
debate because amendments have been tabled 
that have not yet been discussed by the commit
tee. 

Mr. President, we have all witnessed numer
ous debates here in which amendments were 
tabled without being discussed by the 
committee. The Chairman of the committee 
has said: I cannot comment on the committee's 
behalf. We have all had that experience here on 
numerous occasions. 

The Chairman of the committee has not 
requested an adjournment. It is in fact obvious 
that the committee would now like to see a deci
sion taken after all the work it has done. I 
therefore oppose the request for an 
adjournment. I call for the continuation of the 
debate. I myself and many others see absolutely 
no reason for yet another delay. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
Rapporteur has just repeated after me, forcefully 
and skilfully, that the committee wishes to go on 
with the debate. 

The fact remains that I have the proposal 
before me and that I have to apply the Rules of 
Procedure. Rule 32 says that, on poinfs of 
order and in particular requests to adjourn a sit
ting or a debate, the closure of a debate or refer
ral back to committee, priority is given to those 
members making the request. 

Mr. Bianco has repeated his request a second 
time. 

!n accordance with paragraph 3 of Rule 32 of 
the Rules of Procedure, I call a speaker who 
wishes to speak against the member's proposal. 

I call Dr. Miller. 

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - I am 
delighted to oppose the suggestion that we 
adjourn. If an adjournment is proposed, we 
must say for how long we shall adjourn. It 
would be ridiculous to adjourn for a quarter of 
an hour and expect a contentious matter to be 
resolved within that short time. If we have an 
adjournment, it means adjourning the sitting and 
resuming another day. For that reason, I totally 
oppose an adjournment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I shall now 
consult the Assembly on Mr. Bianco's proposal 
to adjourn the debate and to refer the report back 
to the committee. 

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

The motion is defeated. 
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I now put Amendment 19, tabled by Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg, to the vote. 

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

Amendment 19 is negatived. 

Lord Hughes and others have tabled Amend
ment 4 as follows: 

4. After paragraph 8 of the draft resolution 
on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, insert 
the following new paragraph: 

"9. Rule 14 

In paragraph 1, line 5, leave out 'and'. 

In paragraph 1, line 6, after 'committees' 
insert ' and one member appointed by each 
political group '. 

In paragraph 1, line 10, leave out ' The Presi
dent may invite the Chairmen of the political 
groups to attend meetings of the Presidential 
Committee. ' " 

I call Lord Hughes to speak to the amend
ment. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom).- I beg to 
move Amendment 4. 

The amendment looks exceedingly compli
cated, but only because it begins by proposing 
that we leave out "and". The effect would be 
to add to the composition of the Presidential 
Committee "one member appointed by each 
political group". 

The Presidential Committee consists of the 
President, the Vice-Presidents and the chairmen 
of committees. The end of Rule 14 states: 

" The President may invite the Chairmen of 
the political groups to attend meetings of the 
Presidential Committee." 

As the rule stands, there may be a political group 
that has no representative who fills the role of 
President, Vice-President or committee chair
man. On that basis, it would not be represented 
on the Presidential Committee which carries out 
all the essential functions which were hitherto 
within the function of the Bureau. The Presi
dential Committee is an important organ. I 
hope that this simple amendment to guarantee 
that every political group will have at least one 
representative on the Presidential Committee 
will be acceptable to the Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does any
one wish to speak against Amendment 4 tabled 
by Lord Hughes? ... 

What is the opinion of the committee? 

Mr. EYSINK (Netherlands). - The committee 
agreed to the amendment unanimously. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I shall now 
put Amendment 4 tabled by Lord Hughes to the 
vote. 

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

Amendment 4 is agreed to. 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg has tabled Amendment 
15 which reads: 

15. In paragraph 13 of the draft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules of Procedure, insert at 
the end of the penultimate line: 

"4. (a) Orders addressed to a committee 
under sub-paragraph 3 (c) of this rule 
shall be put to the vote without refer
ence to committee. 

(b) When the question of including in the 
Assembly's register any other text 
referred to in paragraph 3 of this rule 
is put to the Assembly, the following 
only may be heard: one speaker for 
the motion, one speaker against, and 
the chairman of any committee con
cerned." 

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
As I said earlier to Mr. Eysink, I am happy to ask 
for this amendment to go to the committee. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
amendment is withdrawn and will therefore be 
tabled again in committee. 

Lord Hughes and others have tabled Amend
ment 5 which reads: 

5. In paragraph 14, last line, of the draft reso
lution on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, 
leave out " Leave out paragraphs 8 and 9 and 
renumber paragraph 10 accordingly." 

I call Lord Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom). - This is 
really a probing amendment. It amends Rule 
29 and proposes to leave out paragraphs 8 and 9. 

Paragraph 9 of Rule 29 reads: 
" The reference back of an amendment to 
committee shall not necessarily interrupt the 
debate. The Assembly may fix a time within 
which the committee shall report its conclu
sions." 

Paragraph 8 reads: 
" The reference back of an amendment to 
committee may always be requested and shall 
be obligatory if requested by the Chairman or 
Rapporteur of the committee. " 

I can think of only one reason why those two 
paragraphs are omitted and that is that in the 
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amendment of the rules it is I covered somewhere 
else. If that is the position, I shall beg leave to 
withdraw the amendment. · 

I have not withdrawn the amendment. I said 
that if the point was covered somewhere else in 
the rules, I should be happy to withdraw it, but I 
want to know why the committee is taking out 
the two paragraphs. I 

I 

The PRESIDENT (Tran$lation). - We will 
tidy up later. 

Does anyone wish to speak against the amend
ment? ... 

What is the committee's fPinion? 
I 

Mr. SPIES von BUL~ESHEIM (Federal 
Republic of Germany) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, I am afraid I do not know at the moment 
because we assumed that Amendments 5 and 7 
had been withdrawn during the last part-session, 
because Lord Hughes said iq_ December: "I shall 
not move Amendments 5 an4i 7. Ofthe remain
ing five amendments the I committee is pre
pared ... " and so on. And before that he said: "I 
could not understand why the committee pro
posed to leave out certain sections of the 
rules. This morning I met qtembers ofthe com
mittee and I am satisfied that leaving out those 
parts is correct." I 

That was his opinion in ·December. So we 
assumed that these two amendments had been 
withdrawn. Lord Hughes, you were completely 
satisfied with the answer we gave you in Decem
ber - I have the minutes here. That is why I am 
not in a position at the motilent to answer your 
new question: I - or whiche~' er of us is responsi
ble - would again have t look through the 
papers to see what came be ore and after. 

I should like to ask, Mr. President, whether 
Lord Hughes is not prepared,to do what he did in 
December, that is, to say he· is satisfied with the 
answer - even if he has n$ forgotten what it 
was - or whether the amend ent was not in fact 
withdrawn in December a d is therefore still 
under discussion. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lord 
Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United ¥ingdom). - I must 
plead my age in defence. Jf Mr. Edwards had 
not been here this morning,: I should have been 
in the chair as the oldest member present. 

I must admit that I cannot remember the 
explanation that the com~ittee gave me in 
December. But apparently I am in the same 
boat as younger men si~e Mr. Spies von 
Biillesheim says that he can ot say what he told 
me in December because he has not had time to 
discover what he said on that occasion. 
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The committee is proposing to take out these 
two paragraphs. My recollection is that some
thing happened in December which made the 
committee think that I might be right about a ref
erence back. But if there is doubt in the com
mittee's mind, I do not think that it is a matter 
on which we should divide because, if it turns 
out that the committee has made a mess of the 
rule by omitting these two paragraphs, it will 
have to put them back again. 

If Mr. Spies von Biillesheim can discover what 
he said and remind me what I said in December, 
we can come back to it next time. 

I beg to ask leave to withdraw the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Amend
ment 5 is withdrawn. 

I call Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom).- On a point 
of order, Mr. President. I am in no way in con
flict with my colleague Lord Hughes, who wishes 
to withdraw the amendment. However, there 
are a number of other members who are signa
tories to the amendment. Lord Hughes may 
have been given an explanation in December 
which he has forgotten and which Mr. Spies von 
Biillesheim has also forgotten. But those of us 
who are also signatories to the amendment never 
received any explanation. Therefore, I hope 
that before this sitting is over Lord Hughes, I and 
the other signatories to the amendment can have 
the explanation. That seems to be entirely reason
able. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - However 
that may be, Amendment 5 has been with
drawn. 

I shall now take Amendment 16 tabled by Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg to whom I apologise for not 
having taken it in order. 

The amendment reads as follows: 

16. In paragraph 14 of the draft resolution on 
the revision ofthe Rules of Procedure, in the sec
ond line of the proposed new paragraph 2, leave 
out "Unless otherwise decided by the Presi
dent". 

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
Amendment 16 has been tabled really to ask the 
Rapporteurs a question. If they can answer it, I 
shall not press the amendment. 

Unless we amend the wording, it is 
ambiguous. Does the phrase which the amend
ment seeks to leave out give the President 
authority to waive the provision that amend-
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ments must be in writing and the need to table 
them before the end of the preceding sitting, or 
only the second? 

It is a simple question. A two-word answer 
will suffice. I shall be delighted to withdraw the 
amendment when I get the answer, but clearly I 
need an answer. 

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

Would the committee please give its opinion 
and at the same time reply to Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg's question. He will then decide 
whether to maintain his amendment or not in 
the light of that reply. 

Mr. SPIES von BULLESHEIM (Federal 
Republic of Germany) (Translation).- Mr. Presi
dent, we must go back to Rule 29 in this 
connection. Rule 29 (2) has been reworded. It 
now reads: "... shall be distributed without 
delay. Unless otherwise decided by the Presi
dent, no amendment shall be proposed and put 
to the vote in the Assembly if it has not been 
tabled at the latest before the end of the 
sitting ... ". We now have an amendment seek
ing the deletion of the words: "Unless otherwise 
decided by the President" if the amendment has 
not been previously distributed. In committee, 
however, we considered it right that the Presi
dent should have some freedom. It may after 
all happen that an amendment, on which the 
political groups or committees perhaps agree, is 
suddenly tabled, and the President should then 
be permitted to declare this amendment 
admissible. I believe the exceptional nature of 
this possibility is already clear from the wording: 
"Unless otherwise decided by the 
President". The President will, we believe, be 
very wary of taking advantage of this right and 
do so only when there is no significant opposi
tion. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Do you 
maintain your amendment, Sir Geoffrey? 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
I am grateful for that answer but it does not 
answer my question. Mr. Spies von Biillesheim 
said that it would apply unless the President 
thinks that it is not very important. Does that 
mean in writing, the tabling of amendments, or 
both? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - So you 
maintain your Amendment 16. I shall now put 
it to the vote. 

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

Amendment 16 is agreed to. 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg has tabled Amendment 
17 which reads: 
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17. In paragraph 15 of the draft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules of Procedure, omit the 
proposal to leave out paragraph 6 of Rule 31. 

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). -
As I said earlier to Mr. Eysink, I am happy to 
withdraw the amendment and refer it to the 
committee. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -Noted. 

Lord Hughes and others have tabled Amend
ment 6 which reads: 

6. In paragraph 18, line 4, of the draft resolu
tion on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, 
leave out "and there is no opposition to it". 

I call Lord Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom). - At the 
beginning of today's business we re-elected you, 
Mr. President. The rules are clear. If there is 
only one candidate for the office of President he 
is to be declared elected. However, in commit
tee the procedure is different. If there is only 
one candidate in committee he is elected, unless 
there is opposition. 

Normally in committee the rules for election 
follow the rules for the Assembly. I suggest that 
if only one candidate is proposed in committee 
and someone does not agree with that candidate 
he should do that which is required in the Assem
bly and put forward another candi
date. If there is only one candidate he should 
be elected there and then. The procedure in 
committee would then be the same as it is in the 
Assembly. The amendment is simple. 

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

What is the committee's opinion? 

Mr. EYSINK (Netherlands). - This amend
ment was taken to the committee where it was 
agreed. We propose to agree to it now. 

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

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

Amendment 6 is agreed to. 

Lord Hughes and others have tabled Amend
ment 7 which reads: 

7. In paragraph 21, line 4, of the draft resolu
tion on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, 
leave out "Leave out paragraph 4(b).". 

I call Lord Hughes. 
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Lord HUGHES (United. Kingdom). - This 
amendment was taken with ~mendment 5 and I 
accepted it. I think that th~ amendment is not 
moved. 

The PRESIDENT (Tran~lation). - Amend
ment 7 therefore has no fuljther purpose and is 
therefore withdrawn. 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg has tabled Amendment 
18 which reads: 

I 

18. In paragraph 22 of th~ draft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules of Procedure, in the 
proposed new paragraph 4 of Rule 42, leave out 
"However, the Assembly Jinay decide, at the 
request of the committee, tq place the report on 
the agenda unless twenty representatives are 
opposed. Such a decision shall be taken before 
the order of business is adopted (Rule 18).". 

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsbetg. 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
I am happy to refer this to the committee, as I 
said earlier. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The 
amendment therefore falls. 

We have now finished :with the series of 
amendments that raised no I problem in relation 
to the Charter. So far evecything is clear and 
easy. 

We now come to four ~mendments which 
have obvious connections with the Charter and 
would normally require a prior vote in relation 
to the Charter before they can be considered. 

I shall therefore consult tljte Assembly on how 
we should proceed. For nlY part I would like 
the committee to be kind enough to give its point 
of view again on the procedure it would like the 
Assembly to follow. After. that we shall then 
take the decision required I by the Assembly's 
reaction. The question I a~k you is whether we 
should begin by examining, the amendments to 
the Charter before Amendm~nts 2, 8, 9 and 11 to 
the Rules of Procedure. 

I 

I call Mr. Valleix on a p~int of order. 

Mr. V ALLEIX (France) (Translation). - The 
fact is we have no choice. Constitutional law 
takes precedence over cothmon law. In the 
same way the Charter prevalils over the Rules of 
Procedure. You have stated the problem very 
clearly but it is your conclusion that I cannot fol-
low. I 

It is clear that the Assembly could well waste 
its time were it to discuss amendments to the 
Rules of Procedure affecting the Charter without 
having first decided on cha~es to the Charter in 
accordance with its own sp~cific rules. 

That is why, ladies and gentlemen, I think we 
need to be clear-sighted in our discussions and 
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Mr. Valleix (continued) 

should not initiate a procedure that cannot work 
properly. A moment ago the lawyer's blood 
curdled in my veins. To move forward in our 
debate we should perhaps conclude with the 
resolution amending the Rules of Procedure 
since so far it does not affect the Charter. We 
could then consider whether we are in a position 
to debate the Charter and, if not, decide to post
pone the amendment of the Charter and the 
related rules. The Assembly is the supreme 
authority in these matters. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lord 
Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom). - I shall 
not attempt to disguise my remarks as a point of 
order, Mr. President. As the supporter of two of 
the amendments I think that it would be totally 
unfair to those members of the Assembly who 
are not here, but who will be expected to vote, if 
we were to discuss the amendments today and 
ask them to vote in ignorance of what is said. I 
want a decision on my amendments to be held 
over. 

The four amendments cover two matters. 
One deals with alternative methods of adopting 
the Charter in relation to the Clerk and the other 
with two ways of changing the rules. Only one 
debate is required, but the vote is important and 
we should not talk about it today and ask mem
bers to vote in ignorance, tomorrow or the next 
day. I am anxious that there should be no fur
ther discussion today on the amendments. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does the 
committee wish to speak again? 

Mr. UNLAND (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, I do not think we 
can proceed in any other way than Lord Hughes 
has just suggested. I cannot, however, conceal 
my deep concern about the way these things 
have been done in the last eighteen 
months. Mr. President, it was the Bureau that 
called on the committee to take up this 
matter. The committee has discussed these 
problems very carefully at numerous long meet
ings. 

I cannot help thinking that there are forces in 
the Assembly that want to side-step the Bureau's 
opinion. 

I really do not know whether there is much 
point in continuing this discussion. I feel it 
rather depends on the Bureau's self-respect. If 
the Bureau no longer intends to abide by its for
mer position, it should withdraw its letter of 
December 1984. That would be an end to the 
matter. It would mean that we had been twid
dling our fingers all this time. The alternative is 
this: if the Bureau keeps to its view, it should 
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also create a situation in this Assembly which 
enables the discussion of this subject to be con
cluded with as many representatives present as 
possible. 

Anything else, it seems to me, would be 
incompatible with both the Bureau's and the 
committee's self-respect. 

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

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - We are 
discussing a problem which concerns the whole 
Assembly. I would like to make this point very 
strongly. The Assembly cannot regard itself as a 
kind of dependency of the Bureau. The Assem
bly is made up of parliamentarians who are all 
entitled to express their views in complete free
dom and to formulate the legal text governing 
the activities of the body to which they belong in 
accordance with what they regard as the correct 
principles and ideas. That is the point. In this 
context we do not consider that the proposal put 
forward by the Bureau, but never discussed any
where, can be regarded as binding. 
Furthermore, I do not think that we have been 
wasting time here. I do not believe that a com
mittee called upon to discuss a problem in an 
objective manner should do so on the basis of 
instructions from the Bureau; on the contrary, it 
should do so bearing in mind that the work of 
the Assembly must be governed in the best possi
ble manner. This is the principle which should 
prevail. Otherwise, the committee and the 
Rapporteur would simply have to carry out the 
Bureau's orders. 

Finally, I would stress that I disagree com
pletely with the previous speaker. We have not 
been prevaricating. We have done our work as 
parliamentarians with conviction and 
sincerity. That is what I would ask of this 
Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Cox but I would ask you not to abuse the oppor
tunity of this debate on a point of order. 

Mr. COX (United Kingdom). - Sadly, we are 
getting into utter confusion over our Rules of 
Procedure, which should be one of the major 
aspects of this Assembly. I am a member of this 
committee, and know that we have spent a great 
deal of time discussing these issues at the request 
of this Assembly. I strongly feel - I am sure 
that other members of the committee do so as 
well - that we are never given a fair 
hearing. Mr. Moulias attended the committee 
today and heard the comments that were 
expressed. 

If we are now being told that the discussion 
will be adjourned, that will give no incentive 
whatever to the members of that committee to 
do the job that they were asked to do. We are 
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therefore entitled to some guidance from you, 
Mr. President, about when we shall have an 
opportunity to discuss these issues. 

Mr. Bianco used the phrase " government in 
the best possible way", and no one would 
disagree. But the reports and amendments of 
this committee should also be listened to and 
discussed in the best possible way. I do not 
believe that that has happened either today or in 
relation to other debates that we have held on 
issues that have been considered by our commit
tee. 

If not today, then at the earliest time tomor
row you should give some indication, Mr. Presi
dent, of how you envisage this committee's 
reports and recommendations being properly 
discussed and voted upon in the future. It is 
not a question of whether they are accepted or 
rejected. Rather, it is whether the committee 
feels that it is performing a function of this 
Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
Mr. Cox. In the arguments that it is my duty to 
put forward as President of the Assembly in the 
defence of conscientious work and in the respect 
of all the freedoms of committees, individual 
members and the organs speaking in the name of 
the Assembly, I can only endorse the sentiments 
he has expressed. 

My concern, as I told Mr. Manfred Schulte, 
Chairman of the Committee on Rules of Proce
dure and Privileges, was to do all I could to facil
itate a debate that could be brought to a conclu
sion today. Unfortunately, the quorum 
problem is an obstacle about which we can 
clearly do nothing. Speaking for the Assembly, 
I keenly regret this fact. 

In my opening address this morning, setting 
the subject in the political context, I took the lib
erty of voicing a number of sometimes severe 
criticisms regarding the things that impede the 
work of WEU and its potential for revival. I 
believe that the Assembly too, when its own 
affairs are in question, has a duty to take these 
criticisms to heart and I appeal to all my fellow 
members to speak about them in the right places. 

Legally, we recognise that the Charter takes 
precedence. We cannot vote for changes to the 
rules which do not comply with it. We there
fore have to amend the Charter before we can 
amend the Rules of Procedure. That being so I 
see no other possibility than to ask the Assembly 
to postpone its consideration of the amendments 
to the Rules of Procedure that are related to 
those tabled to the Charter and to postpone the 
vote on the four amendments particularly since 
we are not in a position, in the circumstances, to 
vote on the whole of the draft resolution tabled 
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by the Committee on Rule~ of Procedure and 
Privileges. 

Since we would like to give the Assembly 
every possible chance of taking a decision on 
these proposals I would like the Clerk of the 
Assembly to inform all members that an impor
tant vote on the Charter is to take place 
tomorrow. They would nee4 to have this notice 
tomorrow morning either in 1heir pigeonholes or 
via their delegations, whichever is felt best. 

Immediately after the vo~e on Mr. Bianco's 
report, so as not to interrupt proceedings, the 
Assembly should vote on the amendments it was 
not possible to discuss toda~ and I hope a quo
rum will be reached. 

I would ask all my colle~gues to keep their 
speeches or explanations short because tomor
row will be a very heavy day. The President 
will do everything he can fori the debate to con
clude as it should. Please make an effort to be 
there and please, therefor~, accept my pro-
posal. I 

Are there any objections?.~. 

I call Lord H ughes. i 

Lord HUGHES (United Kirzgdom).- Will you. 
amplify that a little further, Mr. Pre
sident? When do you expect that vote to take 
place? How long is Mr. Biapco likely to go on 
for? It is much better if we can tell our friends 
that we are likely to be discu$sing the Charter at 
such and such a time. I 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Lord 
Hughes, I imagine the Clerk dfthe Assembly will 
be able to fix a time that wili be communicated 
to all members. 

But I would make one p<J,int. The number 
needed to vote on the repot1, forty-five, is less 
than half of an Assembly con~isting of nearly one 
hundred members. If no more than half the 
parliamentarians cannot be present for Mr. 
Bianco's report things really ~ill be desperate. 

I am quite happy to sim~lify the work and 
facilitate the day's proceedin$s in the Assembly 
for members but the least thley can do is to be 
present at debates on so important a subject as 
the reactivation of WEU. I 

We shall follow your very wise advice Lord 
Hughes. We shall set a spea\cing time but, after 
the vote on Mr. Bianco's report, we must go on 
immediately to the votes. on the amend-
ments. I 

I have just been told, quite rightly, that the 
debate is in the morning an4 the voting in the 
afternoon. 

That is so. My apologie~. We shall there
fore be voting tomorrow afternoon. Perhaps 
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that will help us to get the maximum number of 
members present in the chamber. I maintain 
my proposal. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom). - Let us 
deal with realities. It was originally suggested 
that this should be the first business tomorrow 
morning. We know perfectly well that we 
would not have a quorum then. People come in 
half an hour to an hour after the proceedings 
have started. If you put this issue off until the 
afternoon we will not have a quorum when we 
resume. The longer we go into the afternoon 
the more people will disappear, as has happened 
today. Ideally, this subject should be discussed 
at about 11 a.m. to 11.30 a.m. 

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

Mr. SCHULTE (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - I am sorry, but I am 
extremely annoyed, Mr. President. I have been 
asking for the floor for over a quarter of an hour 
now, but obviously no one has seen me. I 
believe the Chairman of the committee which 
considered the matter in hand should even be 
given priority. 

I am sorry, but I should like to point this out 
once again - I am also accountable to the mem
bers of the committee: if we are again allocated a 
time at which it is even now quite obvious that 
there will again be no quorum, which will 
undoubtedly be the case at 12 noon tomorrow 
because some members will already have left for 
lunch, I would suggest we should postpone this 
undertaking, because it is pointless. 

I at least am not prepared to play any part in 
making this Assembly and specifically the Com
mittee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges look 
ridiculous. I am absolutely serious about 
this. I should point out that the committee was 
extremely annoyed about the treatment it 
receives. It is the only committee that needs a 
quorum to perform its work - work which we 
do, not because we derive any particular pleasure 
from amending the Rules of Procedure, but 
because we want to help this Assembly. 

I believe we have made it quite clear that we 
were and are prepared to do this. We now 
expect those responsible to arrange things in such 
a way and at such a time as to enable us to reach 
decisions. Otherwise I shall be forced to resign 
as Chairman of this committee, a post I took on 
again today. 

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

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, we want to work in a calm and orderly 
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fashion but unfortunately this has not been the 
case. 

I think that the committee was fully entitled to 
ask that there should at some point be a full 
assembly. A specific time should therefore be 
set tomorrow morning- 11 a.m.- 11.30 a.m.
for the continuation of this debate. I would add 
that the committee might work out a compro
mise on the amendment - the only problem is 
not one of timetable but of voting on the ques
tion of the Clerk of the Assembly - and we could 
then make speedier progress. 

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

Mr. COLEMAN (United Kingdom). - The 
Assembly has to make up its mind. It can work 
only if it has rules and procedures. All of the 
other reports that come to this Assembly are of 
no value unless we have an assembly. The 
Assembly is based on its rules and its 
functioning. This Assembly is making a fool of 
itself. It must formalise and settle these 
matters. Otherwise a discussion of other 
reports will be a waste of time. They will have 
no substance. We should get down to dealing 
with this matter at the earliest possible time. 

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

Mr. ANTONI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, I did not wish to speak again but I 
have some questions concerning the criticisms 
that have been made concerning the way the 
Assembly works. 

The committee is entitled to the fullest respect 
but we have a Charter which lays down a certain 
procedure for the appointment of the Clerk. 
What is the urgency of such a change to the 
Charter? 

Our amendment stipulates that the question 
should remain a matter for the Assem
bly. Anyone concerned about the Assembly 
should therefore support our amendment. If 
there is no quorum, the question of numbers 
should come up again at the appropriate time. 

As an amendment which fully respects the 
Charter has been submitted, I cannot see why the 
Assembly should complain; on the contrary this 
should be completely natural. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We have to 
take a decision. 

Mr. Reddemann and Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 
still want to speak. With your permission, 
ladies and gentlemen, I would like to make a pro
posal following which you can speak if you wish. 

I 

We need to conclude the debate with the nec
essary quorum. I would like the Chairman of 
the Committee on Rules of Procedure to know 
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that the President of the Assembly has done 
everything he possibly can. What is more you 
can see that I am trying my hardest to find a 
solution. If I fail it will clearly not be the fault 
of the President alone. 

As to good will, I would like it to be displayed 
by everyone. Until now I have not once refused 
to allow the committee to speak. In fact when I 
introduced the procedure for consideration of 
the last four amendments which I had shelved, 
the first thing I did was to ask the committee for 
its opinion. At that time none of its members 
wished to speak and that is how the debate 
started. I recognise that the committee has the 
right to speak whenever it so wishes but the Pres
ident is surely not at fault if he cannot every time 
heed every request that is put. You know, 
ladies and gentlemen, how concerned I am to 
defend the interests of the committee whose 
work has been particularly complicated. Let us 
drop the accusations of ill will and the displays of 
temperament which will get us nowhere. 

With regard to the voting it is true that I com
plicated things somewhat by misreading a time
table and forgetting that we had decided there 
would be no voting tomorrow morning. It is 
true that all the votes have been grouped together 
at the end of the proceedings on Tuesday, 3rd 
June to facilitate reaching a quorum. I there
fore propose that the vote be taken on the last 
amendments tomorrow irrespective of the 
importance of the reports presented. 

In conclusion, to give the maximum guarantee 
and to respond to the truly anguished plea from 
the Chairman of the Committee on Rules of Pro
cedure I propose to give priority, in the series of 
votes to take place after tomorrow's main politi
cal debate and the hearing of the ministers, to 
that concerning the draft resolution of the Com
mittee on Rules of Procedure. 

Would the Clerk of the Assembly kindly 
inform all members by having a note stressing 
the importance of their presence tomorrow after
noon placed in their pigeonholes and on their 
desks. 

I call Mr. Reddemann. 

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, if at the 
end of this debate we are still surprised that the 
Council of Ministers does not take us as seri
ously as we would like, we would do better to be 
surprised at ourselves. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
for echoing one of the points 1I made. I am per
fectly aware of its importance. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I a* for your approval 
of the proposal that we shou~d vote on the draft 
resolutions of the Committee on Rules of Proce
dure and Privileges at the beginning of the series 
of votes to be taken after the !discussion with the 
ministers. · 

Are there any objections?.r 

It is so decided. 
1 

10. Date, time and ordfrs of the day 
of the next si~ting 

The PRESIDENT (Transllj.tion). - I propose 
that the Assembly hold its next public sitting 
tomorrow morning, Tuesday, 3rd June, at 10 
a.m. with the following orde~s of the day: 

1. Reactivation of WEU - 1 its tasks, structure 
and place in Europe (Presentation of and 
debate on the report of ~he General Affairs 
Committee, Document l 058). 

2. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first 
annual report of the Co~ncil (Presentation 
of and debate on the repprt of the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 
Document 1059 and amendments). 

3. Scientific, technologidtl and aerospace 
questions and Western European defence 
(Presentation of and debflte on the report of 
the Committee on Scien~ific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions, Document 1055 
and amendments). . 

4. Draft opinion on the bukigets of the minis
terial organs ofWEU for 1985 (revised) and 
1986 (Presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Commitltee on Budgetary 
Affairs and Administration, Document 
1054). 

I 

Are there any objections? .. J 

The orders of the day of l!he next sitting are 
therefore agreed to. ' 

Does anyone wish to spea~? ... 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at J.55 p.m.) 



THIRD SITTING 

Tuesday, 3rd June 1986 

SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the minutes. 
Speaker: Lord Hughes. 

2. Attendance register. 

3. Reactivation of WEU - its tasks, structure and place in 
Europe (Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
General Affairs Committee, Doe. 1058). 
Speakers : Mr. Bianco (Rapporteur), Mr. Spies von 
Bullesheim, Mr. Vecchietti, Sir Anthony Grant, Mr. 
Cavaliere, Mr. Giust, Mr. Masciadri, Mr. Bassinet, Mr. 
Sarti, Mr. Hardy, Mr. Wilkinson, Mr. Rauti, Mr. Burger, 

Mr. Rees, Mr. Gansel, Mr. De Decker, Mr. Fiandrotti, Mr. 
Bianco (Rapporteur). Mr. Berrier (Chairman of the com
mittee). 

4. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first annual report of 
the Council (Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. 
1059 and amendments). 
Speakers: Mr. Amadei (Rapporteur), Mr. Milani, Mr. 
Berger, Mr. Antoni. 

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

The sitting was opened at 10.05 a. m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

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

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In accor
dance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? ... 

The minutes are agreed to. 

I call Lord Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom).- I want to 
challenge the correctness of the minutes. I hope 
that your last remark, Mr. President, does not 
preclude me from doing so. I was on my feet 
when you stated that the minutes were 
adopted. 

It is stated in the minutes that the vote on the 
Rules of Procedure will be taken this 
afternoon. I understood that the Assembly's 
wish was clearly established and that the vote 
would be taken immediately after the conclusion 
of Mr. Bianco's debate. It has been demon
strated to members of the Assembly that forty
five votes are needed in favour of an amendment 
to the Charter. Yesterday afternoon there were 
never more than thirty members sitting in the 
room despite the fact that sixty members of the 
Assembly had signed the register. 

If one wished to prevent forty-five votes from 
being taken in favour, the best way to do so 
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would be to ensure that we discussed the matter 
this afternoon. The result would be exactly the 
same. I therefore suggest that the minutes 
would have been more correct if they had con
tained the wish of the Assembly that the decision 
be taken this morning. Whether that is done or 
not, I hope that the orders of the day will be 
altered to allow us to take that decision at the 
conclusion of Mr. Bianco's debate. If we wait 
until after Baroness Young has spoken, which I 
think will be this morning, or wait until this 
afternoon, we shall not have forty-five votes and 
I am certain that the Committee on Rules of Pro
cedure and Privileges will be justified in saying: 
"Let us abandon the whole operation. We are 
not prepared to be humiliated at that time. " 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - It was in 
any case my intention to make a comment here 
before proceeding with the orders of the 
day. The minutes have been adopted and are 
perfectly correct. I first suggested yesterday that 
a vote should be taken after the presentation of 
Mr. Bianco's report, that is to say this morning, 
but after the fairly full debates which we had and 
seeing that all the day's political votes had been 
grouped together at the end of the sitting, it was 
decided at my suggestion that the vote on the 
draft resolutions of the Committee on Rules of 
Procedure and Privileges should take place after 
the addresses by ministers and before the other 
political votes this afternoon. 

In order to ensure we have a quorum, I asked 
the Clerk of the Assembly to notify all Assembly 
members that this vote would take place at the 
beginning of the series of votes to be taken this 
Tuesday afternoon, 3rd June. 
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Ladies and gentlemen, today's orders of the 
day have been adopted, and I ask you to trust the 
Chair, so that these important votes can take 
place as smoothly as possible. I shall use my 
best endeavours to this end but I appeal for strict 
observance of the time allowed to speakers, so 
that all the votes can be taken and the debate 
with the ministers can be properly conducted. 

2. Attendance register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The names 
of the substitutes attending this sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be pub
lished with the list of representatives appended 
to the minutes of proceedings 1• 

3. Reactivation of WEU - its tasks, structure 
and place in Europe 

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
General Affairs Committee, Doe. 1058) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The orders 
of the day now provide for the presentation of 
and debate on the report of the General Affairs 
Committee on the reactivation of WEU - its 
tasks, structure and place in Europe, Document 
1058. 

Before calling Mr. Bianco, I congratulate those 
delegates who have been elected, or re-elected, to 
the chairmanship of committees: Mr. Berrier has 
been elected Chairman of the General Affairs 
Committee, Mr. Schulte has been re-elected 
Chairman of the Committee on Rules of Proce
dure and Privileges, Mr. Wilkinson has been 
elected Chairman of the Committee on Scien
tific, Technological and Aerospace Questions, 
and Sir Dudley Smith has been re-elected Chair
man of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and 
Administration. 

The other committees have not yet changed 
their officers. 

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

Mt. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pres
ident, ladies and gentlemen, the report that I am 
presenting to the Assembly today is based on 
three points. Initially, it was to be a reply to the 
Council's thirty-first report, which I do not 
think, however, we shall be able to discuss 
here. Secondly, there was the problem of 
Portugal's application and Spain's wish to join 
WEU. The third point to be covered was the 

1. See page 26. 
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follow-up to an amendment approved by the 
Assembly concerning Mr. Jl'errier's report. I 
think, however, that the reast· n for focusing the 
debate on the reactivation o WEU is first and 
foremost a hope encouraged by the meeting in 
Rome in October 1984, which was arranged spe
cifically to promote the revival of WEU. At 
that time, there was a kind of revival of the Euro
pean spirit which motivated the member coun
tries of WEU to take large sti" des forward when 
the organisation first came i to being. 

Mr. President, ladies and g ntlemen, we would 
not wish that this flame which seemed to be lit in 
Rome should be regarded as burnt out or 
drowned in the waters around Venice. It would 
be a serious matter and I thinlk unfair to say that 
this has now happened. A~mittedly, there are 
matters for legitimate concern at the 
moment. This concern was expressed in vigor
ous terms yesterday by our Plresident, Mr. Caro, 
when, almost with a cry of grief, which revealed 
his political enthusiasm, he stressed the failures 
and disillusions created by ~he policy followed 
over the last two years. I dl not wish to be as 
pessimistic. I prefer to thin that Venice repre
sents only a pause for though , although there are 
undoubtedly negative sign ; and these are 
cumulative. It could well be said that numer
ous facts and actions seem to be geared to the 
single plan of depriving our organisation of all 
power. 

I shall not dwell for examqle on the problems 
of the budget and of the 1 structures of our 
Assembly. They will be discussed at another 
time. I shall simply stress here that there has 
been too little willingness to provide the Assem
bly with the proper resources it requires. I 
would say to the representatives of the Council 
that the Assembly is politicaily the most impor
tant part of WEU. I b lieve this to be 
undeniable. The Assembly ocuses attention on 
security problems both here and in national 
parliaments. If the Assembly were deprived of 
power, the very purpose of WEU would in some 
way be destroyed and, as I mlust again stress, the 
idea of European security w~ld be lost. In the 
past we have regarded WE as a pillar of the 
Atlantic Alliance; this was th attempt to define a 
doctrine and to formulate ideas and principles; a 
doctrine which should unquestionably be deyel
oped and better defined. 

This principle was, howev{jr, the basic concept 
around which it was possitle to work. This 
concept which is unquest onably of central 
importance did not appe r in the Venice 
communique and I ask what significance should 
be attached to its omission. Only an oversight 
or a change of perspectives?' 

Anyone who, two years aft~r Rome, reflects on 
what has happened since wj.ll note not only a 
failure to build further but flso, as is undoubt-
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edly becoming a matter of concern, the progres
sive disappearance of the only principle which 
seemed to have been generally adopted, namely 
the principle of WEU as the European pillar of 
the Atlantic Alliance. We are starting all over 
again. In what direction? How? Where? 

My feeling is that the Venice communique 
reflects in some measure both uncertainty and 
disagreement. In their communique, the gov
ernments conceal behind good intentions the 
lack of any definite strategy. But as the old say
ing has it: "The road to hell is paved with good 
intentions", and what is more a will is not built 
on good intentions. The will expressed by the 
Assembly on many occasions is different and one 
which we believe is to be found in the peoples of 
our countries; Europe should have a voice and 
thus must be capable of adopting co-ordinated 
policies in order to speak with a single voice say
ing the same things. 

Is this merely a utopian hope? I do not think 
so because the great founders of Europe who first 
began to speak of Europe were utopians but also 
realists. 

By unanimously approving the report I have 
presented, members of the Assembly have shown 
that a united view exists. As they said in Latin: 
"Unum idem sentire ". There is a demand for 
the harmonisation of European security policies 
and an attempt to strengthen this organisation 
following the road which seemed to have opened 
up in Rome. 

We fail therefore to understand the doubts 
which have emerged concerning for example the 
extension of WEU in reply to the application 
received a long time ago from Portugal. 

The same can be said of another country, 
Spain, which is more cautious but open to the 
possibility of involving itself in the problems of 
WEU. 

We know the arguments and objections which 
have been put forward against the extension of 
WEU; it is feared that its compact structure 
might in some measure be weakened. We take 
the opposing view that these countries would 
make a valuable contribution and that security 
policy would become more consistent, because of 
the clear wish expressed by the countries con
cerned to become involved. 

I should like to add that I regard it as unac
ceptable that a country like Portugal which 
belongs to the EEC should be kept waiting on the 
mat without opening the door. This is becom
ing unpleasant and is spoiling the atmosphere of 
cordiality and co-operation which should exist 
between countries on the basis of mutual 
trust. The objections raised are therefore not 
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based on an objective assessment or a close polit
ical analysis. 

We have also received other requests revealing 
the interest of a number of countries in our 
organisation; my report mentions the requests 
from Norway and Denmark. A number of 
appropriate decisions taken on the basis of fixed 
criteria set out in the report, which I hope mem
bers will read, offer guidelines for choosing the 
political action which we should take in the com
ing months. 

This morning, the General Affairs Committee 
decided to travel to Denmark for further con
tacts in November next, in order to exchange 
ideas and define attitudes. There is an impor
tant point, however. Here and now in this 
Assembly there are other observers from friendly 
and allied countries. It is a matter of satisfac
tion that even through a thousand difficulties 
and the doubts which exist concerning the pur
pose and work of WEU, our organisation still 
arouses interest, still meets with approval and 
still acts as a magnet. It is to the common 
advantage of the seven countries to ensure that 
this interest does not diminish but is strength
ened and becomes another focus of agreement 
capable of maintaining its power of attraction. 
From whatever point of view the international 
situation is considered I believe it true to say that 
there is a need for Europe and therefore for Euro
pean unity. "Believe in Europe" was the head
line in this morning's edition of a big French 
newspaper; Europe is needed in order to put an 
end to East-West tension and misunderstandings 
between America and the USSR, to focus atten
tion on problems relating to disarmament in the 
European theatre and to achieve careful, meas
ured and balanced progress on new problems, 
strategic concepts and the various approaches to 
technological development programmes in all 
fields and directions. No one here should have 
the illusion that this can be done alone. 

Yesterday, I was looking at a book recently 
published in France on a subject of great impor
tance for the future of our countries, namely, the 
so-called electronic chain. All the data and ele
ments brought together in this journalistic study 
point to the conclusion that no country can act 
alone and on its own meet the great international 
challenge opposing Europe to Japan and the 
United States. Our co-operation is the key to 
our being listened to as an independent and sig
nificant entity. Without any aspiration to self
sufficiency and without any attempt to become a 
third force we must, in collaboration with our 
great ally, speak as Europe if we are to count and 
to have any independent significance. If we are 
unable to express common points of view we 
shall not even be able to define our perspectives 
clearly and the same therefore applies to strategic 
objectives. 
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In all directions there are uncertainty and 
doubts on matters which should be jointly agreed 
and which are fundamental for Europe, such as 
the programmes which have been proposed by a 
number of countries. Take, for example, the 
outcome of the dialogue between Europe and the 
United States on SDI. More and more political 
analysts and experts on the subject are realising 
that the weakness lies in Europe's inability to 
state a common point of view. Despite the fact 
that the Assembly meeting here last December 
approved guidelines which might be useful for 
governments, we have continued to act sepa
rately each for ourselves. No country has been 
able to assess accurately the possible greater or 
lesser significance of purely industrial collabora
tion, involving agreement between the industries 
of the various countries and the SDI programme; 
and no country has succeeded in studying the 
positive return which might be achieved by 
greater involvement of our countries, in order to 
influence the course of events and have some
thing to say on the next development stage in 
order to carry political weight. 

In my view, this type of policy of separate 
action by each country leads to confusion and 
overlapping. The programmes, including those 
of most interest such as Esprit and Eureka, which 
should be more closely co-ordinated, are not get
ting off the ground. 

There is, therefore, unbelievable confusion. 
The lack of European co-operation also involves 
a lack of strategic clarity. And when there is no 
clear view on strategies, there is less joint 
involvement and less mobilisation of economic 
and industrial energy and resources. U nfortu
nately, we are again witnessing in Europe the 
emergence of the shadow and illusion of nation
alistic options. There is a move back towards 
the idea that each country can on its own handle 
the crises and serious developments building up 
on the horizon. In order to give Europe a role 
of the importance due to it- as the report says
we should define the relationship between our 
organisation and the other European ins
titutions. There are too many meeting pla
ces, too many entities and too many sets of 
initials all mixed up together and the same sub
jects are discussed in different places sometimes 
by the same people; as a result nothing concrete 
is achieved, nothing is completed and no clear 
positions emerge. This role should, for exam
ple, be defined and it should be decided whether 
the problems ought to be dealt with in one place 
or another. We have a primary responsibility in 
the matter of armaments but some countries 
tend to discuss the subject in the IEPG. 

Quoting this as one example only, I believe 
that some of this overlapping should be 
eliminated. I think that the modified Brussels 
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Treaty provides a particulatly favourable basis 
for the co-ordination of European security 
policy. Some of its articles fOUld provide major 
points of reference but theit narrow interpreta
tion, which unfortunately efrged at the Venice 
meeting also, does not help r activation and clar
ification of the role ofWEU. I consider that the 
treaty is a valuable instru ent for concerted 
action. Article V for example and also Articles 
VIII and IX are of major polhical importance. If, 
as the Venice communique Would appear to sug
gest, we reduce the treaty to an opportunity for 
the exchange of ideas and consultation, we shall 
be depriving Europe of the future of the only 
basis in international law- namely, the Brussels 
Treaty - for the construction of a common for
eign and defence policy. 

As an Italian I should like to mention an event 
which involved my country - the Libyan attack 
on Lampedusa. I believe that this was a classi
cal case to which one of the salient provisions of 
the treaty applied. But thi$ type of agreement, 
which certainly cannot on i~s own be definitive 
and which must properly be' set in the context of 
the Atlantic Alliance, has its own role and signifi
cance, as I think the Pres dent said when he 
spoke yesterday; it has he capacity which 
should not be underestimat d to deter aggression 
and risky adventures. It ay even have a pre
ventive capacity. But, la ies and gentlemen, 
the reactivation of WEU ea Is for a calm atmos
phere and what we hope will be an ever
improving relationship between the Assembly 
and the Council. Consequently, there is one 
matter for regret. Yesterday, the Secretary
General spoke of mutual misunderstanding, but 
I believe that what is needed is a positive 
discussion; but for such a discussion to take 
place all misunderstandings must be elimi
nated. Everything must therefore be as Glear 
as possible. In the words of the old saying: 
"Clear agreements make good friends". Any 
doubts which may exist must be removed. It is 
obvious that we have psydhological difficulties 
because the Council's repott was not presented 
until 20th May, so that any ~etailed examination 
was impossible. I do not ~hink, however, that 
this cause for complai't should lead to 
tension. We must co-ope~te. May I say that 
the life of our organisatio , if it has a role -
which we think it has - s ould be close to the 
thoughts of both the Cou cil and the Assem-
bly. I 

Yesterday, I was pleased by the Secretary
General's remarks on the need to change the 
structure and forms of the relationship within 
WEU; such recognition is important and greatly 
appreciated by the Assembly. We cannot have 
a relationship based on old problems and differ
ences; but there is something of interest, in line 
with what the Chairman of the Council 
anticipated. I am referring to the question of 
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SDI. We therefore note with pleasure that the 
Secretary-General is prepared to change the 
structure of the report so as to provide genuinely 
significant points for discussion. 

We shall have to decide on important issues in 
the coming months. In the last few days the 
question has arisen of the United States' inten
tion to denounce the SALT 11 treaty, thus facing 
the European countries with major problems and 
the need to co-ordinate their position. The 
development of a European doctrine may find a 
first approach within WEU and therefore a first 
definition. 

We would say to the members of the Council 
that we know they have a difficult task and that 
co-operation and collaboration in Europe have 
their ups and downs; doubts emerge, there are 
pauses for thought and the process slows 
down. But, if we look back at the last thirty-five 
years of Europe's history, we see that Europe has 
nevertheless gone forward and that we have suc
ceeded in maintaining our collaboration and 
co-operation so much that the way forward is 
now irreversible. 

Our intention is to collaborate ever more 
closely, to hold positive talks aimed at construct
ing a common security policy in which WEU has 
a part to play. We should work for the same 
objectives within the same organisations so that 
if we are weakened, you are weakened certainly 
to disadvantage and with less future possibility 
of achieving objectives and carrying out political 
programmes. 

That is why a constructive approach is needed, 
taking into account problems relating to work
loads and procedures. We here have committed 
ourselves on procedural questions and some 
seem to have attached less importance to them 
than I feel they should. In any case, both work
loads and procedures should be backed by a 
strong political initiative. 

In this context, the Council should look 
closely at what the Assembly has suggested and 
at the expression of the popular will emerging in 
our countries. Pressure is growing among poli
ticians who, while maintaining the individuality, 
historic values and identities of each country, are 
moving increasingly towards wider integration. 

It is against this background that we are seek
ing co-operation from the Council and asking it 
to look closely at our suggestions and understand 
the underlying reasons. For example, when the 
President opened yesterday's sitting he proposed 
an initiative against terrorism and made a pro
posal which may or may not be shared, may or 
may not be valid in terms of the Brussels Treaty 
or, may raise problems of integration but which 
deserves an effort to understand its reasoning 
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and significance. It cannot merely be rejected 
or, may I say, be received with a complaisant 
smile; instead an effort should be made to inter
pret the reasons behind the proposal. 

Let us not forget that when the European idea 
first emerged, the great Europeans of the time, 
whose names you all know, believed that Euro
pean integration would be achieved primarily 
through the European defence community. The 
reasons why this community did not come into 
being are well known; WEU was to some extent 
a replacement to allow collaboration at that 
level. Let us not water down its role until it 
becomes non-existent or marginal. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the report I have pre
sented was unanimously approved by the com
mittee, where I heard expressions of a common 
determination to make a further contribution to 
the strengthening of our organisation. 

A common affirmative answer was given to 
the questions and doubts voiced by some as to 
whether WEU had a role or a function within the 
European context. Our road forward is difficult 
but we have made progress. I have said that we 
must not permit ourselves easy optimism but 
nor should we fall into pessimism. All of us -
parliament and Council- wish to work together 
through WEU for greater and closer European 
integration being convinced that if we work for 
security, for scientific collaboration and for inte
gration we shall be defending to better effect our 
freedom and traditions and will ultimately be 
working for peace. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Mr. Bianco. Your reception by the Assembly 
bears witness to the interest of what you have 
had to say in opening the political debate on this 
important day. 

The debate is now open. 

I call the first speaker on the list, Mr. Spies 
von Biillesheim. 

Mr. SPIES von BULLESHEIM (Federal 
Republic of Germany) (Translation).- Mr. Presi
dent, ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Bianco is to be 
greatly thanked for his report and congratulated 
for having presented so interesting a paper on a 
subject that has, admittedly, long been topical 
but has become a momentous issue during the 
last years and particularly during the last few 
months. 

The report needs to be read in association with 
our President's address to us yesterday. It was a 
critical speech, a fighting speech, but in its pres
entation of the facts it was also a saddening 
speech because in it the President pointed out 
that, in his view, co-operation with the Council 
was bad technically, financially and politically as 
well. It was technically bad because the infor-



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Spies von Bullesheim (continued) 

mation provided to us by the Council was insuf
ficient, came via the wrong channels, lacked the 
necessary breadth and arrived too late, as we can 
see from the belated issue of the thirty-first 
annual report. Financially bad, because not 
only are we not given the necessary resources, we 
are also expected, to take one example, to finance 
the inevitably mounting cost of pensions from 
savings at a time when we do not even possess a 
telex machine. Finally, it is politically bad 
because implementation of the good intentions 
formulated in Rome in autumn 1984 has not 
even been started. 

The President also said yesterday that he had 
the impression that the Council was moving, 
meanwhile, towards a limitative interpretation 
of the provisions of the Brussels Treaty to the 
effect that our Assembly could only be used for 
an exchange of views. 

Co-operation with our Secretary-General has 
certainly improved. It is highly encouraging 
that we should have received a letter informing 
us about the reorganisation in London and that 
the three newly-created agencies and their remits 
have been reported to us. However, the remits 
are as yet very slim in content. The three agen
cies have been asked to produce expert opinions 
but as long as they have no independent mission 
they will continue - we can but fear - to be 
somewhat dormant. At least, however, the 
reorganisation has brought to an end the situa
tion in which the organisations only had their 
old mandates to perform - tasks that in reality' 
no longer existed. As you know, savings were 
made on the Assembly in the past and at the 
same time obsolete structures with the costs they 
involved were preserved in the form of the agen
cies which had ceased to have any real job to 
do. The reorganisation that has now become 
effective has certainly put an end to this unac
ceptable situation. But the new agencies are 
still without any concrete tasks in the pipeline 
and are waiting for the political responsibilities 
that we hope will be entrusted to WEU. 

In his report, Mr. Bianco dealt in some consid
erable detail with the enlargement of WEU. 
With regard to other countries that might request 
or be considering accession, the question natu
rally arises as to what it is they want to join. Is 
it the modified Brussels Treaty, is it the old Brus
sels Treaty or is it a treaty that will be amended 
once again to embody new responsibilities? It 
is essential and urgent that with this Assembly's 
active involvement WED's new responsibilities 
should be studied and defined in joint European 
discussions and in the framework of European 
co-operation. 

Should there be further amendment of the 
modified Brussels Treaty arising out of this it 
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will certainly also be ne'fssary to consider 
whether the present structul'f is the right one. 

In his report, Mr. Bianco pointed out that the 
Assembly must at all costs remain independent 
in order to be able to monitor the Council. That 
is surely right but I am not wholly convinced, as 
Mr. Bianco's report seems 1 to imply, that the 
organisation must remain a~ it now is whatever 
happens. To my mind we ~ed to consider very 
carefully whether the post of a political secretary
general responsible for both Council and Assem
bly, as in the Council of Europe, would not be 
suitable for the structure of WEU as well. The 
solution of a political, elected secretary-general 
would at least offer the adv~ntage of inevitable 
closer co-operation and less confrontation 
between the Council and th s Assembly. 

Mr. President, I can see your warning look and 
so I shall not take this idea any further. 

To conclude I would like to point out two dan
gers that we should be alive 1 to in the context of 
our reactivation efforts. 11he first is that we 
may perhaps injure WEU by making our discus
sion of reactivation too lengthy, too intensive 
and too controversial. The second is that we 
must always keep our relationship with America 
in mind. We must not allow reactivation of 
WEU to bring us into con:Qict with the United 
States. This is something •hat we could in no 
circumstances afford, in the llight of our security 
interests and security requirements. 

We hope that the proposals made by Mr. 
Bianco in his report will be a major step towards 
the reactivation of WEU and also, in the mean
time, towards an improvement in relations with 
the Council. 1 

I 

(Mr. B/aauw, Vice-Presidfnt of the Assembly, 
took the Chair) · 

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Spies 
von Biillesheim. However, I remind the 
Assembly that it was agreed yesterday that speak
ing time in all debates shoulf: be limited to three 
minutes, and you, Sir, had 0% more. The list 
contains more than a dozen peakers on this sub
ject, and if we want to deall with Mr. Amadei's 
report before lunch, we will have to hurry. 

I now call Mr. Vecchietti. 

Mr. VECCHIETTI (lta/y)~Translation). - Mr. 
President, once again we re dealing with the 
political report answering t e Council's annual 
report. Again, we have to say that the Assembly 
is dissatisfied at the state of relations between 
itself and the Council of Ministers and between 
itself and the Permanent Council, regarding the 
activities of WEU. 

In my opinion the a~alysis and views 
expressed in Mr. Bianco'~ report are quite 
correct. Consequently, despite the decision 
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taken by the Council of Ministers in Rome two 
years ago to reactivate WEU, why do we yet 
again have to say we are not satisfied? There 
seem to be two main reasons. The first is that, 
despite reactivation, there has not been enough 
faith in WEU as the European pillar of the Atlan
tic Alliance. Such faith should mean first and 
foremost that, within the common security pol
icy of the Atlantic Alliance countries, Europe 
should have a specific role, particularly of a 
political nature, but also covering certain mili
tary aspects in the search for security in order to 
guarantee peace. 

There are objective reasons for Europe's hav
ing an independent role within NATO. For the 
United States, Europe's policy for peace and 
security is only one element, possibly the most 
important, but only one element in America's 
overall policy in relation to the USSR. For 
Europe, a specific peace and security role is the 
basis for the survival not only of our countries 
but also of their ability to pursue an active policy 
in the rest of the world. 

The second reason is that, in order to be the 
European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance, the 
WEU countries should have a common policy, 
just as the other pillar, the United States, has its 
policy. At the moment there is little sign of 
such a common policy. 

On all the major questions such as disarma
ment, the Middle East, the fight against terrorism 
and East-West relations every European country 
has its own policy and its own relations with the 
United States. 

Even the Venice declaration of 1980 on the 
Middle East which looked for a political solution 
for the Palestinian problem has remained mere 
words which have run up against the unreserved 
support which the United States gives to Israel, 
without however repeating its intransigency. The 
recent visits by the Italian Foreign Minister, Mr. 
Andreotti, and the British Prime Minister, Mrs. 
Thatcher, to Israel contributed nothing to solv
ing the Palestinian question. 

WEU was asked to work out a common basis 
in response to the United States strategic defence 
initiative. The outcome has been that Europe 
has split, with France saying no and the United 
Kingdom giving unconditional support and with 
the Federal Republic of Germany and Italy tak
ing up intermediate positions. 

Europe's divisions and weaknesses have cre
ated gaps as regards disarmament, security in the 
Mediterranean and East-West relations, which 
now seem to be increasingly filled by the inde
pendent initiative of President Reagan. 

Before complaining about this state of affairs, 
we should first of all take a critical look at our-
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selves as regards these political differences and, 
in some cases, as regards the violent expression 
of corporate interests, as has emerged clearly in 
the European Parliament. WEU can be a valid 
instrument if Western Europe is able to take a 
joint stance in the North Atlantic Council above 
all, but also in relations with the rest of the world 
and with countries which are not members of 
NATO. When there has been a single voice 
Europe has gained in prestige in the Middle East, 
in the Arab world and in the countries belonging 
to the Contadora pact in Latin America. 

It seems to me that, not merely for the future 
of WEU, the Council of Ministers and the 
national parliaments behind the Council must 
adopt a common political line at least on the 
most important matters. Today, such a com
mon line is becoming more and more necessary 
quite apart from what is happening in WEU 
itself, in order not to disappoint the hopes 
aroused by the Geneva meeting between Reagan 
and Gorbachev. With every day that passes 
there are more and more grounds for concern 
that instead of controlled balanced disarmament 
and world detente, extremist policies are prevail
ing with a return to the cold war, possibly in new 
forms and to a new nuclear armaments race with 
increasingly sophisticated weapons leading on to 
the militarisation of space. 

The Chernobyl disaster, which is still far from 
over, should be a warning to us all concerning 
the risks of peace maintained only by a balance 
of terror based on bigger stocks of weapons, on 
more and more sophisticated nuclear weapons 
and even chemical weapons which it is more and 
more impossible to control. 

These are the basic reasons why we should go 
further into the issues and instead of talking 
about crises recurring every year we should dis
cuss the European pillar which was accepted and 
even promoted by the Council of Ministers 
which, as the speaker said, now ignores it com
pletely. 

The PRESIDENT. -I call Sir Anthony Grant. 

Sir Anthony GRANT (United Kingdom). -
We are all parliamentarians in our own countries 
and we all have plenty to do in our constituen
cies, but we participate in WEU because we 
believe that it is an essential political forum con
cerned with the defence of the West, that it is a 
political arm ofNATO and the alliance and that 
it involves the important contribution of France, 
outside NATO. 

No organisation remains static. It either 
grows or adapts itself to change, or it dies. I 
have been a member of WEU for nine years. I 
have observed a steady decline in its effective
ness during that time. Therefore, those of us 
who shared that view rejoiced in the move to 
reactivate WEU at the Rome meeting and 
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declaration. We thought that WEU would play 
an enhanced role in the future and that other 
NATO nations should participate. We thought 
that the Council of Ministers would share our 
view. Alas, Venice proved that there was no 
intention to achieve that. Hopes have been 
dashed. Although the Secretary-General 
announced some initiatives, his speech did little 
to reassure me. 

As so often happens in European countries, 
initiative and enthusiasm sink into the bureau
cratic sand. The Assembly's views are treated 
by the Council of Ministers perfunctorily and 
with little more than contempt on some 
occasions. It suits the Council to have the 
Assembly as a cosmetic face but the Council 
seems determined to avoid anything being done, 
any change being made or any proposal being 
accepted that would result in ministers and their 
officials being shaken out of their cosy, comforta
ble nests. Mr. Bianco drew attention to that in 
much more courteous terms than I would 
use. Yesterday, our President expressed force
fully the frustration that we all feel. 

I shall give two examples of ministerial 
inertia. The first concerns our President's 
recent initiative to get WEU to play a part in 
solving the dreadful problem of terrorism. As I 
said recently in Strasbourg, we pass resolutions, 
make speeches and utter condemnations, but 
nothing is done to eradicate this international 
disease. The same bucket of cold water was 
poured on Mr. Caro's plan by ministers. 

My second example concerns enlargement. As 
I said, we grow, or we die. It is obvious that the 
inclusion of Spain and Portugal, and other coun
tries if they wish, would enhance WEU's influ
ence, but this is opposed by ministers on the 
astonishing ground that the political will of the 
Seven might be jeopardised by the accession of 
new candidates. What absolute nonsense. 
What great political will does WEU exercise 
that will be disturbed? I shall tell you what will 
be disturbed - the comfortable lethargy of the 
Council of Ministers. 

At the risk of taxing the interpreters with a 
number of English adjectives, I would say that 
the Council's attitude has for too long been 
feeble, pusillanimous, vacillating and, in some 
respects, plain cowardly. I therefore support 
Mr. Bianco and our President. I hope that this 
debate will achieve two things. First, I hope 
that it will make the Council thoroughly 
ashamed of itself, although I rather doubt it 
because the Council is so thick-skinned and 
insulated. Secondly, I hope that it will make us 
determined to reactivate and enlarge WEU and 
encourage real deeds to follow our words. 
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The PRESIDENT. - Tha~k you very much, 
Sir Anthony. I 

I give the floor to Mr. Cavaliere. 

Mr. CA V ALIERE (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, if I pay tribute 
to Mr. Bianco for his excel~ent work it is for 
objective reasons and not ~cause he is Italian 
and a colleague. I 

The reasons why France and Italy argued the 
need to reactivate WEU are numerous and 
known to everyone; they were considered suffi
ciently valid to persuade the Council and the 
Ministers of Defence to m~t in Rome for the 
great project which was putl into words in the 
Rome declaration. ; 

In my view these reasonsi are still valid and 
some of the grounds for the plan to reactivate 
WEU have become even more significant and 
pressing. This being so, it is really amazing that 
even less faith is being exprtssed in WEU than 
over the years preceding the '-ome meeting. This 
is due to the fact that sotne countries have 
decided that they cannot remain committed to 
the reasoning which led them to approve the 
Rome declaration. This is due to what I would 
call two states of mind, which sometimes emerge 
in the Assembly as well as the Council. First, 
there is a feeling of subordi~ation to the Euro
pean Economic Communit~ and the European 
Parliament, based on the idea that we should del
egate a large part of our functions to those insti
tutions which supposedly carry greater weight, 
without taking into account the fact that our 
tasks are not the same as those of the European 
Parliament and the European Community. If 
we cannot free ourselves of ttiis feeling of subor
dination and this willingn~ss to delegate our 
tasks deriving from the modil:fied Brussels Treaty 
to the European Parliament and the European 
Community there can be no question of 
reactivation. 

Another concern which we should set aside is 
that we should hold oursel,. s at the same dis
tance from the Soviet Unio and from our ally, 
the United States. On the contrary, as events 
progress, the need for a closer relationship 
between the European countries of the Atlantic 
Alliance and the other countries, in particular the 
United States, is becoming less and less 
obvious. More and more ~riticisms are being 
heard and I do not believe t~at we shall achieve 
anything in that way. That is why we shall go 
no further with the enlargement of the 
organisation which should include all the coun
tries of the Atlantic Alliance and not only the 
EEC countries; and we shall go no further with 
constructive talks between the Assembly and the 
Council. I think on the oth~ hand that once we 
have resolved these difficulti s we shall really be 
able to make a genuine cont ·bution to the con
struction of the European pillar of defence. 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 
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Mr. GIUST (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, ladies and gentlemen, I also wish to con
gratulate Mr. Bianco on his report which is 
undoubtedly a valuable point of reference for 
this session and also for the future activities of 
the Assembly. It comprises basically two main 
parts dealing respectively with the reactivation of 
Western European Union and the future of our 
Assembly. I shall not repeat the points made by 
the Rapporteur, by previous speakers and by the 
President in his opening speech yesterday in 
reply to the Council's thirty-first report, as they 
all reflected the Assembly's views on the 
question. I shall not repeat these ideas because 
the gist of Mr. Bianco's report is very clear and 
accepted by all of us. In other words, the 
reactivation of WEU requires a common politi
cal view and common action, which are unfortu
nately still lacking, and no member state can 
deceive itself into believing that it could on its 
own go ahead with a defence and security policy 
for its own people and therefore for Europe. 

I shall not repeat these ideas because they are 
in all our minds. I shall rather consider briefly 
the second point concerning the future of our 
Assembly. Ladies and gentlemen, our institu
tion is an international organisation composed of 
seven countries - may we hope that an eighth, 
Portugal, will be joining very soon - whose polit
ical decisions are centred on the national 
parliaments. They are seven countries whose 
politics, customs, values and decisions are given 
expression through the national parliaments. 
Moving from the national level into WEU we 
established a role which is in no way demo
cratic. In my view, therefore, it is inevitable 
that until our Assembly becomes a fully dem
ocratic parliamentary body and can take 
supranational decisions, which are the implicit 
condition of its existence, and can go beyond the 
nationalist attitudes of the seven member coun
tries, it will be nothing more than a worthy 
Assembly of worthy people but regrettably aster
ile Assembly with functions limited to the 
approval of morally important but politically 
inadequate documents. That is, until such time 
as the Assembly occupies a central role in rela
tion to the Council, to the secretariat-general and 
to the three WEU agencies, it is clear that it will 
have little hope of carrying political weight. 

I agree with the Rapporteur's conclusion. 
WEU still presents a highly credible image, both 
psychologically and morally, in terms of our peo
ples' expectation of what I hope is an irreversible 
advance towards the construction of Europe 
including its defence. I think, however, that 
failing pressure by us in our national parliaments 
and with our governments with the aim of 
increasing the political efficacy of our Assembly, 
we shall have to resign ourselves to a rather 
unpromising future. I hope that Mr. Bianco's 
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conclusions, which I fully share, will find in the 
irreversible progress of Western European 
Union, the sure hope in fairly quick time -
because we cannot let much time pass - of really 
establishing the militarily secure Europe for 
which we are all working. 

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Masciadri. 

Mr. MASCIADRI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, my congratula
tions to Mr. Bianco on his report which, as 
always, is to the point, precise and scholarly. I 
would point out, however, that it was drafted 
and approved by the committee before the Coun
cil's annual report arrived. Otherwise my criti
cisms would have been much sharper than they 
will be in the five minutes I am allowed. The 
fact is that the annual report contains no evi
dence or even the slightest trace of political 
activity. Simple reasoning suggests two possi
bilities: either the Council does not inform the 
Assembly of its work which would be contrary to 
Article IX of the modified Brussels Treaty or, 
alternatively, the Council does not engage in 
political activity which would be contrary to 
Article VIII of the same treaty. Furthermore, 
Article VIII clearly states that it shall pursue a 
policy of strengthening peace and security and of 
promoting and encouraging the progressive inte
gration of Europe. Strictly none of this has hap
pened. Furthermore, such objectives call for con
sultation and not merely an exchange of 
views. Consultation is the prior condition for 
decisions which have to be taken. An exchange 
of views on the other hand does not necessarily 
mean that a common decision has to be 
taken. We should, therefore, not allow 
"exchanges of views" in the Council to become a 
bad habit as a way of avoiding the major deci
sions which should be taken. 

Are there perhaps no subjects for political dis
cussion between the seven countries? I do not 
think so. What has been lacking has been joint 
action by the Council. There is the problem of 
the "space shield", there is the problem of the 
threats in such a sensitive area as the 
Mediterranean. And lastly, in order of time, 
there is the more serious and important problem 
of SALT 11. There has been no response to any 
of these. No joint action by the Council, 
therefory. Again, there is the important prob
lem of the three agencies. A report on the sub
ject was presented in March 1986. I should like 
to know now what use the Council intends to 
make of it; does it simply intend to file it so that 
it ultimately becomes no more than a collection 
of dusty pages? Yet, the tasks to be given to the 
three agencies remain a basic problem which has 
not yet been discussed or, much less, 
resolved. It must be decided therefore whether 
we wish to be informed of the contents of the 
three reports which are certainly not 
unimportant. For example, the first, concern-
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ing the disarmament agency, discussed the tac
tics of the Soviet Union in the disarmament 
negotiations while the second, concerning the 
security agency, examined the extent of the 
Soviet threat and the third, concerning the arma
ments agency, assessed the present armaments 
market. Without any doubt these are three 
basif problems which had to be brought to the 
Council's attention in order to provide the 
opportunity for profitable debate. 

In conclusion, while I again compliment 
Mr. Bianco on his report which covers subjects 
fundamental to the reactivation of WEU, I am 
bound to say that I do not agree with the Coun
cil's report which to my mind does not help to 
strengthen the organisation which brings us 
together here. 

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Bassinet. 

Mr. BASSINET (France) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, the great political debate on the 
reactivation ofWEU which we are holding today 
following the very interesting opening remarks 
by our Rapporteur, Mr. Bianco, has, in many 
respects, something unreal about it. 

Is it really desirable that it should once again 
be the Assembly which is asking itself questions 
about the functions of our organisation, its possi
ble enlargement, its structure and its position in 
relation to other European organisations and in 
European defence? 

The concerted move started in 1984 to reacti
vate WEU no doubt met some of the needs felt at 
that time: the need to add a security dimension 
to the construction of Europe hitherto impossi
ble in the framework of the Community institu
tions and also the need to respond to the growing 
concern making itself felt over security issues in 
Europe in recent years, as regards, for example, 
with the impact of Euromissiles, the Soviet pol
icy of pressurising public opinion so as to isolate 
and divide Europe or even the idea of security 
itsel£ Indeed, if Europe continues for long to be 
incapable of assuming responsibility for its own 
defence and actually abandons the idea, that 
would suit Soviet objectives very well. 1 

Although these needs continue to apply and 
notwithstanding the comforting remarks made 
yesterday by the Secretary-General, I fear the last 
two years have seen some distortion in the allo
cation of roles between the various institutions 
of WEU. Truth again obliges us to admit that 
the political will for reactivation - solemnly 
affirmed in the Rome declaration - has not 
yielded adequate results. 

What concrete results have there really been 
since the idea of reactivating WEU was 
launched? Some additions to the work of the 
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Permanent Council in Londt, two ministerial 
sessions each year instead o one, and the fact 
that WEU provided the f mework for the 
launching of the Eureka project in Bonn in April 
1985 and for the first multilateral debate on the 
SDI. 

Ladies and gentlemen, that is modest indeed 
when measured against the ~opes expressed at 
the time. I 

The structural reform with its creation of new 
agencies is doubtless a positive step, but the 
results will only be felt in the medium term, and 
such a reform cannot surely exhaust all the possi
bilities for reactivation. Aftef, the 1984 surge we 
now seem to be back in the si uation characteris
tic of our organisation over i s first thirty years, 
with the Assembly acting as atn organ of political 
debate and the mouthpiece of national parlia
ments addressing a Council sunk happily in a 
state oflethargy. Must things really happen that 
way? Are we to believe th~t, for the Council, 
the "spirit of Rome" was no ~ore than a way of 
clearing its name after 1 thirty years of 
existence? Must we charge1 the Council with 
dereliction of duty? I think ilt would be a shame 
if we had to go to such extremes. 

At the same time, the passivity of the Council, 
which now even seems to be having difficulty in 
fulfilling its statutory obligati_f>ns, can only breed 
doubt and worry about the t~ture of WEU. 

For a long time it is, of course, possible to 
evade the one fundamental question worth 
asking. Do the governments of the member 
states, or do they not, see a need for the existence 
of a European organisation s~ecifically entrusted 
with defence and security p oblems, which, for 
the reasons set out in Mr. Bi nco's report, is nei
ther a mere link between th European states of 
the Atlantic Alliance nor yet a security append
age to the European Communities? 

It seemed that a clear re»ly to this question 
had been given in 1984, an~here I may perhaps 
say a word of self-congrat lation on the part 
played by the French Gove ment in the course 
of reactivation from 1981 omwards. 

But here we are in 1986, and times have 
changed. Is it really reasonable that, thirty-two 
years after its inception, an institution should 
still be questioning itself in. this way? I think 
not. I 

And yet WEU exists. It elven exerts a consid
erable pull - as is shown by the candidature of 
our Portuguese friends and the various 
approaches made by Spain and Norway. In the 
same way that the expansion of the EEC to 
include Spain and Portugal c~used the Ten to put 
their economic house in onller, so these voices 
from outside should galvanis~ WEU into making 
a fresh start. It is vital that our organisation 
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should finally respond to the fundamental prob
lems of European defence and thereby fulfil a 
function which, I continue to believe, none is 
better qualified to perform. Our Assembly has 
long demonstrated its ability to provide political 
impetus, and it is now up to the Council to pick 
up the baton and stop acting the part of a hatchet 
committee in budgetary matters, to become the 
vital debating and decision-taking organ which 
Europe lacks. 

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Sarti. 

Mr. SARTI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, ladies and gentlemen, as previous speakers 
have expressed appreciation of Mr. Bianco's 
report, I shall simply confirm their remarks not 
as an Italian parliamentarian but as a member of 
the Assembly. The report provides an excellent 
starting point but also a point of arrival after so 
many years of discussion in the Assembly. 

Even this, Mr. President, is an expression of 
our shared disappointment; we are always start
ing again because Europe's defence and security 
are advancing only slowly and irregularly with 
the hopes of Rome followed by the disappoint
ments of Venice. 

Perhaps the most intelligent and provocative 
remark was made by our President yesterday 
when he alluded to the Marquis de 
N orpois. And those of us who love Proust 
grasped the meaning of the reference because 
Norpois is a diplomat capable of reducing every 
problem to the banal, to a matter of common 
sense and of common practice. 

There is in fact little resemblance between the 
Marquis de Norpois and Mr. Bianco particularly 
because he detests commonplaces. But may I 
add that from personal knowledge I fortunately 
see little resemblance between the Marquis de 
Norpois and our diplomats who are men of 
ideas, intelligence and culture. The fault lies 
with the politicians and we should seek the rea
sons for this. 

On the political level there must be an 
improvement of quality in these circumstances 
at least. First of all towards the enlargement of 
the union. If the territorial basis of WEU is not 
extended it is difficult to go beyond the historical 
reasons which led to the formation of WEU 
many years ago as a replacement for the Euro
pean Defence Community, in an emergency the 
terms of which are now quite different. 

I see the second qualitative change as being of 
a cultural and political nature but even more, 
may I say, of a philological and lexical 
nature. The impediment is within WEU 
because so long as we continue to regard our
selves as the European pillar of the Atlantic Alli-
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ance, we shall continue to go round in circles and 
to wear ourselves out in tired rituals. I know 
that I shock some of my colleagues because I 
have never been offended at being called pro
American and at being considered, sometimes in 
Italy, as a conservative and a moderate, but the 
arguments for Atlanticism are heard in other 
political assemblies and the Atlantic treaty is 
part of the West's patrimony, whereas Western 
European Union can of itself add nothing of 
political significance. For WEU to be reacti
vated - and with it our Assembly and Europe in 
terms of defence and security - there must first 
be a Europe comprising the widest possible polit
ical and territorial elements with a full contribu
tion from all European political forces including 
those of the left whose presence here should be 
regarded as an important and encouraging fea
ture. 

These forces must be harnessed for the con
struction of an entity to which it is our historic 
duty to contribute. It is the context in which 
the great political forces of Europe will have to 
be brought face to face. But in conclusion, Mr. 
President, it would be very sad to think that the 
Marquis de Norpois when asked to define the 
role of WEU should say that it is to strengthen 
the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. 

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom).- I have on 
several occasions gently and consistently sug
gested reservations about the actual prospect of 
reactivation. These remain relevant despite the 
eloquent presentation of the report by Mr. 
Bianco and the very powerful arguments that his 
report advances. 

As I said, my reservations remain, and there 
are two. The first is wholly or largely concerned 
with a British interest. As I see it - and the 
record of the debates of this Assembly would 
seem to justify this anxiety - the probability is 
that the concern of a reactivated Western Euro
pean Union would be overwhelmingly with the 
central area of NATO, and given the interests of 
our Italian colleagues, such concern as remained 
would probably be devoted to the Mediterranean 
area. 

This Assembly should understand that alone 
among the members of this organisation, our 
concern is as much with the northern flank in 
strategic consideration as it is with the central 
area of NATO. Our boundary as a state does 
not end with the mainland shores of Scotland
and the north of Scotland is a long way away 
from the other member states - but extends to 
the distant islands to the north and west of 
Scotland and two hundred miles beyond them to 
our oil fields and the enormous investment that 
has gone into the extraction of that 
resource. Therefore, in my view, the United 
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Kingdom cannot sensibly subscribe to a reacti
vated Western European Union unless it takes a 
larger perspective. 

Obviously, the United Kingdom has a very 
full responsibility to the alliance, and in no way 
do I seek to diminish our role in providing a con
ventional capacity to prevent the holocaust that 
some people, perhaps in increasing numbers, 
fear. 

The second reason may be of a more interna
tional character. It is perhaps one with which 
some of my British colleagues might strongly dis
agree. But I believe that reactivation will be of 
little worth unless it is seen as a meaningful 
development. If it is merely to provide a false 
security and reassurance, it could be most 
harmful. If it actually achieves nothing and 
pretends to achieve nothing, it will still be wel
comed eagerly by the more militaristic 
Muscovian hawks and will therefore diminish 
the prospect of movement towards detente and 
disarmament. It could be harmful if it is cos
metic. 

It could be beneficial if it provided an arrange
ment by which the European voice ranked more 
highly in the pecking order of the alliance. If it 
were a means of ensuring that Europe counted, 
had some rank, in the alliance, then it might be 
helpful. However, if it is an excuse which 
allows Europe pretentiously to appear powerful 
while it is not recognised as such in reality, it 
could be highly counter-productive. If it is 
designed merely to enliven the role of the pet 
peodle, it could be a very dangerous develop
ment indeed. 

I shall not vote against Mr. Bianco's report, 
since it offers the prospect of an enhanced role of 
meaning which would give an adequate amount 
of influence to the European partnership within 
the western alliance. But, as I said, if it is to be 
merely cosmetic, it could be a pernicious 
development. It might be welcomed in the Pen
tagon or by the present President of the United 
States, but it is in the interests of Europe for
mally to increase its stature and its voice, to raise 
its position in the pecking order of power - but 
to do so in a way which would seem to serve the 
interests of common sense and to promote that 
approach to detente and disarmament which, 
regrettably, is lacking in Washington at pre
sent. 

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Wilkinson. 

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom). - I 
should like to add my voice to those who have 
congratulated Mr. Bianco on his report. It is 
thoughtful and precise in analysis, forceful and 
clear in prescription. 

109 

THIRD SITTING 

We would do well to reme ber the fundamen
tal objective of our organisat on, which is, quite 
simply, to strengthen our coUective security. It 
would seem strange to an oultside observer that 
we should allow an organisation such as ours to 
wither on the vine from neglect and disinterest. 
How would the Soviets view such a 
development? They could only be gladdened 
and encouraged by the failure of the Europeans 
to make full use of a collective security 
organisation such as this. 

Of course, some people will say that we are 
fundamentally flawed in that, unlike NATO, we 
have no joint military organisation. But the 
failure of our alliance has not been so much a 
failure on the part of the military structure of 
NATO. The failure has lain in political 
quarters. We have seen an~liance divided; we 
have spoken with no clear v ice on such funda
mental issues as the deplo ment of enhanced 
radiation weapons, the strat gic defence initia
tive, the response to disarm ment, the deploy
ment of binary chemical weapons, and perhaps 
even, in future, the United! States administra
tion's decision to exceed thei limits of SALT 11. 

Surely the need, which has been clearly dem
onstrated, is for political organisations to pro
vide a united, clear political voice on behalf of 
the Western European members of the alliance, 
so that we become a more unified and a stronger 
partner of the United States in security 
matters. If we do not, I believe that we shall see 
the gradual Balkanisation of our continent. 

WEU of course has a smaller membership 
than the Eurogroup, but the fundamental defi
ciency of the latter is that Fmnce is not a mem
ber - and the defence of Europe without France 
is unthinkable. France provides a defence in 
depth; France provides an independent nuclear 
deterrent; France provides n out-of-area capa
bility; above all, France h s an incomparable 
political will. Thus, rather t an thinking of our
selves as an exclusive small ganisation that can 
simply be allowed quietly to ecay, we should be 
bolder, and we should seek o extend our mem
bership, essentially to that o the Eurogroup. 

' 

What obstacle can there b~? It is alleged that 
there may be a reluctance td implement mutual 
defence obligations in the Brussels Treaty. I do 
not seriously believe that, if a European nation -
such as Norway, let us say - were attacked, we 
would fail to go to Norway's defence. If we did, 
the result would be the true Finlandisation of 
Europe. 

In arms collaboration, the great deficiency has 
been that the Independent European Programme 
Group has lacked a political constituency. I 
have long argued that the IEPG should report to 
the Assembly of WEU. The fact that it reports 
solely to national defence ministries is its great
est deficiency. 
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In my own country, we have seen, over the 
Westland crisis, how the failure to construct a 
European helicopter strategy led to a full-blown 
governmental crisis. We have also seen the fail
ure to construct a political constituency of sup
port for European arms collaboration lead to a 
cabinet crisis. 

In space matters as well, as the report of the 
Council makes clear, WEU has been supremely 
active. I only regret that, in the Council's 
report, our absolutely first-rate seminar in 
Munich rated only one paragraph in which it was 
suggested that only one German minister 
attended. In fact, four were present. The sem
inar was symptomatic of what could be done by 
WEU if only our Council had the will. 

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Rauti. 

Mr. RAUTI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, ladies and gentlemen, I too can endorse the 
spirit and form of Mr. Bianco's report and I 
should like to refer also to his speech and to go 
more deeply into the problems connected with 
the report. 

Mr. Bianco said that the hoped for and prom
ised reactivation of WEU marked a revival of 
the European spirit and that today it seemed 
impossible not to take the view that this had 
been partially drowned in the waters of 
Venice. The conclusion to the report is, how
ever, not pessimistic and considers that what 
happened in Venice was only a pause. However, 
ladies and gentlemen, we should not be talking in 
terms of optimism or pessimism here. We must 
set the problems of WEU in the context of 
Europe's urgent needs. 

I shall not, therefore, be referring purely and 
simply to the European spirit which earlier led to 
the creation of the various institutions designed 
to give form and substance to the unified govern
ance of Europe. 

From this standpoint, WEU represented and 
still represents the sole, specific instrument 
through which the defence and security of the 
main Western European powers could and 
should be unified. 

The question to be asked is therefore have the 
reasons which led to the formation of WEU lost 
their force? Quite the contrary, they are now 
stronger because more than ever - and we shall 
be discussing this at this session with reference to 
the Mediterranean particularly - these reasons 
have assumed greater urgency and have become 
more vital in recent months. 

During another debate here, I recalled that 
Paul Valery had described Europe as a small 
appendix to Asia. In recent months, serious cri
ses have arisen in the Mediterranean and not 
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merely threats of war but genuine acts of 
war. The consequences of an explosive amal
gam of old and new problems are now being felt 
on Europe's southern flank, with Italy in the 
front line: these are the repercussions of the now 
chronic tragedy of the Palestinian people, the 
deepening of the crisis over most of the Middle 
East; the use of pitiless terrorism as an alterna
tive weapon by states and regimes like that in 
Libya and the profound, far-reaching and persis
tent spread of Islamic fundamentalism. 

When NATO was formed in 1949, the threat 
to be faced was conventional and very clear. At 
that time, however, NATO still included the 
French and British empires and possessions. 
Today, on Europe's southern flank it is not clear, 
particularly in the light of these challenges which 
are not unthinkingly described as new, where 
NATO begins and where it finishes as a common 
defence mechanism reacting to attack. This is 
not clear either legally or politically. There is a 
void within which only the United States is oper
ating in the absence of Western Europe. 

What we want, therefore, is that WEU should 
decide the timing, methods and levels of Euro
pean defence in terms both of response to aggres
sion and possibly of a fuller initiative from the 
old continent. 

Briefly and in conclusion, these are the basic 
underlying reasons for now wanting WEU to be 
reactivated. On this point I disagree entirely 
with Mr. Sarti, whom I admire very greatly, and 
I would say to him that either WEU must go for
ward now or it will remain forever on paper, con
demned to mere words. Either WEU responds 
now to the challenges of the times in which we 
live as they arise or it is not clear what more it 
can do. If Western Europe is not prepared to 
take up the burden of its own defence and secu
rity it will have to accept the consequences of 
decisions taken by others; it will become increas
ingly the object and less and less the controller of 
the vital decisions which concern it. Others will 
decide, will act, and will continue to fill the gap 
left by its withdrawal. And we shall also run all 
the risks because there is no escape from history 
or from reality. 

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. Burger. 

Mr. BURGER (Luxembourg) (Translation). -
Mr. President, I would like to congratulate Mr. 
Bianco on his strenuous efforts on behalf of 
WEU during my two-year membership of this 
Assembly. 

As far as the reactivation of WEU is con
cerned, no panacea or miracle solution 
exists. To some extent, there is a link between 
the reactivation of WEU and the revaluation of 
national parliaments under discussion in every 
country. It must be said that the press - or a 
certain section of the press - is inclined to stress 
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the negative aspects of the work done by the 
members of parliamentary assemblies. There is 
little mention of their problems, and most ofthat 
concerned with committee work, but the whole 
emphasis is laid on absenteeism. If absenteeism 
cannot be excused, it can at least be explained by 
the fact that most members have two or even 
three separate mandates and a choice therefore 
has to be made. As nobody can do two things at 
once, we should ask ourselves whether it is not 
time to look again at the timetables of the vari
ous national assemblies and international 
organisations so as to avoid conflicts of con
science wherever possible. 

Ministers should also examine their con
sciences, as there is no doubt that their philoso
phy has been altered by the multiplicity of tasks 
imposed on them by other international 
organisations. We may question whether they 
have any great interest in the role of WEU apart 
from the promises and speeches they make in 
this forum. The President, the Secretary
General and we ourselves must keep badgering 
them in our national parliaments, especially 
about budget problems. When the state of the 
nation is debated in each of our parliaments, we 
should take the opportunity of raising foreign 
policy matters and defence problems. 

I have already referred to the important part 
played by the media, whether in terms of the 
spoken, written or televised word. WEU policy 
should be " sold " more effectively at both 
national and international level. In our various 
assemblies we should claim the attention of our 
national press, either by press conferences or by 
repeated parliamentary interventions, as I must 
admit that during my fifteen years' membership 
of the Luxembourg assembly I never really got to 
know anything about the role of WEU or its 
aims. It is therefore only logical that we, as par
liamentarians, should put our colleagues who are 
not members of WEU more into the picture 
about this organisation. 

Our President and our Secretary-General ask 
for effective collaboration. Ladies and gentle
men, let that be our aim, and let us convince our 
ministers of the indispensability of WEU in the 
general political sphere and in defence matters at 
international level. This is perhaps the single 
vital issue for our organisation. 

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

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

Mr. REES (United Kingdom). - I intervene 
with diffidence and, perhaps not inappropriately, 
as the last speaker on the published list. I say 
that because this is the first time I have attended 
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the Assembly of Western European Union. I 
hope that it is not inappropriate for me to con
gratulate Mr. Bianco and colleagues on his com
mittee on their powerful analysis, especially their 
historical analysis. It was painful to be 
reminded of earlier missed opportunities, espe
cially with respect to the European Defence 
Community and the formation of the European 
Community. I am as conscious as anyone here 
of the omissions in both respects of previous 
British governments. 

Today we are invited to debate the 
reactivation ofWestern European Union. There
fore, I hope that it would not be inappropriate to 
go back to first principles. As a newcomer I 
believe that the role ofWEU is to make a specifi
cally European contribution to the defence of the 
West. It has not, of course, been conceived in 
any spirit of antipathy to or rivalry with the 
United States. A powerful body such as WEU 
should strengthen and improve the dialogue with 
our great ally. 

Against that background, it is important to 
identify respects in which a specific and realistic 
European view is possible. Colleagues have 
referred to research and procurement. In recent 
instances in domestic British politics procure
ment has loomed large- I refer to the unhappy 
Westland incident and to the perhaps more suc
cessful case of the European fighter. There has 
been reference also to terrorism. I am well 
aware that that subject featured in the Rome 
declaration. I yield to no one in considering 
that that is a crucial subject and an international 
problem. I am not certain that a particular 
European view is possible. Not every security 
problem necessarily has a specific European 
dimension. 

I turn to enlargement because it has featured in 
the contributions of many colleagues. My col
league, Sir Anthony Grant, said that we must 
enlarge or wither away. Ttiat is certainly true 
with respect to corporate act~vity, but we are not 
concerned with that here. Equally, it may be 
true with respect to the European Community or 
the Council of Europe, but I suggest that differ
ent considerations apply there. It is crucial to 
ascertain whether there is a fundamental identity 
of interest between candidates and existing 
members. My colleague, Mr. Hardy, touched 
on that. 

There has been powerful cnt1c1sm of the 
Council of Ministers. My lack of experience 
prevents me from adding to the robust epithets 
that have been flung around the chamber. I am 
not certain that I can form a conclusion on the 
contribution of the Council of Ministers. I 
await with interest the speeches that we shall 
hear from certain representatives this after
noon. 
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However, we must reflect on the role of the 
Assembly, and our reflections follow on logically 
and relevantly from yesterday's debate about 
attracting more publicity to the Assembly's 
activities. But we have to demonstrate that we 
are not just a debating society that meets in 
agreeable places. We have to formulate views 
on specific and relevant issues crucial to the 
defence of the West. If we do that, I believe that 
we shall attract the attention and interest of our 
voters at home and, if we attract their interest 
and attention, we shall in turn compel the atten
tion of the Council. In that way we shall re
establish a real role for Western European Union 
and reactivate its activities. On that basis I sup
port the main conclusions of Mr. Bianco and his 
colleagues. 

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

Mr. GANSEL (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, being probably 
the last speaker I shall refrain from broaching 
any new points of controversy. I would like to 
take the opportunity to thank Mr. Bianco for his 
careful and instructive report. As one of the 
spokesmen for the left in this house I have to tell 
you that even though we may not agree with 
every proposition of his judgments, we have 
great respect, in the interests of European unity 
and European security, for the European spirit 
expressed in them. 

We have been discussing the reactivation of 
WEU for a long time. That reactivation will 
not simply develop from debate or from debate 
within the WEU bodies, but if we look at the 
events of the last three years - the stationing of 
medium-range rockets in Western Europe as a 
reaction to the deployment of the SS-20s by the 
Soviets, the discussion on SDI, the debate on the 
possible reduction of American troops in West
ern Europe, the argument over the production of 
new chemical weapons with the object of station
ing them in Western Europe in emergencies, the 
debate on the problem as to what security risks 
for Western Europe might arise from out-of-area 
events and even the discussion in Western 
Europe of the Chernobyl disaster, which brought 
home the fact that East and West have either to 
ensure our security together or else perish 
together - when we discuss this chain of events it 
emerges clearly that Western Europe, the mem
ber states of Western European Union, must do 
more for their own security in relation to and 
with the potential adversary but also in relation 
to and with their actual allies. 

I am convinced, and afraid, that it is external 
events that will accelerate the process of WEU's 
reactivation in the coming years. Until then it 
is important that we sustain WEU's function and 
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institutions and that we keep the treaty in the 
forefront of our minds. 

As long as WEU bodies are talking about reac
tivating WEU, WEU is still alive. Where there 
is life there is not only fear - there is also hope. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
De Decker. 

Mr. DE DECKER (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, I, too, wish to congratulate Mr. 
Bianco on his excellent report and its contribu
tion to resolving the difficulties we are experienc
ing in the Assembly and the Council in the effort 
to reactivate this institution which we all hold in 
such high regard. 

I would like to say briefly that I do not share 
the defeatism and scepticism of some fellow del
egates with regard to the revival of WEU. The 
construction ofEurope and the reactivation of an 
institution like ours is a question of will, not only 
on the part of the Council of Ministers but also 
on the part of the Assembly and ourselves. 

Scepticism and defeatism are quite pointless. 
Let us act and get down to work, and things are 
bound to improve. 

In my view, the present reactivation of WEU 
has yielded one obvious advantage, and that is 
that the foreign ministers and defence ministers 
now meet in Council twice a year after not hav
ing met together for the last thirty years. As the 
months and years go by, this will help build up 
European defence. It is important that minis
ters should meet to discuss European security in 
a European setting. 

Unfortunately, in the very process of 
reactivation, our organisation has been called 
upon by current events to deal with some very 
important and difficult issues. Perhaps we were 
not quite ready to face up to the problem of the 
SDI or the question of terrorism- issues already 
under discussion in other forums like the Coun
cil of Ministers of the Twelve and other Euro
pean institutions. This fact is also responsible 
for some of our present confusion. 

I agree with the approach of our Secretary
General, Mr. Cahen, and with the points made 
by Mr. Wilkinson in his speech in believing that 
WEU should concentrate its activity and its 
attention on ensuring the adequacy of current 
European defence strategy. I think the main 
thrust of our work should be directed at this 
issue. 

Here I would like to quote a sentence from a 
recently published book entitled La Puissance de 
la Liberte by General Cope!, which was cited by 
our Secretary-General, Mr. Cahen, in an excel
lent article which appeared in yesterday's Le 
Monde: "We seek to defend ourselves with 
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offensive structures, which is about as effective 
as trying to attack with defensive structures. " 

Ladies and gentlemen, if we ponder this sen
tence it will certainly provide stimulus for both 
thought and action. 

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

Mr. FlANDROTTI (Italy) (Translation). -
When relations between Mr. Gorbachev and Mr. 
Reagan improve, Europe's frame of mind 
improves and the converse is also true. This 
seems to me to have been Europe's defence pol
icy. Mr. Wilkinson spoke of the Westland affair 
and the great difficulty experienced by the Euro
pean countries in achieving political and military 
co-ordination for defence purposes or even sim
ply for the sake of better co-ordination. Mr. 
Bassinet summarised the progress achieved since 
the formation of WEU and expressed positive 
faith in the union. Everyone who has spoken 
seems to have said that it is better to live than to 
die. There can be little argument that the recent 
efforts of WEU have convinced very few 
people. After the fanfares of 1984 and 1985 the 
Venice meeting has been the more disappointing 
and the fact that Mr. Caro's very limited pro
posal has not been accepted is a further 
indicator. It seems to me that WEU is strug
gling like the famous ship in the Sargasso Sea 
which cannot go forward and waits for help from 
outside. We can do nothing for ourselves and 
we know the reasons why; the states take oppos
ing views and have difficulty in co-ordinating 
while there is no central authority and there is no 
specific will to co-ordinate and unify military 
and defence policies. 

I think there are two possible solutions. The 
first might perhaps be to ask the European Com
munity directly to take over the powers ofWEU 
and that WEU should stand down completely 
because it is only where there is a central body 
with at least some powers, like the Commission, 
and an elected parliament, which has a will dif
fering from that of the ministers, that any pro
gress can be made. Or alternatively WEU 
should enlarge immediately and bring itself into 
exact parallel with the European Community. It 
is reasonable that the Council of Europe should 
continue in being because it is bigger than the 
European Community and deals with matters 
going beyond purely institutional activities, such 
as the protection of human rights. The position 
as regards WEU is quite different; its powers or 
rather its policies are military. It is absurd 
therefore that WEU should be inferior to the 
European Community, with fewer members. 
Indeed, this fact is of itself a source of weakness 
for the activities of the European Community 
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because there are two levels aijd two basic sets of 
powers not in harmony with jeach other. 

I 

With due regard for Mr.j Bianco's honest, 
extremely clear and concise r1ort, I believe that 
instead of repeating these h peful declarations 
we should take a grasp of the situation and 
resolve the dilemma. 

In conclusion, my view is lthat WEU should 
affirm in stronger terms a military policy for 
peace, in pursuit of world p~ace, rather than a 
European security and defence policy which puts 
it on the same footing as Atlantic policy and does 
not take it any further than the Atlantic Alli
ance. 

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

I call the Rapporteur, Mr. Bianco. 

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - I wish to 
thank all the fifteen speakens who have com
mented on my report and who are in substantial 
agreement with the position 1 it expresses. My 
thanks also go to the Secretar}' for his collabora
tion in compiling the report. I 

I do not think there is muc~to add and would 
only point out that we have t reach both a polit
ical and a psychological concl sion. Our politi
cal will must, of course, find expression by vot
ing to promote the role and e ability of WEU 
to make a positive contriqution on security 
problems. Psychologically, we must not 
become prey to pessimism, but must try to be 
realistic and practical in our determination to 
overcome every difficulty. 

I also wish to thank Mr. Sarti for not having 
likened me to the Marquis de Norpois. I think 
it important that no parallel should be drawn 
between myself and that sceptical 
gentleman. Proust's characters were all in 
search of times past, and a quest for a lost 
Europe is the last thing we want. What we want 
is to build on our past work. 

There are two quick points [should make: Mr. 
Spies von Biillesheim asked hether the enlarge
ment of WEU required a re ision of the modi
fied Brussels Treaty. I belie e that this problem 
is resolved by Article XI. he fact is that all 
prospective member countri s which accept the 
treaty can be admitted ace rding to the pre
scribed procedures and ther is no problem of 
revision. The solution is, o course, a political 
one. 

Turning to the remarks and reservations 
expressed by Mr. Hardy, I must point out that 
WEU has no land, military or naval forces. Not 
a single soldier could be drawn from any 
country. I should add that the enlargement of 
WEU raises no problem as regards the cover and 
guarantees to member countries. WEU does 
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not exist for the Mediterranean, Central Europe 
or Northern Europe. What does exist is the 
Brussels Treaty, which confers on all seven coun
tries equal rights and obligations as well as equal 
protection. From this point of view, the answer 
lies in political reactivation. We cannot merely 
provide a support for the policies of other coun
tries such as the United States. If we want to 
react realistically and with some impact, we need 
to supply a point of reference in terms of Euro
pean politics and security. This seems to me to 
be the line to follow. 

I repeat my thanks to my fellow delegates for 
their contribution at a significant and stirring 
time for our Assembly. Each one has been 
motivated by a determination to advance the 
cause of Europe, and that is no small thing. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Berrier. Chairman of the General Affairs Com
mittee. 

Mr. BERRIER (France) (Translation). - I 
have to remind you at this point that Mr. 
Bianco's report was unanimously adopted by the 
committee. It represents all that could be done 
prior to the committee's receiving the pertinent 
chapters of the annual report. 

The Rapporteur has taken into account the 
information supplied by the Council outside the 
framework of the annual report and transmitted 
via the unofficial exchanges which have devel
oped between the Council and the Assembly. 

It should be pointed out that publication of the 
annual report has cast no shadow on Mr. 
Bianco's report, and all his recommendations 
remain fully valid. 

You asked me the same question about the 
Council's activity in December when I was 
Rapporteur. Mr. Bianco's report represents the 
continuation of what the Assembly has always 
asked of the Council, subject of course to the 
necessary updating. 

In response to our recommendation, the 
Council has indicated that it " could study " the 
organisation of a European institute of advanced 
defence studies as again proposed by 
Mr. Bianco. The real problem, and I say this 
loud and clear, does not lie in what the Assembly 
wants - that much is clear- but in the fact that it 
can no longer conduct a dialogue with the Coun
cil if the Council does not reply in a different 
way. If the Council wishes to reject a proposal, 
let it say as much without trying to dodge the 
issue! 

The tension between the Council and the 
Assembly underlines how essential it is that the 
Assembly and its secretariat should be independ
ent of the Council secretariat. The Assembly 
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would be unable to act if it failed to keep this 
independence fully intact. 

In conclusion, I congratulate our Rapporteur 
on the clarity and conciseness - in a word, on the 
veracity - of his report. The General Affairs 
Committee has just reaffirmed the confidence it 
has in him by asking him to prepare for next 
December a reply to the Council's thirty-first 
annual report. 

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

I would remind you that the vote on this 
report will be taken this afternoon. 

4. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first 
annual report of the Council 

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 

Doe. 1059 and amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The .orders 
of the day now provide for the presentation of 
and debate on the report of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments on disarma
ment - reply to the thirty-first annual report of 
the Council, Document 1059 and amendments. 

I call Mr. Amadei, Rapporteur of the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments. 

Mr. AMADEI (Italy) (Translation). - The 
report which I am presenting today on behalf of 
the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments brings together in a single document the 
committee's proposed reply to those chapters of 
the Council's annual report it was asked to con
sider as well as an analysis of the most recent 
events relating to arms control and disar
mament. I take this opportunity of expressing 
my appreciation of the valuable help given by 
the staff, including especially Mr. Whyte and 
Colonel Hugo, who provided a major part of the 
information contained in the committee's 
report. The committee is, of course, solely 
responsible for the conclusions it has drawn from 
this information. 

The draft recommendation before the Assem
bly begins by expressing regret that the Council's 
annual report failed to reach the Assembly in its 
entirety by the date on which the committee 
adopted its report - 29th April. Chapters I and 
11 actually arrived in Paris on the day of the very 
last committee meeting on 22nd May, and the 
Rapporteur had no time to prepare a draft 
reply. That is why the committee has asked me 
to speak on these two chapters only; the other 
chapters of the annual report are discussed in the 
committee's report. 

With regard to Chapters I and 11, I am glad to 
note the important place given to the disarma-
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ment negotiations and the fact that the Council, 
at both permanent and ministerial level, has dis
cussed these negotiations. Here I quote an 
important passage from Chapter I: 

" The Ministers expressed the hope that the 
negotiations between the United States and the 
Soviet Union would make possible radical 
reductions in their strategic and medium-range 
nuclear armaments and agreements aimed at 
ending the arms race on earth and preventing 
an arms race in space. They underlined in 
this regard the importance they attached to 
respect for existing treaty obligations. " 

This is a very important declaration, to which I 
shall return shortly. 

I must draw the Assembly's attention to a curi
ous omission from the Council's report. It con
tains no reference to the important meeting 
organised by the Council's then Chairman-in
Office of disarmament experts from the seven 
foreign ministries, which was held in Bonn on 
11th February 1985 under the chairmanship of 
Ambassador Ruth. It is important that the 
WEU countries adopt a collective policy on 
major disarmament questions. Why, then, is 
no mention made of one of the most promising 
initiatives in this area? 

Mr. President, I am sorry that the limited time 
at my disposal prevents my examining in greater 
detail the important first chapter ofthe Council's 
report, but I would like to make some brief com
ments on Chapter 11 concerning the forces of 
Western European Union. The important 
United Kingdom commitment to maintain 
55,000 men and a tactical air force on the Euro
pean mainland was duly honoured in 1985. 

I now turn to the part of the committee's 
report dealing with disarmament questions, and 
I refer also to the Council's reply to the 
Assembly's previous recommendation on this 
subject, No. 415, which did not reach the Assem
bly until last week. 

Paragraph 3 of the draft recommendation 
underlines the importance of " .. . the treaties 
already signed being respected, in particular 
SALT I, SALT 11 and the ABM treaty". This is 
in line with the Council's view, and I have just 
quoted the relevant extract from the annual 
report. This paragraph of the recommendation 
has now become a burning issue following Presi
dent Reagan's declaration of 27th May concern
ing his intention to cease observing the SALT 11 
treaty. I quote the key portion of his speech: 
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gic forces, and not on standards contained in 
the SALT structure whi h has been under
mined by Soviet non-eo pliance, and espe
cially in a flawed SALT I treaty which was 
never ratified, would ha e expired if it had 
been ratified, and has b en violated by the 
Soviet Union. 

Since the United States ·I retire and disman
tle two Poseidon submari~es this summer, we 
will remain technically illl observance of the 
terms of the SALT 11 treaty until the United 
States equips its 131 st B-52 heavy bomber for 
cruise missile carriage near the end of this 
year. However, given the decision that I have 
been forced to make, I intend at that time to 
continue deployment of US B-52 heavy bomb
ers with cruise missiles beyond the 131 st air
craft as an appropriate response without dis
mantling additional US systems as 
compensation under the terms of the SALT 11 
treaty. Of course, since we will remain in 
technical compliance witih the terms of the 
expired SALT 11 treaty for some months, I 
continue to hope that the Soviet Union will 
use this time to take the cdnstructive steps nec
essary to alter the curren~ situation. Should 
they do so, we will cert~inly take this into 
account. " i 
We learn from the pres that the European 

allies expressed their disag eement with Presi
dent Reagan's decision at th ministerial meeting 
of the North Atlantic Council held in Halifax at 
the end of last week. I will confine myself to 
quoting the Foreign Secretary of the United 
Kingdom, who said that the United Kingdom 
would" regret it very much" if the United States 
were to implement its " provisional decision " to 
exceed the limits laid down in the SALT 11 
agreement. Here I must make a passing refer
ence to the question of the failure of the Soviet 
Union to observe the SALT 11 treaty. As this 
matter had been considered 

1
in detail in the com

mittee's previous report ..... Document 1040, 
Rapporteur Mr. Blaauw, a opted in November 
1985 - it was not discu sed in the present 
report. The report present d by Mr. Blaauw on 
behalf of the commit ee mentions the 
communique of the NAT Nuclear Planning 
Group of 30th Nove ber 1985, which 
recognised that the deploym nt of SS-25 missiles 
by the Soviet Union constit ted deployment of a 
second new system althou only one new sys
tem is allowed und r the SALT 11 
treaty. However, the sa e communique is 
silent on the subject of the other treaty infringe
ments listed by the United States - allegations 
which the other NATO countries did not con
sider to be well founded. 

"... I have determined that, in the future, the We should make the point, Mr. President, that 
United States must base decisions regarding its the United States has not accused the USSR of 
strategic force structure on the nature and violating the fundamental provisions of SALT 11 
magnitude ofthe threat posed by Soviet strate- - the ceilings of 2,400 deliv~~:ry vehicles, missiles 
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plus strategic bombers, including 1,320 multiple
warhead missiles. According to the remarks 
made in Washington on 29th May by Mr. Paul 
Wamke the American negotiator of the SALT 11 
treaty, the Russians have respected the essen~ial 
provisions of the treaty, that is the numencal 
limitations imposed on nuclear weapons. They 
have cheated only as regards its secondary provi
sions. 

Similarly, a secondary infringement is at issue 
when the Soviet Union accuses the United 
States, which is now refusing to open negotia
tions on a total suspension of nuclear tests, of 
violating the 1963 partial test ban treaty whose 
signatories declared that they were seeking " .... to 
achieve the discontinuance of all test exploswns 
of nuclear weapons for all time, determined to 
continue negotiations to this end ... ". 

While the decision announced by Mr. Reagan 
on 27th May may not be final - the ceilings are 
expected to be exceeded " near the end of this 
year"- Mr. Weinberger has not failed to make it 
clear that he considers it to be so by stating on 
28th May that the United States would certainly 
exceed the ceiling of 1,320 delivery vehicles 
because this was in its interest - even though, 
notwithstanding the present approximate parity 
with about 9,000 strategic warheads on both 
sides, the United States still has some 1,000 stra
tegic warheads more than the USSR. 

In the main, Mr. President, the other para
graphs ofthe draft recommendation contained in 
the report of the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments represent views already 
approved by the Assembly on many occasions in 
its earlier recommendations. As far as para
graph 4 dealing with the MBFR negotiations is 
concerned, we can note with satisfaction the new 
proposals formulated - in general terms for the 
time being- by the North Atlantic Council in its 
communique of 30th May. 

I come now to paragraph 5 calling for the 
negotiation without delay of a treaty banning all 
nuclear tests. I regret that the Council, in its 
reply to the Assembly's previous recommenda
tion, No. 425, which has only just been received, 
does not refer to this important recommendation 
by the Assembly, which has now been reiterated 
four times. We may note with satisfaction that, 
in his speech of 14th May about the Chemobyl 
catastrophe, Mr. Gorbachev announced the 
extension of the unilateral Soviet moratorium on 
nuclear tests until 6th August - the anniversary 
of the dropping of the first atomic bomb on 
Hiroshima. 
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a review of the entire situation next year, non
approval as a NATO force goal of the deploy
ment of further chemical weapons in Europe. I 
note here that the communique of the NATO 
Defence Planning Committee dated 22nd May 
refers to" the 1987-1992 force goals which reflect 
the priorities we have identified for improving 
conventional defence " without making it clear 
that for the United States, the force goals 
incl~de production of the new generation of 
so-called " binary " chemical weapons. Three 
countries - Greece, Norway and Denmark -
appended a reservation conc~m~ng the text of. the 
communique. I believe th1s 1s the first tm~e 
Norway has felt itself obliged to exp~ess_pubhc 
disagreement with a NATO commumque. 

At the same time the representatives of Bel
gium, Italy and the Netherlands made it kn?wn 
that they did not approve of the Amencan 
decision. At all events, the ministerial meeting 
merely noted, without approving, a force goal 
affecting only the United States. Since then, the 
Federal Republic of Germany and the United 
Kingdom have indicated that the new chemical 
weapons would not be deployed in Europe in 
peacetime, and that each country would have the 
right to veto their possible deployment on its ter
ritory in times of crisis. This possible deploy
ment seems to have been discussed bilaterally 
with the Federal Republic of Germany and the 
United Kingdom, and the Federal Republic of 
Germany has obtained a compensatory assur
ance that the stocks of American chemical weap
ons now stationed on its territory will be with
drawn by 1990. 

While some recent decisions by the American 
administration have been criticised by the Euro
pean allies, we must beware, ladies and gentle
men, of improper and unjustified anti
Americanism, which it is the Kremlin's chief aim 
to foster. The committee's report is objective 
and makes it clear that the chief obstacle to an 
agreement, especially as regards chemical weap
ons and MBFRs, continues to be the inadequacy 
of the verification measures so far accepted by 
the Soviet Union. Ifit accepted adequate meas
ures, these two important agreements could be 
signed very quickly. 

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, I 
apologise for having spoken for rather too 
long. The length of my address is explained by 
two factors: firstly, the delay in receiving the 
important chapters of the Council's annual 
report, and secondly the recent events since the 
adoption of the committee's report which lend 
added importance to its recommendations. 

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

Mr. President, before I finish I must draw the . . 
Assembly's attention to paragraph 6(b) of the The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The tmpo~-
draft recommendation which demands, pending tance of what you have had to say, Mr. Amade1, 
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fully justifies your care in explaining the problem 
to the Assembly. 

In the debate I call Mr. Milani. 

Mr. MILAN! (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pres
ident, ladies and gentlemen, the draft recommen
dation on disarmament which we have before us 
is truly surprising. The recommendations to be 
submitted to the Council appear contradictory in 
the light of Mr. Amadei's report. This conclu
sion can be arrived at by considering two ques
tions of the greatest urgency and sensitivity: the 
problem of a definite ban on nuclear tests and 
the question of new chemical weapons, although, 
following the United States' decision to consider 
the SALT II treaty inoperative, some very differ
ent points call for consideration. The 
Rapporteur himself has dealt with this topic at 
some length in commenting on his report. 

Mr. Amadei's report reminds us clearly and 
objectively of the situation as regards the inter
national debate on the banning of nuclear 
tests. It should be stressed however that the 
obligation to pursue negotiations to that end is 
the specific duty of the " nuclear powers " under 
the 1963 treaty, which included the banning of 
military nuclear tests in the atmosphere, and 
under the 1974 treaty which limited such explo
sions to a force of less than 150 kt. 

We are aware of how things stand at 
present. First and foremost, there has recently 
been, and still is, an accommodating attitude, or 
at least a fairly accommodating attitude, on the 
part of the Soviet Union as expressed in its uni
lateral moratorium on tests and in the accep
tance of monitoring stations on its own territory 
- reflected in the recent news of an agreement 
between the Soviet Academy of Sciences and a 
private American corporation for the installation 
of monitoring stations. There is no doubt that 
these are important innovations. In earlier 
years those in control in Moscow had never 
accepted independent verification in their own 
country. It would therefore have been both 
realistic and highly responsible to welcome these 
new developments, evaluate them and draw the 
most useful inferences lest we miss a valuable 
opportunity of finding a final solution to the 
problem. 

Against this, we have witnessed negative 
reactions. Nuclear tests are continuing, to a 
clamorous accompaniment, despite the fact that 
even in the United States there is increasing 
opposition and doubt about tests which, apart 
from their general consequences for the arms 
race are already giving rise to extremely serious 
environmental and ecological problems. The 
only counter-proposal which the United States 
has been able to make is its invitation to Soviet 
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scientists to attend tests in Nevada. But, in Mr. 
Amadei's words:" The Uni~d Kingdom and the 
United States seem to be t e only countries to 
consider that existing seism c. networks, particu
larly if supplemented by re onal systems on the 
territory of nuclear weapom countries, are not 
enough to verify such a treaty (for a total nuclear 
test ban)". The negative response of the 
United States to the Sovie proposal for rapid 
progress towards an agr ment is therefore 
untenable on technical gr unds, as the great 
majority of experts and g vernments consider 
that effective verification s possible with the 
means already to hand - an even more so when 
account is taken of the present accommodating 
attitude displayed by the $oviet Union. It is 
also clear that the argumen~ based on the obso
lescence of nuclear arsenals~acks substance. This 
consideration applies to bo h sides, and no one 
has ever demonstrated th United States and 
western nuclear weapons 1 are technologically 
behind those ofthe Soviet Union. The question 
therefore centres on a determination to go ahead, 
come what may, with the development of new 
strategic nuclear weapons, ~d, above all, to per
mit no slowing-down of th programmes associ
ated with the strategic defe ce initiative. 

If that is how matters stand - and Mr. 
Amadei's report is confirmation of this - how is 
it possible to accept a recommendation which 
refers only to the ridiculous United States 
proposal? How is it possible to make no com
ment on the Soviet moratopum which even the 
Rapporteur referred to in guite flattering terms 
when he introduced his report? How is it possi
ble to close one's eyes to the reasons underlying 
the United States' rejection? Let us be clear 
that there is no question here of extolling the 
Soviet position. On the QOntrary, the point at 
issue is to seize an impo~nt opportunity born 
of Moscow's new attitud and one which it 
would be highly irrespons ble to allow to pass 
unheeded. 

With regard to the question of chemical weap
ons, you are all well aware of the grotesque situa
tion in which we currentlY! find ourselves. 

! 

The draft recommendatic!m invites the Council 
not to approve as a NATO lforce goal the deploy
ment of further chemical weapons. However, 
NATO's Defence Planning Committee has 
already given the green light to the United States, 
although we know that Congress has made its 
own approval of the bin~ chemical weapons 
programme conditional n adequate support 
from the European allies. Our debate is there
fore behind the times and demonstrates once 
again the impotence and divisions which beset 
Europe. A number of European governments, 
the Italian Government included, have again 
chosen to give priority to their direct relation
ships with the United States rather than search 
for a common European Ifsition. It is all very 
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well in this Assembly to pass joint resolutions 
and express a desire for closer relations; the fact 
of the matter, when the issue arises, is that prece
dence is given to preferential agreement with the 
United States and there is no point here in 
returning to the matter of the SDI. 

If it is to be credible, the draft recommenda
tion must take account of all that has happened 
in NATO in recent weeks, and must take a stand 
on the issue. It must, in a word, express disa
greement with the decisions reached and with the 
attitudes of those European governments which 
have failed to look for a common policy. It 
must call upon the Council to take action to see 
that these decisions are reopened for debate and 
that the manufacture of new chemical weapons is 
prevented. Failing this, the resolution will just 
look like another act of impotence providing an 
unwarranted alibi for those who, as the facts 
demonstrate, have already decided in favour of 
the production of chemical weapons. 

Finally, it is my view that the draft recommen
dation cannot be accepted unless the Assembly 
agrees to some important amendments, espe
cially as regards paragraphs (vi) of the preamble 
and 6 (a) of the recommendation proper dealing 
with a total nuclear test ban, and 6 (b) concern
ing chemical weapons. Amendments and addi
tional observations are also needed with regard 
to the question of the SALT 11 treaty, which is 
today of such great and serious import. I do not 
believe it possible to omit from this document 
some clear and explicit reference to the attitude 
Europe should adopt on compliance or non
compliance with SALT 11. 

The PRESIDENT {Translation). - Mr. Milani, 
I was on the point of calling you to order, as it is 
unfortunately vital that speakers keep to the time 
allowed. I shall have something to say to the 
Assembly on this subject before the end of the 
sitting. 

I call Mr. Berger. 
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misunderstandings and misinterpretations. The 
dividing line between this and confidence
building measures as an expression of one and 
the same policy of detente is therefore 
fluid. The point I want to make, to put things 
in a nutshell, is that treaties are the instruments 
of such a policy, not its essence. 

Now it is obvious that there has been fresh 
movement in arms control policy during recent 
months. Changes that could be far-reaching are 
beginning to emerge. The Geneva summit, the 
proposals ofthe Soviet General Secretary and the 
West's response agreed in the alliance are all fea
tures of the movement I refer to. This is 
another result of western firmness in the alliance, 
which has neither accepted a Soviet monopoly of 
medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe nor 
abandoned its efforts on behalf of disarmament 
and arms control for such weapons. 

Since the Bundestag's decision on further 
armament of 22nd November 1983, the Soviet 
Union has reviewed its policy in important areas 
in order to get out of the impasse into which it 
had manreuvred itself in its reliance on the 
so-called peace movement. The Soviet Union 
came back to the negotiating table without 
preconditions. In his disarmament proposal of 
15th January 1986 Mr. Gorbachev gave his 
answer to western disarmament proposals 
already on the table. It has features which to 
my mind are constructive but also problematic 
for the security of the West. The western 
counter-proposal made in February this year 
picks up the constructive features and develops 
them logically in the direction of balanced and 
verifiable arms limitation and disarmament 
aimed at stable security. 

As we know, the Soviet General Secretary 
offered his zero solution on medium-range mis
siles on 15th January, but he is only prepared to 
accept this for the European, not for the Asian 
medium-range system. Nor does he want to 
limit shorter-range missiles until a later stage in 
disarmament. In my view that is not acceptable 
for Western European security. 

Mr. BERGER (Federal Republic of Germany) The western disarmament proposal, on the 
(Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and gentle- other hand, considers that the longer and shorter 
men, I would like to make one preliminary medium-range systems in both East and West 
remark about the point and purpose of arms have grown up in mutual interaction and should 
control. The essential condition for arms con- be seen as such by us and negotiated on 
trol and disarmament is the secure defence capa- together. The proposal is therefore that all 
bility of the countries involved in this process. longer-range missiles should be dismantled by 
The purpose is security, increased security the end of 1989 while at the same time shorter-
through strategic stability and fewer range missiles are limited on a balanced and ver-
weapons. Anyone who really wants disarma- ifiable basis. The limitation of these shorter-
men! must never forget this. Arms control range systems is essential because otherwise the 
should therefore contribute to the limitation of Soviet superiority of almost 7: 1 in this area 
the armament process, to the reduction of exist- would slip through the zero solution for the 
ing strike potentials through modernisation longer-range missiles and the Soviet threat, par-
measures, to stabilising, i.e. defensive rather than ticularly to our country, would not be dimin-
offensive systems, and lastly to the avoidance of ished - only different. 
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The inclusion of Asian longer-range systems is 
necessary because they are mobile and could 
therefore be quickly deployed against the 
West. Nor in my view can Europe expect 
Japan, its partner in the security field, and other 
Asian countries to become a region of reduced 
security. 

With the little time available to me I cannot 
unfortunately say anything about all the other 
important aspects of disarmament. However, I 
shall close, Mr. President, with the point that 
whilst nuclear disarmament has been the central 
point in our discussions for many years now, 
conventional disarmament and the creation of a 
balance in conventional weapons must be pur
sued on behalf of the linked elements of more 
stability and security in Europe, because Europe 
is in the front line in terms of the threat from 
Soviet conventional superiority. We must not 
ignore this interrelationship. 

Allow me one last sentence on an important 
conference and an important process that at the 
moment, to my mind, is being, as it were, stood 
on its head. I refer to the Stockholm disarma
ment conference. Last week we had the IPU 
conference in Bonn which had this item on its 
agenda too. As a member of the drafting com
mittee there I gained the impression that the 
Soviet representatives were doing everything 
they could to bang the drum in their statements 
about the major disarmament themes but, in the 
wording of the communique, were always trying 
to revert to discussing the Madrid texts. In par
ticular, they must be urged - by this Assembly as 
well - to recognise that the keystone for future 
success in disarmament now is success in 
Stockholm, i.e. reaching concrete agreement at 
least on the very modest confidence-building 
measures. If this is not achieved, or not 
achieved before the Vienna follow-up confer
ence, then we should not be over-hopeful about 
any great success in the future. 

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

Mr. ANTONI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, this is not the 
first time the question of disarmament has been 
on our agenda and, if the reply to the Council's 
annual report is the formal occasion, the real rea
son is to be found in very recent events, which 
are unfortunately not encouraging. 

The international situation is again tense and 
the promising results of the summit of Novem
ber 1985, which aroused so many hopes and 
expectations throughout the world, are now back 
in doubt. The prime need, therefore, is to dis
cuss and work for the restoration of international 
confidence which cannot be separated from dis-
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armament and is essential for the whole of 
Europe. For our institution, WEU, it means 
discharging a primary duty and the committee 
was therefore quite right to produce a document 
on the subject. I wish to pay tribute to the 
Rapporteur for his great efforts and to express 
appreciation of his research and his determina
tion to keep up to date as the international situa
tion develops and changes. 

Despite this, I think that further additions are 
needed, particularly in the light of events and 
statements over the last few days. Indeed, a 
series of moves by the American Government 
raise doubts concerning the real intentions of the 
people in charge of United States policy, particu
larly as regards any real willingness to negotiate 
and reach agreement, although any statements 
and proposals by the Russians must not be 
accepted uncritically as a sign of concrete pros
pects for agreement between the two super
powers. 

It is a fact, however, that the unilateral denun
ciation of the SALT I and ABM treaties and the 
refusal to continue observing SALT 11 voluntar
ily are not conducive to the resumption of 
negotiations. The problem of chemical weap
ons, with all the disagreements and contradic
tions we at present see in Europe, makes it diffi
cult to move towards a positive solution which 
must be a common agreement to ban and 
destroy all such weapons. 

It is true, however, that in this context the 
most recent attitudes adopted in Western Europe 
have created small openings for possible East
West detente and have thus further confirmed 
the need for Europe to have a renewed capacity 
for independent action. 

The need for a major independent political ini
tiative by Europe, to which repeated reference 
has been made during this session, emphasises 
the importance of WEU's rok and function and 
points the way to overcome political divisions in 
Europe and reach an agreed position through the 
reactivation of WEU. What is needed is a 
European pillar which will help to establish a 
policy of controlled and balanced disarmament, 
detente and peace in the world. 

The terms of the draft recommendation are 
certainly not opposed to these requirements. It 
is to be welcomed that both the recommendation 
and the report reject all extreme and radical posi
tions and aim at objectivity. As already men
tioned, however, despite updating there is still no 
more precise statement of view on recent devel
opments in the international situation and on the 
danger of a return to rearmament. 

Like some other representatives, our group has 
tried to correct this by submitting a number of 
amendments which we believe deserve the 
Assembly's attention and approval. 
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The risks of tension and rearmament should 
be met by creating the political conditions for a 
single European position, pressing for removal of 
the disagreements between Europe and the 
United States within the Atlantic Alliance, and 
offering WEU real opportunities for reactivation 
so that it counts in Europe and Europe counts in 
the world. 

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, as I said 
to begin with there has been much talk of the 
reactivation of WEU during this session, in par
ticular during discussion of Mr. Bianco's 
report. There have been complaints concerning 
the inadequate - for some speakers, non-existent 
- consultation between the Assembly and the 
Council of Ministers and also concerning the fact 
that the WEU governments and countries are out 
of step with each other. It may be thought 
therefore - and this is my view - that a renewed 
and sincere commitment by our Assembly on 
disarmament is the best, most concrete and rea
sonable reply that Europe and WEU can give 
because reason always triumphs. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The debate 
is adjourned. 

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I propose 
that the Assembly hold its next public sitting this 
afternoon at 2.30 p.m. with the following orders 
of the day: 

1. Thirty-first annual report of the Council 
(Presentation by Mr. Andreotti, Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in
Office of the Council, Document 1061). 
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2. Address by Mr. Tindemans, Minister for 
External Relations of Belgium. 

3. Address by Baroness Young, Minister of 
State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs of the United Kingdom. 

4. Revision and interpretation of the Charter 
and of the Rules of Procedure (Resumed 
votes on the draft resolutions, Document 
1039 and amendments). 

5. Reactivation of WEU- its tasks, structure 
and place in Europe (Vote on the draft 
recommendation, Document 1058). 

6. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first 
annual report of the Council (Resumed 
debate on the report of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments and 
vote on the draft recommendation, Docu
ment 1059 and amendments). 

7. Scientific, technological and aerospace 
questions and Western European defence 
(Presentation of and debate on the report of 
the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions and vote on the 
draft recommendation, Document 1055 
and amendments). 

8. Draft opinion on the budgets of the minis
terial organs ofWEU for 1985 (revised) and 
1986 (Presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Budgetary 
Affairs and Administration and vote on the 
draft recommendation, Document 1054). 

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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Tuesday, 3rd June 1986 

SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the minutes. 

2. Attendance register. 

3. Election of a Vice-President of the Assembly. 

4. Thirty-first annual report of the Council (Presentation by 
Mr. Andreotti, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Italy, Chair
man-in-Office of the Council, Doe. 1061 ). 

Replies by Mr. Andreotti to questions put by: Sir John 
Page, Mr. Antretter, Mr. Vecchietti, Mr. Antoni, Sir John 
Osbom, Mr. Ferrari Aggradi, Mr. Soell, Mr. Masciadri, 
Dr. Miller, Sir Dudley Smith, Mr. Burger, Mr. Bianco, 
Mr. Wilkinson, Mr. Milani, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. 
Cifarelli, Mr. Terlezki, Mr. Fiandrotti. 

S. Address by Mr. Tindemans, Minister for External Rela
tions of Belgium. 

Replies by Mr. Tindemans to questions put by: Mr. De 
Decker, Mr. Gansel, Sir John Osbom, Mr. Steverlynck, 
Mr. Declercq, Mrs. Hennicot-Schoepges, Mr. Jessel, 
Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Antretter, Mr. Martino, Mr. Rumpf, 
Mr. Spies von Biillesheim. 

6. Address by Baroness Young, Minister of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United King
dom. 

Replies by Baroness Young to questions put by: Sir 
Anthony Grant, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Soell, Mr. 
Antretter, the Earl of Kinnoull. 

7. Change in the order of business. 

Speakers: The President, Dr. Miller. 

8. Revision and interpretation of the Charter and of the 
Rules of Procedure (Resumed votes on the draft resolu
tions, Doe. 1039 and amendments). 

Speakers: Mr. Schulte (Chairman of the committee), Mr. 
Bianco, Lord Hughes, Mr. Bianco, Mr. Cavaliere, Lord 
Hughes (point of order), Mr. Eysink, Mr. Bianco, Lord 
Hughes (point of order), Mr. Sc:hulte. 

9. Reactivation of WEU - its taslds, structure and place in 
Europe (Vote on the draft recommendation, Doe. 
1058). 

10. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first annual report of 
the Council (Resumed debate on the report of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. 1059 
and amendments). 

11. Change in the membership of a committee. 

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

The sitting was opened at 2.40 p.m., with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

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

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In accor
dance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting have been distributed. 

Are there are comments? ... 

The minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I would 
remind all members of the need to sign the regis
ter of attendance because it determines whether 
we have a quorum or not. 

121 

The names of the substitutes attending this sit
ting which have been notified to the President 
will be published with the list of representatives 
appended to the minutes of proceedings 1• 

3. Election of a Vice-President of the Assembly 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the election of a Vice
President of the Assembly. I received a further 
valid nomination for the office of Vice
President, namely, that of Mr. Pecriaux. 

If the Assembly is unanimous, I propose that 
his election be by acclamation. 

Is there any objection? ... 

I note that the Assembly is unanimous. 

l. See page 30. 
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I therefore declare Mr. Pecriaux elected as a 
Vice-President of the Assembly. 

The composition of the Bureau of the Assem
bly is therefore as follows: Mr. Caro, President; 
Mr. Ferrari Aggradi, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. 
Soell, Mr. Pecriaux, Mr. Blaauw and Mr. 
Goerens, Vice-Presidents. 

The list is not in alphabetical order but in 
accordance with their age. 

4. Thirty-first annual report of the Council 

(Presentation by Mr. Andreotti, Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office 

of the Council, Doe. 1061) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the presentation of the thirty
first annual report of the Council by Mr. 
Andreotti, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Italy 
and Chairman-in-Office of the Council, Docu
ment 1061. 

Mr. Andreotti, it is with great pleasure and 
cordial wishes that I welcome you today on 
behalf of the Assembly. 

As you know, this very important part of the 
session is primarily concerned with the political 
dimension to be assumed by Western European 
Union with the fullest possible understanding 
between our parliamentary organ and the minis
terial organ that you preside over and repre
sent. 

In my introductory address I had the advan
tage of being able to raise problems. I did so 
without mincing my words but knowing that we 
are all seeking ways of excelling ourselves whilst 
respecting our own responsibilities but placing 
the debate at our correct political level. 

You have been Chairman-in-Office during a 
very difficult period at a time when Europe has 
been confronted with many problems of all 
kinds, among which those relating to security 
and defence have come increasingly to the fore. 

Allow me on behalf of the whole Assembly to 
express my gratitude for everything you have 
done to facilitate contact between the Assembly 
and the Council and for the distinguished role 
you have played at the head of the Council. 

I invite you, Mr. Chairman-in-Office, to come 
to the rostrum. 

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and 
gentlemen, the review of the activities under
taken during the year by the Council of Western 
European Union marks the end of the Italian 
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chairmanship and documents the spirit which 
has motivated us in the work of consolidating 
the revival of the organisation. 

In his address yesterday, President Caro, 
whom I thank for his kind words of introduction, 
was rather vehement - due no doubt to his pas
sionate European commitment - in questioning 
the steadfastness ofthe member countries' will to 
continue working for reactivation. 

To dispel this impression, which occurs fre
quently in your remarks as well as in some 
reports by parliamentary colleagues, I consider it 
particularly necessary to recall and define realis
tically the role which WEU can play in reinforc
ing European security, promoting the process of 
European integration and strengthening Atlantic 
solidarity. 

Among the aims of the modified Brussels 
Treaty we emphasised in the Rome declaration 
that of " promoting the unity and encouraging 
the progressive integration of Europe", underlin
ing in paragraph 3 of the declaration our " deter
mination to make better use of the WEU frame
work in order to increase European co-operation 
in the field of security policy". 

We are dealing here with momentous objec
tives, which for more than thirty years have been 
at the heart ofthe debate on the process of Euro
pean construction. To achieve what progress is 
realistically possible towards the attainment of 
these goals has been the constant endeavour of 
the Italian chairmanship and of the entire Coun
cil with at the same time due regard for the indis
soluble link between the interests of European 
security and the overall security of all the coun
tries of the Atlantic Alliance. This has lately 
been reaffirmed by the results of the recent 
Council meeting in Venice, where the ministers 
emphasised the indivisible nature of security and 
restated their determination to reinforce the 
bonds of solidarity binding them to each other 
and to the other members of the Atlantic Alli
ance. 

Under the terms of the European act, the 
Twelve have committed themselves to closer 
co-operation on security and have defined the 
various political and economic issues 
involved. Objectively, this requires WEU to set 
about strengthening the European dimension of 
security without prior conditions. This is in 
line with the general requirements of the process 
of European construction, as well as with public 
expectations in the seven countries you represent 
here. 

In the Atlantic context, the aim of strengthen
ing allied security remains fully valid, and here 
WEU, as a joint forum for debating specifically 
European security concerns, can and must con
tinue to make a fundamental contribution. 
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This is a dynamic process which is constantly 
enriched by constructive exchanges with the 
Assembly, for which the two essential points of 
reference are the existence of common defence 
organisations - NATO as a pillar of allied 
defence and the IEPG as a vehicle for effective 
co-operation between defence industries - and 
the commitment to the building of Europe. 

At a time when the international scene is as 
complex and fraught with tension as it is today, 
the maintenance of western cohesion and, to this 
end, of a constructive dialogue between Europe
ans and Americans is increasingly appreciated to 
be a goal of the first importance. I think we 
may take satisfaction in the fact that the 
reactivation ofWEU has made a useful contribu
tion to the attainment of this goal. 

Our organisation has already given convincing 
proof of its ability to deliberate on security ques
tions and make a powerful contribution in terms 
of political impetus to European co-operation in 
this sphere. I am surprised, therefore, that the 
President complains, as he did yesterday, of a 
supposed lack of results from the Council meet
ing in Venice. 

In actual fact, the foreign and defence minis
ters were pleased at the breadth of their discus
sions on questions vital to the East-West dia
logue and the strategic stability of the world and 
covering such issues as the Soviet-American 
negotiations in Geneva and other important 
aspects of the disarmament process in every 
arms sector. On these questions Europe suc
ceeded, as it wished, in expressing a united 
purpose. The Seven reasserted their profound 
collective desire for peace and the constructive 
pursuit of the dialogue with the East, while at the 
same time expressing their determination to safe
guard and promote conditions of equilibrium 
and security, conducive to ensuring the progress 
of European society in peace and freedom. 

· The concerted approach adopted by our coun
tries allowed us to achieve a degree of harmony 
which is significant not only for ourselves but for 
all those who look to Europe with interest, hope 
and expectation that it may be able to act 
dynamically and constructively on the interna
tional stage. 

Again, our concerned approach has enabled us 
to transfer the European countries' experience in 
security matters more systematically and more 
efficiently to the broader framework of western 
consultation, so ensuring that such experience is 
taken into account in the formation of American 
positions. 

European participation in the East-West dia
logue through continuous and detailed consulta
tion, either among the Seven or in the broader 
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framework of Atlantic collabo~ation, is indispen
sable as vital European security interests are 
involved. 

1 

As regards the priority que~ion for Europe -
the INF negotiations - the Seven reaffirmed a 
community of views and attitudes which cannot 
fail to prove highly significant. In particular, 
the Seven asserted the need for reductions lead
ing to the total and comprehensive elimination 
of this entire category of weapons and avoiding 
the creation of new areas of instability. 

The same can be said with regard to other 
decisive elements in the East-West relationship, 
relating to the aim of radical, equivalent reduc
tions in the Soviet and United States nuclear 
arsenals and to the reinforcement of strategic sta-
bility. I 

i 
As regards the problems f space and SDI 

research, while I must ackno ledge the lack of a 
common position, I do believ that some signifi
cance may attach to the hope xpressed by WEU 
countries for a co-operative pproach with the 
USSR aimed at maintaining he stability of the 
offensive/defensive balance and at reinforcing 
confidence. On this last point, the " open labo
ratories " proposal seems to me to be especially 
promising. · 

The Seven are of course aware of the uncer
tainties and difficulties besetting the course of 
the East-West dialogue and the international sit
uation in general. They believe, however, that 
there are still signs of a common interest in 
advancing the dialogue on disarmament and 
arms control. The Seven are therefore deter
mined, all with the same intent, to see that the 
difficulties are played down and to promote the 
gradual establishment of mor~ favourable pros
pects, thereby fulfilling Euroqe's proper role to 
the full. 

In their consultations with he Americans and 
their other western allies and hrough their con
tacts with other countries, the even will do their 
utmost to further the Gene a negotiations on 
nuclear weapons and space in way which trans
lates into reality, as far as pos ible, the wishes of 
our peoples for a gradual and balanced process of 
general disarmament based on verification, secu
rity and increasing international confidence. 

I also attribute great significance to the sub
stantial agreement of the WEU countries about 
the need for a gradual reduction of offensive 
nuclear weapons to be accompanied by balanced 
and verifiable reductions of all types of arms, 
including in particular conventional weapons. 

There is no doubt that the imbalances in con
ventional forces throughout the European thea
tre are a worrying cause of instability and need to 
be corrected by balanced and verifiable 
reductions. The WEU countpes therefore share 
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the hope that the recent signs of tractability on 
the part of the USSR in this area and on the sub
ject of chemical weapons may evoke an effective 
response at the negotiating table, thereby lending 
greater strength to the forces already at work in 
the existing negotiating forums. 

Complete unity of purpose also exists with 
regard to the high priority attaching to the total 
elimination of chemical weapons, with suitable 
provision for verification and in a spirit of 
mutual trust, by the conclusion of an agreement 
at the Geneva disarmament conference. 

Europe is naturally ready to examine any con
crete disarmament proposal by constructive dis
cussion round the negotiating table, taking fair 
account of the security requirements and sugges
tions of all the countries concerned. 

In recent months the Seven have pursued their 
joint consideration of the questions - vitally 
important for the future - relating to the SDI 
research programme, to which I have already 
referred. Following the Bonn meeting in April 
1985, the Western European countries felt an 
immediate need to co-ordinate, as far as realisti
cally possible, their reaction to the American 
invitation and to deliberate together about the 
technological, political and strategic implications 
of the programme. 

The criteria identified by consultation between 
the Seven have provided a point of reference for 
all our countries, even though dealings with the 
United States have been conducted without any 
really concerted WEU policy. 

This is not the place to go into details, but a 
preliminary assessment of the political criteria 
established by the Seven and directed, among 
other things, to safeguarding balance and stabil
ity in East-West relations, securing strict obser
vance of the ABM treaty, strengthening deter
rence and promoting substantial, balanced 
reductions in the nuclear arsenals seems to me to 
demonstrate the importance of what has been 
accomplished. 

The Seven are naturally well aware that a final 
judgment on the strategic implications of SDI is 
impossible for the time being, as the results of 
the research will be uncertain for a long time to 
come. Nevertheless, the importance of this 
question for the strategic balance of the future, 
and for European security, is such that the need 
for continuous consultation and deliberation 
within WEU immediately becomes apparent and 
this will be conducted on the basis of the deci
sions taken. The political and strategic impact 
of SDI on western security as a whole is, of 
course, an issue which will have to be considered 
collectively at the proper time within the Atlan
tic Alliance. However, WEU can and must per-

124 

FOURTH SITTING 

form an important role in examining the specific 
repercussions of SDI for the European dimen
sion of our collective security. 

Any weighing of the political and strategic 
implications also involves the continuous verifi
cation and evaluation of a number of other fac
tors which are similarly of vital importance in a 
strategic equation which is changing all the 
time. These factors include the technical 
advances made in offensive weapons as well as 
the state of progress of the efforts the USSR is 
making in the same technological fields as the 
SDI programme. Furthermore, any evaluation 
by the WEU countries of the strategic implica
tions for Europe of the American research pro
gramme presupposes the establishment of 
parameters reflecting the specific security 
requirements of European countries. 

Clearly, then, the governments of the Seven 
are not avoiding the issue but are instead 
addressing themselves, carefully and oppor
tunely, to those questions which will have to be 
answered in the effort to devise a course of 
action capable of safeguarding not only the tech
nological and political role but also the security 
of Europe. 

In the technological sphere, European coun
tries will have to be able to respond - and they 
will make every effort to do so as is demon
strated by the Eureka initiative - to the formida
ble challenges of the near future. However, it is 
necessary above all to weigh the implications and 
consequences for Europe and its security of the 
foreseeable developments in the area of anti
ballistic missile defence. We have to deal here 
with the growing problem of the probable spread 
and improved efficiency of ballistic missiles of 
various ranges and with either a nuclear or a con
ventional capability. The European assessment 
of this aspect of defence can naturally be 
extended to other western countries in the wider 
alliance framework and is therefore clearly 
important and useful. 

I therefore take the view that the expression in 
this Assembly of feelings of dissatisfaction and 
perhaps of impatience at the progress made in 
the reactivation of Western European Union is, 
from the standpoint of the Council and myself 
personally, not entirely justified. The serious 
and active part played by the foreign and defence 
ministers at ministerial councils, the presence in 
this Assembly of many government members, 
the meetings over the last twelve months 
between the two major organs of the union - the 
Council and the Assembly - my own contacts 
with President Caro, the increased activity of the 
Permanent Council, and the dynamic start to the 
work of the agencies are all evidence of effective 
reactivation within the timescale we set for the 
transition phase, which ends in December 
1987. 
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While we are working earnestly to implement 
in full, by that date, the measures adopted under 
the Rome declaration of October 1984, we must 
remain fully mindful of the material difficulties 
involved as well as of the length oftime required 
for a highly significant change in the united 
endeavours of Europe. 

Perhaps I may be allowed to make a general 
observation at this point. It is true that a con
tinuing effort must be made to ensure that the 
proper information and replies to the Assembly's 
recommendations are expeditiously conveyed to 
the Assembly, but it is also true that the Council 
is a collective body whose decisions have to be 
unanimous. Paradoxically enough, the longer 
time needed to arrive at a consensus is sympto
matic of the growing political significance 
ascribed to the Assembly and of the greater 
impact it is able to exert on public opinion in our 
countries, as was pointed out in the Rome 
declaration. If the governments of the Seven 
are now subjecting the contents of documents for 
the Assembly to closer scrutiny, this is because 
they are aware that these are important pro
nouncements whose political formulation is lia
ble to have a significant effect. 

While this by no means excuses us from look
ing at quicker ways of doing things, it is never
theless a factor which needs to be borne in 
mind. A number of steps have, however, 
already been taken, and your attention has been 
drawn to these by myself and by the Secretary
General. 

To meet the reasonable demands of the 
Assembly, I take this opportunity of reaffirming 
the decision adopted by the Council to the effect 
that the reports on its activities will henceforth 
be issued at six-monthly and not yearly inter
vals. 

Following the example of his German prede
cessor, the Italian Chairman has laid special 
emphasis on contacts with committees and with 
members of this Assembly. Looked at quite 
objectively, the accessible approach adopted and 
the number of meetings which have actually 
taken place are matters of fact. I will not bore 
you with a tiresome chronological list and will 
just point out that, as far as relations between the 
Council and the Assembly are concerned, a good 
deal has already been done, much has been 
started and, let us hope, more can be done in the 
future. Let us not forget that, in the absence of 
well-established models for determining the form 
of the consultative machinery involved, we have 
to adopt a pragmatic approach in identifying, 
defining and developing what is needed, as 
indeed has happened in the sphere of European 
political co-operation over a span of more than 
fifteen years - a practice which allows regular 
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and open exchanges of views a~ the highest possi
ble level. This is the aim wl)ich has been pur
sued over the last twelve imonths with the 
Assembly's co-operation, and the Council will 
certainly continue to give this matter its full 
attention in the future. 

Referring merely to the most recent of our 
encounters, I found the Venic4 meeting attended 
by the members of the Presi~ntial Committee, 
of the General Affairs Committee and of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments, to be very useful. Such meetings, which 
must be held in a spirit of collaboration and 
unity, are to be encouraged and should, in my 
opinion, be turned to goo~ account for the 
mobilisation of public opiniqn, as has already 
been pointed out. 

I cannot finish my address without touching 
on the subject of the enlargement ofWEU, which 
I know to be close to the heart of this Assem
bly. 

What I have already said copveys the image of 
a changing organisation whos~ scope and struc
ture are under constant scrutiny by the seven 
governments in anticipation of the end of the 
transition phase. 

I have no hesitation in repeating that the Ita
lian position - already made public - is in 
favour of starting concrete I discussions with 
countries interested in joining! WEU with a view 
to determining the conditionsjfor their accession 
to membership. 

Collectively, however, the Council takes the 
view that the organisation's role and structure 
need to be better defined be~ore contemplating 
its enlargement, not only to 1 safeguard WED's 
present efficiency but also to! provide potential 
members with a properly-established frame
work. 

As I said in Venice, a con~ensus has already 
emerged in favour of entirely~' informal, explora
tory contacts for the purpose firstly, of making 
clear to the interested partie the provisions of 
the treaty as well as the obje tives and aims of 
WEU, and, secondly, to est blish the expecta
tions and the level of commitment of the poten
tial new partners. 

In this context, the Sectietary-General has 
already told you about the inttial contacts made 
with Portugal. 

There is general appreciat~on of the interest 
being shown by third countries, which is prop
erly seen as a sign of the attention being paid to 
the reactivated WEU. I would like to conclude 
my address on this optimistic note. 

Turning once more to w~at President Caro 
had to say and to some of thti reports under dis
cussion, I wish to reassert on behalf of the Coun-
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cil its earnest commitment to continuing along 
the path of reactivation initiated by the Rome 
declaration. 

At the same time, I believe that the Assembly, 
whose stimulating role must on no account be 
dissipated and whose views will be given all due 
weight by the Council, is capable of displaying 
the necessary measure of patience when apprais
ing the progress we are making towards giving 
powerful expression to the voice of Europe. 
The Assembly can and must continue to contri
bute to the vital function of providing European 
political guidance, with parallel - and, in a sense, 
anticipatory - detailed debates on the subject in 
the national parliaments. To bear fruit, the pro
gress achieved here must be linked with the over
all drive towards the construction of Europe, the 
joint defence of the alliance and European tech
nological co-operation. Italy has worked earn
estly towards these goals, and now hands over 
the chairmanship to Luxembourg together with 
its heartfelt good wishes for future progress. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
very much, Minister, for your statement. As is 
our practice, a number of members of the 
Assembly would like to ask you questions. 

I call Sir John Page. 

Sir John PAGE (United Kingdom). - We are 
all most happy to have Mr. Andreotti, a good 
friend of ours, with us again today, and we are 
grateful for his carefully focused and thought-out 
remarks. 

There is an expression in English which is 
sometimes used by a young man wanting a long
term love affair with a young lady. It is that she 
is blowing hot and cold ; she is warm and loving 
one day and cool the next. As a warm-blooded 
Italian whose devotion to European and interna
tional co-operation is known throughout the 
world, will Mr. Andreotti pass on to his col
leagues in the Council of Ministers that· their 
warm approach to the reactivation of our union 
of a year ago seems to have cooled off a little ? 
Will he try to warm it up again so that our love 
affair can be rekindled ? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - I would like to thank the 
speaker for his evocative image. At my age 
there is no time for lengthy love stories, but I will 
express my deeply held and long-standing con
viction in favour of European construction and 
stimulation of awareness about collective Euro
pean defence. 
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We must proceed with a high degree of cau
tion, which is fully compatible with this 
conviction. Why caution ? In stressing the 
idea of collective European defence, we must not 
encourage an undesirable American isolation
ism, which would not strengthen, but would 
weaken the Atlantic Alliance. I therefore 
believe that the appropriate platform is the 
reactivation, which we should see not as a mere 
rhetorical exercise but as a concrete political 
goal, even though its attainment may be only 
gradual. Using this platform, we will help bring 
about an authentic European forum. This path 
is sometimes beset with illusions. 

This is something I experienced in acute form 
when moving from Milan to Luxembourg. The 
Milan platform for the Community was much 
broader than the content of the European act, as 
there is a bias towards generosity when making 
proposals while the bigger obstacles arise when it 
comes to making commitments. However, 
although no longer occupying the Chair and with 
full support for our Luxembourg colleague, I can 
assure you that we on our side will collaborate in 
ensuring the effective reactivation of WEU. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I would 
warn you, Chairman-in-Office, that there are six
teen members of the Assembly wanting to ask 
you questions so your task will be con
siderable. I would remind members that we 
will then have an opportunity to hear Mr. 
Tindemans, Minister for External Relations of 
Belgium, who is already with us, and Baroness 
Young, Minister of State for Foreign and Com
monwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom. 

I would ask members to keep their questions 
short and not to use them as an opportunity for 
making speeches. 

I call Mr. Antretter. 

Mr. ANTRETTER (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. Chairman-in-Office, 
over and above the information that you have 
given us I would like to ask you a question in 
connection with the Rome declaration of 27th 
October 1984. 

At the time five important areas of co-opera
tion were listed: defence questions, arms control 
and disarmament, effects of East-West relations 
on European security, Europe's contribution to 
the strengthening of the Atlantic Alliance and 
WEU's political stimulus to European co-opera
tion in the armaments area. 

My question to the Chairman-in-Office is this: 
in which of the areas referred to in the Rome 
declaration has it so far been possible for the 
member states of WEU to reach common posi
tions, and in which of them has WEU taken con
crete political initiatives and given external stim
uli? 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Chairman-in-Office of the Council. 

M!. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
A.fJalrs of Ita~y, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cll) (Translation). - The President's reference to 
the number of delegates wishing to ask questions 
a~d a proper regard for Baroness Young and Mr. 
Tmdemans oblige me to be brief. 

In these five areas we have perhaps been most 
effective in contributing to the East-West dia
logue in the sense of examining means of ensur
ing that the difficulties encountered along the 
way do not interrupt the dialogue itself, and also 
a~ regards a common position - at least in prin
ciple - on SDI. The special working group is 
now studying the contents of this programme 
the first phase having been devoted to the legal 
and political aspects affecting the relations of 
individual countries. Our attention has chiefly 
been focused on these two issues. Your ques
tion warrants more time than I have available 
and can certainly be taken up by my 
Luxembourg successor. 

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

Mr. VECCHIETTI (Italy) (Translation). - In 
view of the brevity of the time available, I will 
read my question to Mr. Andreotti. How is the 
declaration on SALT I and SALT 11 made by the 
President of the United States to be reconciled 
with the position ofthe WEU governments, who 
have made any form of collaboration in research 
connected with defence in space contingent on 
observance of the above treaty and of the ABM 
treaty? 

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

M!. ANDREOT!I (Minister for Foreign 
A.fJalrs of Italy, Chalrman-in-Office of (he Coun
Cll) (TranslatiOn). - While it is certain that we 
cannot dictate either the speeches or the attitudes 
of the United States President, I believe that the 
recent debate in the Atlantic Council at Halifax 
showed that all seven countries represented here 
possess the will to work in the interval between 
now and when the treaty limits start to be 
exceeded, as indicated by the President of the 
United States, towards the attainment of con
crete results at the negotiating table, so that what 
we regard as a reasonable position can be 
maintained. The Soviet proposals of the last 
few days are very encouraging in this respect and 
lead one to believe that it may be possible to 
reach agreements, and that negotiations have by 
no means been broken off. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Antoni. 
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_Mr. A~TONI (Italy) (Tra slation). - I, too, 
will be bnef, but must first thank the Minister for 
the precision of his remarks. : 

With regard to chemical weapons, if I have 
understood him correctly, h~ noted the accom
modating approach of the USSR in this field 
and expressed the hope that this question could 
be resolved at the negotiating table. I now ask 
for his views about the obvious incompatibility 
between the declarations by a number of WEU 
governments, including that ofltaly, to the effect 
that they are not prepared to produce, to stock 
to use or to permit the use of chemical weapon~ 
on their territory and the green light given by 
NATO to the United States, at its request, to 
proceed with the manufactutre of chemical and 
binary weapons for which Europe would be the 
main theatre. Does he not consider that the 
Council should be asked to r~affirm its commit
ment to the destruction of lchemical weapons 
and, in that case, to encouragf concrete action at 
an early date ? I 

T~e PR~SIDENT (Transl~tion). - I call the 
Chairman-m-Office of the Council. 

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in~Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - I believe the horror inspired 
by chemical weapons is shared by 
everybody. The problem can be stated in these 
terms: on the one hand we must guide the 
Geneva negotiations towards a favourable result 
while 0!1- the other recognising objectively that 
the basis of the United States' position is the 
claim that the Soviet Union possesses an over
whelmingly greater quantity of binary chemical 
weapons than the United States. Hence the 
philosophy behind the proposal is that ~f re
establishing equilibrium. This is our interpreta
tion of the situation, and it lS an interpretation 
we have expressed publici , while constantly 
stressing its importance in pr viding an impetus 
for the eventual resumption and conclusion of 
the Geneva talks. The tee nology is with us, 
and some tractability is calle for on the part of 
both the Soviet Union and th United States. It 
is up to our countries to pr s for this. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir 
John Osborn. . 

Sir John OSBORN (United Kingdom).- I con
gratulate Mr. Andreotti on his very full 
review. He touched on the question of mutual 
and balanced force reductions, both nuclear and 
conventional, with the emphasis on 
verification. He also mentioned other Euro
pean institutions including the EEC. The acci
dent at the Soviet nuclear power station at 
Chernobyl has many lessons and has caused 
many debates in national and other 
institutions. Will Mr. Andreotti comment on 
the problems such as verificaFon and living with 
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radiation, whether from an accident of this type 
or the possible failure of SDI, which is perhaps of 
more concern to Europe than to North America? 
Have ministers discussed this issue in the con
text of Western European Union and in the con
text of meaningful disarmament ? If not, will 
they do so? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - We were in Venice the day 
after the news broke about the Chernobyl 
disaster. Our first reaction was to declare that 
in this area there could be no division into water
tight national compartments, and that there was 
a moral obligation to notify all countries at once 
irrespective of any treaty provisions, which 
should however be improved. 

I believe that, following the Chernobyl inci
dent, measures are in train in the International 
Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna as well as in 
Euratom, which is of particular interest to us as 
Europeans, to translate into concrete operating 
practices what the universal surge of public opin
ion demands. There is no room here for differ
ent attitudes. There is already too much confu
sion caused by technologists and semi
technologists in this basically unfamiliar 
area. Every day experts and would-be experts 
appear in print and on television only to com
pound our confusion. In defence of a source of 
energy which will remain a primary source pend
ing the achievement of what we, as Europeans 
are working for, but which must be exploited 
under secure conditions, I believe it is impera
tive that we seek general co-ordination of the 
regulations governing both security and 
standardisation. This will clearly have a num
ber of consequences for nuclear technology in 
general, including its military applications. We, 
as ministers, will not fail to keep abreast of these 
measures and we, together with the Assembly, 
which will also be involved in this question, will 
seek to help in finding solutions, the validity of 
which will be increased in proportion to the 
international participation involved. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Ferrari Aggradi. 

Mr. FERRARI AGGRADI (Italy) (Transla
tion). - By way of a personal acknowledgment, I 
believe I may and should express to Mr. 
Andreotti a special word of thanks for his 
steadfastness and consistency in working for the 
benefit of our Assembly and for the establish
ment of constructive collaboration between the 
Assembly and the Council so that important 
problems can be brought into focus. From his 
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experience so far, I would like to ask Mr. 
Andreotti the following question: looking ahead, 
how does he see the future implementation of the 
spirit of the Rome declaration - what lines 
should such implementation follow, what meth
ods should be used and on what fundamental 
points should future action be based ? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - I thank Mr. Ferrari Aggradi 
for his kind words. As to what method would 
be most conducive to ensuring effective imple
mentation of the commitments contained in the 
Rome declaration, I would answer that the best 
method is to work from the bottom upwards. I 
mean by this that we should start from the level 
of individual national parliaments, where these 
problems are not, it must be said, always dis
cussed in sufficient depth. It follows that the 
process should begin with public opinion in our 
individual countries, so as to create a solid foun
dation enabling this Assembly and others to 
debate from a position of greater confidence, 
knowing that they have behind them, not the 
assumption, but the certainty of national parlia
mentary support. In the Council, the ministers 
themselves would then feel encouraged, or even 
under a direct obligation, to take initiatives 
known to have the backing of public opinion in 
their respective countries. 

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

Mr. SOELL (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. Chairman, encouraged by 
your highly interesting and enlightening com
ments on the Council's commitment to the cause 
of arms control and disarmament, I would like to 
ask you to what extent the Council has formu
lated its own positions with regard to the Soviet 
disarmament proposals made in January of this 
year and to what extent those positions entered 
into the formulation of the western stance as a 
whole. 

Is the Council prepared to discuss in detail and 
to formulate its own positions on proposals 
announced by the Soviet Union for the end of 
this month in relation to the reduction of con
ventional troops? After all, the member coun
tries of Western European Union are particularly 
involved and interested in this question. 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - At meetings of the Council 
of Ministers we have established two points with 
regard to the proposals made by the Soviet 
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Union. The first is that all such proposals 
should always be subjected to close consideration 
and should not be dismissed out of hand or 
treated as propaganda. The second point -
which we have formally urged on the United 
States as well - is that proposals should be laid 
on the negotiating table, not made in interviews 
or speeches. Of course, these means can be 
used to test the temperature: we are all politi
cians and very familiar with the situation, but it 
is often possible to observe some disparity 
between fine words and the actual proposals 
placed on the negotiating table. We have agreed 
on these two points and thereby, in my opinion, 
made some practical headway. 

As to the merits of proposals, we consider that 
these should, wherever possible, be debated in 
restricted session between ministers, bearing in 
mind that negotiations are involved and that nei
ther of the parties can make his final position 
public in advance. It is therefore my opinion 
that everything to be debated by the Assembly 
and the Council in continuation of their work 
hitherto should, to ensure its usefulness, be con
veyed to the negotiators in the greatest possible 
confidence. 

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

Mr. MASCIADRI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
Andreotti, early last April three reports were sub
mitted concerning the WEU agencies, dealing 
respectively with disarmament, security and 
arms integration. I believe that such reports 
should not be filed but should be used. I would 
therefore like to know if it is intended to utilise 
them, and how. I should specially like to know 
if they are to be made available to the Assembly, 
and how soon. We attach great importance to 
these reports and consider our complete igno
rance of them to be a serious gap which needs 
filling. 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - I can assure you that, far 
from having been overlooked, these reports have 
been studied in Italy in preparing the work of the 
Atlantic Council and a series of scheduled bilat
eral meetings. I can also assure you that in the 
planned meetings with the Luxembourg Foreign 
Minister - and I would remind you that the Pres
ident of this Assembly considers it possible to 
arrange a meeting with him similar to that held 
between myself and my predecessor, Mr. 
Genscher, when the Italians took over the chair
manship- we shall look into ways of introducing 
this material into the debates conducted in the 
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various forums, as well as into discussions with 
those who will subsequently sit down at the 
negotiating table. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Dr. 
Miller. 

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom).- Why does 
the annual report of the Council omit to mention 
the meeting of the disarmament experts from the 
foreign ministries of the WEU countries which 
was held in Bonn on 11th February last year ? 
Has the omission of any memtion of that report 
anything to do with the possible displeasure of 
the United States of America at attempts by 
WEU countries to agree a common attitude to 
arms control ? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - The meeting referred to was 
in a sense considered informal, and that is why 
its outcome was not mentioned in the official 
report. That does not mean, however, that 
account was not taken of the matter discussed at 
that meeting. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir 
Dudley Smith. 

Sir Dudley SMITH (United Kingdom). - Dur
ing a most interesting address yesterday, the Sec
retary-General, Mr. Cahen, said that the increase 
in the Council's work was, inter alia, caused by 
the need to cope with the extra heavy workload 
generated by the development of relations with 
the Assembly. In those circumstances, does Mr. 
Andreotti think that the development of those 
relations has considerably increased the work
load of the Assembly ? Would he, therefore - I 
speak with feeling as the Chairman of the Bud
getary Affairs Committee - propose a corre
sponding increase in the staff of the Clerk of the 
Assembly? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - I believe there is an inter
change between the work of the Council and the 
Assembly such that the one influences the other. 

As far as the economic asJ]ect is concerned, I 
have no authority to speak on behalf of the 
Council, and can only say that, if a proposal is 
made, the Italian represen~tive will vote in 
favour. 

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

Mr. BURGER (Luxembourg) (Translation). -
I wish to ask the Minister the following question: 
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why has the Council taken no action on the pro
posal made by Mr. Genscher, in December 1984, 
to set up a European institute for defence ques
tions when it indicated in its reply to Recom
mendation 429 that it might consider doing so ? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - The Venice communique 
confirmed the willingness to set up such an 
institute. There had been practical difficulties, 
but in Venice we wanted to look at the matter 
again to see if these difficulties could be over
come. 

However, the fact that the matter was men
tioned in the communique and that the commit
ment still stands reflects our belief that the diffi
culties can be surmounted. I consequently 
believe that a vigorous effort should be made to 
bring the preparatory work to a conclusion. 

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

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
Chairman, we note the restated determination to 
pursue vigorously the battle for WEU, as well as 
your commitment to clear up the doubts and 
uncertainties expressed in this Assembly. 

I would like to ask you a question. The Secre
tary-General said yesterday that WEU needed a 
transitional period lasting until 1987. Will this 
transitional period involve the problems of 
agency activities and the enlargement ofWEU to 
include the countries which have applied for 
membership, or the more trenchant question of 
the political activity of the Council itself? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - As Mr. Bianco is well aware, 
the 1987 terminal date is that set for the 
reactivation phase of WEU. 

In answer to the triple question posed, I have 
to reply that, in my opinion, the time between 
now and the end of 1987 should be used to deal 
with all three points. We must see to it that the 
restructuration is completed, that contacts are 
developed with the countries wishing to join 
WEU- and in the case of Portugal these contacts 
have already been established - and that our 
national parliaments display the commitment I 
was talking about a short time ago. 

While the period is not very long, it is suffi
cient to achieve practical solutions and within 
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the projected timetable, as well as to verify the 
implementation of the commitments contained 
in the Rome declaration, which I trust we shall 
honour. 

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

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom).- Is Mr. 
Andreotti fully aware of the depth of feeling in 
the Assembly in favour of enlargement of WEU, 
most notably expressed recently in Mr. Bianco's 
admirable report ? If a precondition is to be set 
for applicant nations, should it be based not on 
whether a country is a member of the EEC but 
on whether it is a member of NATO and is will
ing to accede to the Brussels Treaty in full ? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - On this subject, I can only 
pass on the outcome of the Venice dis
cussion. We stated that preliminary contacts 
should be established with the interested coun
tries without regard to whether or not they 
belonged to the EEC. 

Portugal applied for membership some time 
ago, while other countries are delaying their 
application until such time as negotiations are 
possible. 

We have stated that such contacts should be 
made to familiarise these countries with WEU 
and make clear to them the commitments which 
applicants would be required to make. On the 
other hand, what we refer to as reactivation 
needs to be defined, so that these new members 
will know what sort ofWEU they will be joining. 

It is of little moment whether eight or nine 
instead of seven countries are involved, as long 
as the important problem of reactivation is still 
outstanding. 

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

Mr. MILANI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
Chairman, in reply to a fellow delegate a short 
time ago you said, with reference to the 
Chemobyl disaster, that these problems ought to 
be dealt with on the basis of interdependence and 
not by separate action. 

Bearing in mind the alliance to which we 
belong, do you not consider that the SALT 11 
decision was taken with some disregard for this 
interdependent relationship, and that our ally 
ought to have consulted its European part
ners? 

Secondly, you mentioned that proposals 
should not be made in speeches, but should be 
presented at the negotiating table. I would like 
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to put it to you that our major ally has for some 
time acquired the habit of pressing harder, as in 
the case of SDI, chemical weapons, terrorism 
and the bombing of Libya, and now SALT 
II. Do you not consider that our ally should 
take account of European opinion so as to avoid 
creating problems for Europe ? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - To be precise, the President 
of the United States did consult heads of state 
and of governments, and I have no hesitation in 
saying that the Italian Prime Minister replied 
that the status quo should be maintained. 

The subject has also been raised in the North 
Atlantic Council and it is hoped in many quar
ters, perhaps not without foundation, that the 
action of the United States President - which is 
not to take effect immediately - will get things 
moving and speed up the negotiations. 

With regard to increasing or reducing pressure, 
I think we should look at the collective docu
ments and particularly those of the 
alliance. Collective efforts along agreed lines -
and the WEU countries can play a big part in 
ensuring that certain lines are adhered to -
should ultimately produce an effect, as has hap
pened in the past. Nobody should forget the 
significant part played by individual countries in 
NATO certainly, and perhaps also by the 
Warsaw Pact countries, in determining the atti
tudes of the two major powers. 

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
We have two sayings in the United Kingdom, 
both of which mean the same thing. One is: " If 
you have an idea, you will the means. " The 
other, rather more colloquial, saying is: " Put 
your money where your mouth is. " They both 
mean that if one decides on a policy, one pro
vides the resources. 

Mr. Andreotti, your answer to my colleague 
Sir Dudley Smith confirms what many of us 
have thought - that busy ministers who come to 
the Council have a sheet of paper from their dep
uties saying: " The Assembly wants more money, 
but we do not think that you should agree " and 
ministers rubber-stamp it. Are you aware that 
the Assembly has proposed more than once not 
merely slight increases in the Clerk's staff but 
replacement of typewriters which you as a minis
ter and I as a former minister would not even 
allow on the scrap-heap in our ministries ? Are 
you aware that you are not permitting the 
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Assembly to have even the increased cover 
needed because of the cost bf pensions ? 

I 

I suggest that ministers should take a little 
time to look at the en<tmous shortfall in 
resources available to the Alssembly and decide 
whether they want us to do the job. Many of us 
are coming to the conclusion that, if we shall not 
have the resources needed to do the job that you 
ask us to do, it may not be worth our while com
ing to the Assembly. 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - Not trying to be kind, but 
speaking objectively and bearing in mind the 
increased tasks to be hanqled by WEU, I do 
think that the various budgr allocations, includ
ing that for the Assembly, re not properly bal
anced. 

We must try, in our respeptive parliaments, to 
convince our governments. of this. Our own 
government is convinced, a~d I should be very 
glad if the delegate who pu~ the question would 
use his influence with the British Foreign Secre
tary and the Prime Minister, Mrs. Thatcher. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Questions 
to and answers from government representatives 
are always of considerable interest, Minister, and 
we thank you for your part~cipation. 

I call Mr. Cifarelli. 

Mr. CIFARELLI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
Andreotti, I also wish to thank you for the work 
accomplished and for your effective replies to the 
often very discontented voices raised in this 
Assembly. 

When it was decided to activate WEU, and 
you as a long-standing Eur pean know that the 
connection at the back of veryone's mind was 
the EEC, we hoped that pro lems associated with 
revitalising European defe ce would be given 
priority. 

It seems to me, without ~anting to be unkind, 
that we are currently paying too much attention 
to hanging on to the coat tails of the Americans 
or others, albeit in the worthy interests of peace. 

Without asking you to prophesy, which would 
be foolish and presumptuous on my part, I 
would like to ask whether the rationalisation and 
construction of European defence have been 
completely overlooked. It seems to me that this 
is a question we have to answer. Europe cannot 
hold its own unless, subject to practical limita
tions and those imposed by its alliances, it looks 
to its own defence based on, suitable agreements, 
the requisite sacrifices and tt1e eradication of the 
many scandalous situations which have arisen 
among the Europeans in tbiis area. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Chairman-in-Office of the Council. 

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - I thank Mr. Cifarelli for his 
kind words. As an old federalist, he knows full 
well that you should never abandon a just 
cause. I would not say it is a bad thing to hang 
on to the coat tails of somebody about to launch 
himself into an extremely vigorous initiative 
which may, however, like all violent activities, 
not always be best calculated to produce the real 
solution to a problem. 

Mr. Cifarelli raises a very important 
point. While we must talk in what I would term 
a very flexible way about autonomous European 
defence, so as not to create confusion both here 
and on the other side of the Atlantic, some long
term preparation can be achieved by 
rationalisation and standardisation. These are 
problems of prime importance involving a whole 
range of interests. During my eight years as 
Defence Minister, I have listened to some mar
vellous speeches on standardisation, but in the 
event it was national, industrial and multina
tional interests which proved far more potent 
than the speeches. 

I believe this is a subject we must take up, tire
some though it may be, since it is always pleas
auter to make speeches about grand principles 
than about the need to use the same calibre for 
weapons of a particular type. 

I believe Mr. Cifarelli is right in considering 
this to be a subject we must pursue indefatigably 
and with the exercise of all our technical ability. 

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

Mr. TERLEZKI (United Kingdom). - Is the 
intention of the United States Government to 
resume the manufacture of chemical weapons 
explained by the fact that the Soviet Union 
already has stockpiled three hundred thousand 
tonnes of such weapons ? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - On this subject I have to 
read the newspapers. Unfortunately- because I 
hope it may one day be possible to have an 
inventory of armaments and completely reliable 
details of weapons transfers. This is not the 
present situation. There are specialist maga
zines, which give some clues and there are infor
mation services providing full information and 
contradictory intelligence, which make it even 
more difficult to know how things actually stand. 
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I could not say whether the Soviet Union 
really does possess these three hundred thousand 
tonnes of chemical weapons, although I can say 
that when the United States claimed that, failing 
an agreement, it would have to build up its 
chemical arsenal so as to balance the large Soviet 
stocks of all kinds of chemical and binary weap
ons, no disclaimer was, as far as I know, issued 
by the Soviet Union. I think therefore that the 
right policy is to press very energetically for the 
conclusion of an agreement, given the great diffi
culty, for me at least, of quantifying the stocks 
held on either side. 

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

Mr. FIANDROTTI (Italy) (Translation). -
The subject of my question holds less terror than 
chemical weapons. As you know, Italian style is 
much in vogue in Italy and Europe. When the 
Achille Lauro was hijacked, creating a very deli
cate situation in relation to our American allies, 
the Italian Craxi-Andreotti style asserted 
itsel£ Do you think this style would also suit 
WEU and bear the same mark of political atten
tion? 

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

Mr. ANDREOTTI (Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Italy, Chairman-in-Office of the Coun
cil) (Translation). - The first question was about 
love, and this is if anything even more delicate, 
as I would not want to see Mr. Fiandrotti's place 
taken by Versace and Valentino, although I hold 
these gentlemen in high regard, knowing how 
important Italian fashion is to our balance of 
trade. 

I believe that Prime Minister Craxi and the 
government did what they had to in the 
circumstances. The upshot has been criticisms 
which have left us unimpressed. We would 
have been more impressed if, instead of one 
fatality, an extremely serious matter, we had put 
at risk the lives of the passengers and crew. To 
have brought matters to a conclusion in twenty
four hours, as far as the danger to the lives of 
those on board the Achille Lauro was concerned, 
was without doubt a major achievement. 
Whether it could be called a style I do not 
know. Some approved and some did not. For 
my part I must say, and I am pleased to have the 
opportunity of making this statement in this 
important forum, that Italy adopted a highly 
responsible attitude during those days. As soon 
as we received news of the hijacking there was a 
rumour that there would be a repetition of what 
happened in the case of the aircraft hijacking a 
few weeks previously, when its release was made 
conditional on asking the Israelis to release a 
number of Shi'ite militiamen. We immediately 
notified the Israelis that, even if we could negoti-
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ate the release of the vessel by asking Israel to 
liberate persons held in detention by them, we 
would not accept such a course of action, as it 
would be wrong to pass over to Israel the respon
sibility for any possible tragedies. If Mr. 
Fiandrotti wishes to refer to this as a style, I have 
no objections. Throughout this affair the Ital
ian Government certainly did nothing it should 
reproach itself for. 

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

Allow me on behalf of the Assembly to thank 
you for your readiness to answer questions and 
for having allowed us to go into a number of 
points of great concern to us. I am quite sure 
that by its applause, the Assembly wished to 
thank you and show its gratitude to the holder of 
the chairmanship of the Council for the past 
year. We hope to see you again in your capacity 
as Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs and to 
have the benefit of your experience in that role. 

5. Address by Mr. Tindemans, Minister for 
External Relations of Belgium 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the address by Mr. 
Tindemans, Minister for External Relations of 
Belgium. 

It is a pleasure for me, Minister, to welcome 
you on behalf of the Assembly not only in your 
capacity as Belgian Minister for External Rela
tions but also as a committed European militant, 
familiar with the affairs of Western European 
Union, particularly since your country, through 
your agency, was one of the very first if not the 
very first to call for the reactivation of 
WEU. Everyone still remembers your state
ments and your articles in the press at the time 
which precisely enabled this Assembly and the 
Council to plan, within the framework of the 
Atlantic Alliance, a future that would be more 
European and more in accordance with the spirit 
and political goals of the Rome Treaty and to 
maintain among the member states these bonds 
of an alliance designed for defence but at the 
same time for the peace of our peoples and to 
pursue our political objectives. The part you 
played was considerable and it is an honour for 
us to have you with us today. 

I invite you, Minister, to come to the ros
trum. 

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, ladies and gentlemen, you have just heard 
the very enlightening words of my eminent col
league and friend, Giulio Andreotti, to whom I 
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take this opportunity of paying a warm tribute 
for the skill and dynamism with which he has 
presided over the work of ~e Council during 
these last twelve months. 

My presence at this rostru~ this afternoon is 
the result of a promise I made to your President 
when he made an official vi:sit to Belgium last 
March, when we had sQme very fruitful 
exchanges of view on a num~er of questions of 
particular concern to your Assembly. 

In receiving the Presideqt in Brussels, my 
country wished to pay its particular respects to 
this European Assembly which has the continu
ous and demanding task of lJlOnitoring the col
lective undertakings entered ~nto under the mod
ified Brussels Treaty. Your Assembly must more 
than ever remain a partner , in the direct, con
structive dialogue linking I the two political 
organs of a revitalised WEU. 

(The speaker continued in tutch) 

It is in that spirit that I would like to make my 
contribution to the discussiqn in this Assembly 
on the present and futur~ activities of our 
organisation at a time when doubt, scepticism 
and criticism can all be hear~ about the political 
will of the members of the ouncil to go further 
along the road signposted b the Rome declara
tion. 

In order to prevent your institution and public 
opinion in Europe, which it reflects, from falling 
under the spell of the Euro-pessimism that has 
caused so much damage in 1other institutions, I 
feel that we need to stand back and try to see 
where we have come from, where we want to go 
and where we stand today. 

1 

This is the exercise 
that, with your permissiolll, I would like to 
attempt. To that end, with1your indulgence, let 
us go back two years and taiGe a look at what was 
going on in the various institutions in which we 
are interested: the Atlantic Alliance, the Euro
pean Community and WEl.f. 

The Atlantic Alliance has been, is still and will 
continue to be the indispensable basis for the 
credible defence of Western Europe and the 
incarnation of the common political, economic 
and social values that we share with North 
America. But for years now, and even more so 
today, it has been subject to internal tensions, 
whose potential danger we must not 
underestimate. The causes1 of these tensions are 
many and varied and as always the responsibility 
for them is not one-sided But there is one 
responsibility at least that

1 
we must shoulder. 

When the transatlantic dia~ogue becomes diffi
cult it is often because the vloice of Europe is not 
making itself heard. The European pillar of the 
alliance is weak and this ~akness, as might be 
expected, represents a weakness in the alliance as 
a whole. That is the lesson we have to learn 
from the dissension-bree1ing and subversive 
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argument that went on in the various countries, 
including Belgium, in the eighties on the issue of 
the installation of cruise missiles. Passions 
have since C<?oled somewhat on that issue, but 
the fact remams that the consensus that used to 
exist in our countries on the major options of 
foreign policy and defence have broken down 
repeatedly. Our societies are weakened because 
of this, and it is our own fault, because I am con
vinced that a collective, undisputed and clearly 
formulated European stance would have won the 
votes of our peoples in this difficult and impas
sioned debate. This did not happen because 
there was no European voice to express a collec
tive standpoint within the alliance. We went 
into the debate in open order, everyone for him
self, with too little cohesion. 

For its part, the European Community has 
built up in thirty years an economic solidarity 
and the feeling of belonging to the same entity 
which reflects the concept of a common destiny 
referred to in the first of the big European trea
ties: the Paris Treaty on the European Coal and 
Steel Community. Gradually economic solidar
ity is being supplemented by efforts towards co
operation on external policy, the gradual devel
opment of which is one of the successes of the 
construction of Europe during the last few 
years. But as soon as we look at security prob
lems we see all the limits to political 
co-operation. Repeated efforts, and more spe
cifically the proposals bearing the names of min
isters such as Genscher and Colombo and more 
recently the European act, have produced very 
meagre results. 

The obstacles that prevent the Ten and now 
the Twelve from tackling these problems directly 
are well known. Special situations, historical 
traditions, political options that are in them
selves fully justified have had the upper hand in 
this area over the will to define a common stand
point and a common line of action. In a dan
gerous world with its overlapping and mounting 
tensions the countries of the Community were 
not in 1983 - and still are not today - capable of 
making a common approach to political and mil
itary problems deriving directly from a back
ground of conflict. One can and should deplore 
this situation, but one cannot and must not be 
blind to it.. Here too, cohesion appears to be 
inadequate. 

(The speaker continued in French) 

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, that 
leaves Western European Union which your 
Assembly has rightly and repeatedly said is the 
only European institution with competence in 
de~ence matters. We all know the lethargy into 
which WEU had fallen by 1983: a Council that 
had not met at ministerial level for over ten 
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years, a somewhat sleepy administrative struc
ture, and your Assembly that was not striking in 
public opinion the echo merited by the impor
tance of the problems which it discussed. 

So that was the situation we had two years 
ago. There were obvious reasons for concern 
and it was that concern that led me to write, in 
an article that appeared in Le Monde, that we 
had to get European co-operation on the move 
and use Western European Union whose struc
tures and potentialities were largely unused, in 
order to develop European co-operation on 
politico-military problems. That goal, shared 
by others and gradually accepted by all the mem
bers of our organisation, is at the origin of the 
reactivation of WEU. We now have to assess 
what progress has been made. 

To do that we first have to remind ourselves of 
our objectives. As Mr. Bianco points out in the 
report he has presented to your Assembly, the 
reactivation of WEU is more political than 
military. We have never sought to put another 
European military entity in place of the Atlantic 
Alliance. On the contrary our aim is to 
strengthen the European pillar of that alliance in 
the interests of all. We have never said we 
wanted to replace Europe of the Ten or Twelve 
by Europe of the Seven. On the contrary our 
aim is to make up for the weaknesses of the for
mer in the particular field of politico-military 
questions. We wanted it to be recognised that 
there could be an active WEU without harming 
either the interests of NATO or the interests of 
European construction. 

It is my view that we have not done so badly 
in this short space of time although I understand 
the disappointment voiced yesterday by your 
President. 

The fact is that we now have a form of co
operation among the Seven on politico-military 
questions. Ministers who had not seen each 
other in this forum for ten years now meet regu
larly, and most recently in Venice. They are 
analysing topical problems in depth and trying to 
harmonise their viewpoints. Political directors 
and experts meet regularly to make preparations 
for the ministerial meetings. The administra
tive structure inspired by an active and enterpris
ing Secretary-General are working at a new 
pace. Your Assembly is organising debates, like 
today's, whose influence and scope are far from 
negligible. Admittedly this new co-operation is 
as yet far below the level many of us wanted and 
hoped for. I never believed that we could reach 
our target at the first attempt. I will revert to 
these inadequacies in a moment but first let us 
take stock of what we have been able to achieve. 

Today, the seven member states of WEU dis
cuss current politico-military issues in the frame
work of the Council. They have considered the 

' 
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American strategic defence m1t1at1ve, have 
agreed on a number of principles and have found 
that their approach was more similar in sub
stance than the appearances might suggest. 

They have looked into the essential facts ofthe 
high-level strategic negotiations between the 
USSR and the United States and we know that 
their common position, expressed within the 
organs of the alliance, has had its influence on 
the definition of the United States position, as 
for example, in the interpretation of the clauses 
of the ABM treaty. They regularly consider the 
proposals made publicly and at frequent inter
vals by Mr. Gorbachev. That their response 
was similar, if not identical as, for example, to 
the 15th January proposals, is there for all to 
see. Is not that what we wanted? 

This first step in political co-operation, 
directed to problems which include some of the 
most difficult and the most delicate, has taken 
place as we wanted without collision with the 
institutions of either the Atlantic Alliance or the 
European Community. Some of our partners in 
the alliance look on these efforts at co-operation 
in WEU with scepticism, some with sympathy 
and others, perhaps, with envy. But I think we 
have been able to allay misgivings and I hope 
that our Secretary-General will continue his 
efforts to establish co-operative relations with 
the NATO Secretariat-General in an atmosphere 
of mutual confidence that is in everyone's inter
est. 

The situation is similar as regards the Euro
pean Community and I am glad that we were 
able to have an article inserted in the European 
act, now being ratified by the parliaments of the 
Community member states, which expressly con
firms that collaboration within WEU is in no 
way in contradiction with the practices and aspi
rations of European political co-operation. 

Thus, a new form of activity and co-operation 
is gradually taking shape, close on the one hand 
to the Atlantic Alliance and on the other to the 
European Community, thus forming the Euro
pean pillar of the alliance and the security pillar 
of European construction. This hybrid struc
ture of varying composition probably has noth
ing in common with an architect's drawing or 
cartesian logic, I would have preferred something 
more logical and more coherent but, in spite of 
these defects, I believe that what we have done 
meets a need we have all felt and that is what is 
important. 

There is, moreover, one sign about which there 
can be no mistake. It is the fact that certain 
countries, not previously involved in our activi
ties, are now seeking to join our organisation or 
are seriously thinking about doing so. This is a 
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difficult problem which M . Andreotti raised a 
moment ago. Several of u were concerned at 
the recent meeting in Vepice about how to 
respond to proposals that ~re so attractive and 
comprehensible in themse,ves but which an 
organisation in the process C!>f change finds diffi
cult to accept. I shall not go into the substance 
of the problem but just say here that no one 
wants to join a moribund organisation or play a 
part in institutions which have no future. So let 
us not be more sceptical than those who observe 
us and let us agree that the progress we have 
made during recent months is not insignificant 
because it is attracting the interest and attention 
of our neighbours. Now, as your President sug
gested yesterday, we have tCI> strive to make fur
ther progress in the direction we have taken and 
I would like to stress two ~articular objectives. 

The first is to pursu and deepen our 
exchanges of views on cu ent politico-military 
issues and, if possible, lead hem gradually on to 
common conclusions. I a thinking, in parti
cular, of the specifically E ropean implications 
of installing a possibl ballistic defence 
system. We should also c ntinue our studies, 
with the aid of the agencies ~concerned, of Soviet 
tactics in relation to Europe, including, among 
other things, the flood of proposals of all kinds 
currently being put forward by Mr. Gorbachev. 
All this, in fact, is simply the continuation of 
what we have been doing for some months, and 
now with the encouragement of the Venice meet
ing. 

Secondly, if there is a field where the identity 
of Europe would gain by doing more to assert 
itself it is certainly that of " extra-European " 
problems. I prefer that term to " out-of-area " 
or" out of Europe". WEU could make a useful 
contribution, with the direp backing of Article 
VIII of the treaty. ! 

We are of course well a re of the difficulties 
of this task and the sensiti ities and even resis
tance that it arouses. 

The fact remains that the problem of Europe's 
security is not confined wit in Europe's frontiers 
nor even within the geogr phical boundaries of 
the alliance alone. The purely political aspects 
of the problem are being tackled in the frame
work of ·European political co-operation with 
undoubted success. When there are security 
aspects, however, these are not dealt with - or 
are dealt with indirectly - in the framework of 
the alliance, but only within the limits set by the 
Rome declaration of lOth June 1982. 

The genuinely politico-military aspects of 
" outside Europe " are therefore hardly addressed 
at all. Each country relies on its own judgment 
and proceeds, where neces$ary, by way of bilat
eral contacts with, in mo$t cases, the familiar 
indifferent results. 
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What Belgium proposes is certainly not to sub
stitute WEU for political co-operation nor to use 
the organisation to define, more or less man
datorily, a common attitude to the " extra
European " problem as such. Such an exercise 
would be purely theoretical and very probably 
doomed to failure. 

Our suggestion is that governments should 
agree to discuss in WEU the politico-military 
aspects bound up with specific situations which, 
when they occur, may have an impact on the 
security interests of Europe or certain of its 
member states. WEU would thus constitute a 
forum for consultation to which countries could 
appeal in case of need. 

An exercise of that kind, conducted with the 
necessary swiftness and flexibility, would enable 
Europe's voice to be better heard, which of itself 
could only assist the dialogue at transatlantic 
level, and not directly within the alliance. 

The two objectives I have just described are 
fully compatible with the Rome declaration. To 
me they seem realistic, but it is best to start by 
not minimising, as sometimes happens, the diffi
culties of this enterprise. 

Defence and security, on which we would like 
to see regular collaboration between the mem
bers of WEU, are among the problems which 
touch most closely on such sensitive areas as the 
sovereignty of the member states, their historical 
traditions and the deeply-felt emotions of their 
peoples. 

I have long been convinced that European 
countries must overcome their instinctive resis
tance to proposals for collaboration in so sensi
tive a field. I also know that the world does not 
stand still around us, that time presses and that 
in this area too, to use a metaphor of Michel 
Albert, the cost of" non-Europe" is high. But it 
has to be recognised that you cannot rush these 
matters without running serious risk of 
failure. The example of the EDC is there to 
prove it. Here, even more than elsewhere, 
though the slow pace is regrettable, a spectacular 
failure would be disastrous to the construction of 
Europe. ' 

A second objective difficulty arises from the 
fact, to which I referred a moment ago, that the 
consensus there used to be in the post-war years 
among the main political powers on the major 
options of security policy is, at least in some of 
our countries, in jeopardy. This will inevitably 
introduce an internal policy factor into our work 
and will not make it any easier. 

Lastly, a third difficulty, touching a particu
larly sensitive chord in this Assembly, is the fact 
that the problems we want to discuss are among 
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those which frequently demand discretion. In 
some cases we could probably get further by 
keeping quiet than by shouting from the 
rooftops. This is admittedly unsatisfactory for a 
parliamentary assembly and Mr. Bianco's report 
is very telling in that respect. We shall always 
have to seek a compromise between parliamen
tarians' democratic right to information and the 
necessarily confidential nature of certain aspects 
of security problems. This is surely just what 
we do in our national parliaments? 

However that may be, there are many difficul
ties in store for us on the road to the effective 
and lasting reactivation of WEU and in this situ
ation I feel that only pragmatism and patience 
will pay dividends. 

Let us take our cue in this from European 
political co-operation which, beginning with flex
ible and non-mandatory procedures, has gradu
ally extended its field of action and deepened its 
analyses. Today it is quite widely respected and 
unquestionably makes the voice of Europe heard 
in certain fields. I am sure that WEU will also 
achieve this in its own area, provided it conti
nues to work with perseverance and discretion, 
which does not rule out the will to achieve higher 
objectives. 

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, for nearly 
thirty years I have been a combatant in the fight 
for Europe, which is both inspiring in its goals 
and unrewarding in the obstacles it constantly 
encounters. WEU has a significant contribu
tion to make to this fight because its responsibili
ties cover the vital field of our security. 

May I urge you to continue in your struggle for 
this ideal with the militancy demanded by the 
difficulty of the task, but also with the tenacity 
and patience we have to display in a process that 
will necesarily be very slow. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Minister, for the way you have taken part in this 
debate - the problem of reactivation remains 
one of our major concerns - and the proposals 
you have made during your address. 

If you will be so kind, I would now ask you to 
answer the questions that some members of the 
Assembly want to put to you. 

First of all, however, I extend a greeting to 
Baroness Young, who has kindly joined us. 
Without you, Madam, the Assembly would not 
be complete. We are always very pleased to 
welcome you and we shall listen with pleasure 
and interest to the address you will shortly be 
making on behalf of your government. 

Before giving the floor to the first speaker I 
have something to tell you. You know that our 
orders of the day provide, at the close of the 
debate with Lady Young, for votes to be taken 
on the texts that have been discussed. I shall 
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therefore certainly have to prolong this meeting, 
without overdoing it, because we cannot keep the 
staff on too long, for the budgetary reasons you 
are aware of. And since I do not want to ask too 
much of them - and of the interpreters in parti
cular - I shall adjourn the sitting for about a 
quarter of an hour after the debate with 
Mr. Tindemans. After that we shall go as far as 
we can with the voting, up to about 7 p.m. or at 
latest 7.30 p.m. 

I call Mr. De Decker, the first member down 
to speak. 

Mr. DE DECKER (Belgium) (Translation). - I 
would like to thank you, Minister, for your 
important and interesting address and for the 
vital part you have played in the revitalisation of 
WEU. 

You were right to stress the important and new 
role played by the Council of Ministers of the 
revitalised WEU and one can only be gratified at 
the Council's decision to study the setting-up of a 
ballistic defence system, an extremely important 
subject. 

I also feel that if your wish to have WEU 
tackle the extra-European or out-of-area problem 
were acceded to, this would give WEU greater 
weight, influence and complementarity within 
the alliance. 

I would like to ask you a question, Minister, 
on the very sensitive subject of chemical wea
pons, which we discussed a short while ago with 
the Chairman-in-Office of the Council. Like 
everyone else, I am in favour of WEU's making 
the complete elimination of chemical weapons in 
both East and West its objective. But I note, as 
President Mitterrand did with regard to 
Euromissiles, that in the East chemical weapons 
exist and in the West we are talking about elimi
nating them. Do you not think, Minister, that 
the Council of WEU and the governments of the 
member states should denounce with much more 
vigour than they do today the escalation of the 
USSR's chemical weapons production? 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, I would first like to thank Mr. De Decker 
for the courtesy with which, addressing himself 
to a Belgian minister, he phrased his question. 
The problem of chemical weapons is of great 
concern to all the member countries of the 
Atlantic Alliance. There is clearly a lack of 
information available to both the public and 
governments and, by the way, we heard Mr. 
Andreotti say publicly here that he got his infor
mation from the newspapers. 
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What we want is to improte the flow of infor
mation and to organise a debate among the Euro
pean countries, because this 'f.'eapon could possi
bly be used on our continent. We should study 
the matter together, exchange the reliable infor
mation we have - or that certain countries are 
said to have - and form a judgment on the atti
tude that the members of the alliance should 
adopt. 

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

Mr. GANSEL (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - We know, Minister, of the ser
vices you have rendered in the organisational 
reactivation of WEU and we are grateful for 
them. But WEU will only attain political signif
icance when the West Eurot>eans - for once at 
least - are able to find a coion formulation of 
their security interests. 

You referred to the discor in Western Europe 
in connection with the INATO dual-track 
decision. We complained that, with SDI, the 
Americans had faced the Ettropeans with a fait 
accompli. On the production of new chemical 
weapons, the American Cbngress had made 
approval of funds dependent on a vote by the 
West European allies. Why was it not possible 
for Western Europe to give a common answer at 
least in this case? Was this not a specific chal
lenge to WEU, because the issue involves the 
storage and use of such chemical weapons on the 
territory of its member states? 

How, Minister, can one nail the rumour that 
has been going around to the effect that the Euro
pean NATO partners of the United States agreed 
among themselves that those countries where no 
chemical weapons would b~ stored in an emer
gency should record their misgivings and those 
where such weapons woul~ be stored should 
keep silent. This suspici n of a " tacitly " 
agreed position, avoiding as atement of Western 
Europe's real interests althqugh the Americans 
asked us for one, seriously prejudices the cause 
of Western Europe. 1 

I know that, as a Minister, you are not respon
sible for the whole of WEU,! but I wanted to put 
this question to the European you are! 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - I am sorry 
to say that I do not agree, and neither does my 
government. Europe on its own could never 
organise a credible defence at continental 
level. We need partners from overseas, as the 
second world war amply ptoved. We need to 
continue to ensure our contil;lent's security in the 
framework of an Atlantic ~liance. 

I 
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On the other hand I am wholly in agreement 
with those who are doing all they can to 
strengthen the European pillar within the alli
ance. 

As regards SDI, I share your regret that Europe 
has been unable to agree on a common attitude, 
but I must nevertheless point out that the 
attempt was made and that at one time the 
principle of a co-ordinated response was 
adopted. This was under a German President, 
so that the expression used was koordinierte 
Reaktion, and we all accepted it. We agreed on 
a number of principles that you know about and 
which are now the basis of each member state's 
attitude. This is to be done in the context of the 
ABM treaty and if we want to get out of it we 
have to negotiate again. We do not want a new 
strategy and so on. I do not propose at this time 
to give you a talk on the principles accepted by 
all those present round the table when the prob
lem was considered. 

Later on, attitudes were not always the 
same. Some member states wanted to sign, or 
have signed, an agreement, while others are leav
ing their industries free to consider what might 
be done with their American counterparts. 

Chemical weapons are a technical problem 
that has to be dealt with in the framework of the 
integrated military organisation. These are 
binary weapons and, here too, I note that Europe 
has never tried to adopt a unified approach. 

There are no secret agreements on chemical 
weapons. Debates have been organised and we 
know what has been achieved in the parliamen
tary and governmental field in each member 
state. We can and must discuss the issue. Mr. 
Andreotti has told me that he has to leave us to 
attend a debate in the Italian parliament at 
7 p.m. Tomorrow the Belgian Chamber of Rep
resentatives will be voting on this point. So the 
debate is open, there are no secret agreements. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir 
John Osborn. 

Sir John OSBORN (United Kingdom). -
Those of us who were in the European Parlia
ment some ten years ago, as I was, were aware of 
the active part that Mr. Tindemans played in the 
EEC. Indeed, he mentioned his thirty-year 
association with the Community. His contribu
tion today heightened the respect of those who 
know what he has done in the EEC. 

I ask Mr. Tindemans to expand on the border
line between civil and military science and tech
nology in Europe. ESA, which was built out of 
ELDO and ESRO, has a role which is confined 
to peaceful purposes in space. Does Mr. Tinde
mans consider WEU a suitable organisation for 
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studying the military aspects of space and to take 
initiatives? Eureka is a peaceful creative initia
tive which has been of special interest to the 
Community. Of late, the Community has been· 
concerned with the industrial capacity to manu
facture arms, procurement and standards. What 
exactly is the Community's role vis-a-vis Wes
tern European Union? 

As for military initiatives, does Mr. 
Tindemans consider that WEU is a good institu
tion to sponsor military and technological devel
opment programmes equivalent to Eureka, and 
does he consider this possible and desirable? 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - I am now 
in the Assembly of Western European Union. 
WEU is based on the Brussels Treaty and it is in 
that context that our activities must pro
ceed. To my knowledge Eureka has nothing to 
do with that treaty, so I can only reply that it is 
outside the scope of this Assembly and this orga
nisation. 

That Europe should interest itself in techno
logy is clearly desirable and necessary, but, once 
again, I can see no role as defined by Sir John 
Osborn, outside the legal basis of WEU. 

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

Mr. STEVERL YNCK (Belgium) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, I would first and foremost 
like to thank the Minister and congratulate him 
on his analysis, his proposals and his 
appeal. The Minister calls Western European 
Union a politico-military institution - I stress 
"politico". Does he not think that public opin
ion in Europe is more interested in disarmament 
as a way of bringing about peace than with its 
own defence and the safeguarding of our 
freedoms? Our young people, after all, have 
never been through a war and their generosity is 
stirred by the underdeveloped state of the third 
world. Is there not an important task in store 
for the Council of Ministers and WEU, possibly 
in dialogue with the Assembly, namely to inform 
public opinion via debates like this one, more 
thoroughly and in a more structured way? This 
would effectively combat Euro-pessimism. 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, I consider that the first duty of Western 
European Union is to come to the assistance of 
any member state in the event of aggression. 
On that score, as you know, the Brussels Treaty 
goes further than the Washington Treaty. 
Firstly, we have to consider how we, in the seven 
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European member states, look at our security 
problems. ·.Secondly, the discussions in Stock
holm and in Geneva on arms control and disar
mament took place in two forums: the United 
Nations Committee on Disarmament and the 
talks between the Americans and the Soviets. 
Talks are also going on in Vienna. So the prob
lems are being addressed in various places. 

I fully support Mr. Steverlynck when he says 
he wants Western European Union and in parti
cular the Council of Ministers to provide more in 
the way of information. May I add to that: and 
the Assembly of Western European Union? 
One of the reasons why Belgium has made efforts 
to put new life into Western European Upion is 
that you have a democratic institution here 
which can also make its voice heard in the 
national parliaments and in that way represents a 
sounding-board and can play its own part in 
informing the public on Europe's security prob
lems and the particular role that must be played 
here by the European countries. We are count
ing on it. I shall convey your question to the 
Council of Ministers in order to see what further 
steps we can take there. But I would ask the 
Assembly not to neglect this role either. 

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

Mr. DECLERCQ (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, I would like to join those who 
have congratulated Mr. Tindemans on his dedi
cation to European unification over the 
years. The address he made is a further proof of 
his commitment. 

I was very struck by that part of Mr. 
Tindeman's address in which he referred to what 
I shall call the grey area of European security, the 
extra-European area. He put forward a pro
posill about which I would say this. It is 
extremely interesting but for me the boundaries 
are not all that clear. He spoke about a kind of 
European forum, namely, at the level of WEU, 
where these problems could be considered, 
though not on a binding basis. My question is 
therefore more concrete: should an initiative be 
taken to that end at the level of the Council of 
Ministers or does the Minister think that it 
would be more appropriate and that there might 
perhaps be more chance of success if this Assem
bly were to address a recommendation to this 
effect to the Council of Ministers? 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, I do not recall using the words" grey area", 
but it says what needs to be said. May I tell Mr. 
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Declercq that it is sometimes very difficult to say 
· what is European and what is extra-European. 
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Let me give you an example. After the military 
raid on Libya there was the retaliatory strike 
on Lampedusa. Libya is not in the European 
area, if I may put it that way, but Lampedusa 
is. Suddenly it had become a European prob
lem as well. So it is not so easy to say where the 
one ends and the other begins. 

Secondly, dialogue and discussion must gradu
ally develop in this area. To my mind it is self
evident that we in Western European Union 
should also analyse possible threats to us even 
when they come from outside Europe. Surely 
that is perfectly self-evident. If I remember 
rightly, a delegation from the Assembly has been 
to China. To my knowledge China is not yet 
part of the European Community or of the 
alliance. So there has to be a natural evolution 
if we are to take a greater interest in problems 
that could possibly affect European security. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mrs. 
Hennicot-Schoepges. 

Mrs. HENNICOT -SCHOEPGES (Luxem
bourg) (Translation).- You referred, Minister, to 
new forms of co-operation between WEU and 
the Europe of the Twelve. I would like to know 
what you mean by this in concrete terms. 
Often, the Europe of the Twelve has already 
taken a stand on major issues before the organs 
of WEU have had time to meet. 

Also, how do you see effective co-operation 
between the two parliamentary assemblies? Do 
you not think we are trying to hide the obvious 
by keeping artificially alive, without much con
viction on the part of the Council of Ministers, 
the moribund institutions you referred to? 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - I would 
like to thank the speaker for the question, which 
English speakers would call provocative. The 
question is fundamental. I would say to the 
members of this Assembly that the Europe of the 
Twelve cannot give its views on certain ques
tions which interest us and which interest 
you. One of the member states is neutral and 
another is a member of the alliance, but not of 
the integrated military organisation, whilst a 
third, up to the referendum, asked to be allowed 
special status. Some questions cannot therefore 
be considered at the level of the Twelve. In 
accordance with the Luxembourg decision last 
December it is proposed that political co-opera
tion be included in the European act, but where 
security is referred to in the text this relates 
solely to the economic and political aspects of 
security, not its military aspects. Now, your 
organisation can deal with politico-military 
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aspects, as I said and as you have stressed. 
Even if the instrument we have is rather an odd 
shape - we have only seven members whereas 
the Community has twelve - we can do work 
that cannot be done in any other forum. 

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

Mr. JESSEL (United Kingdom). - On Thurs
day the Assembly is to debate security and ter
rorism, with which all European countries are 
deeply concerned. Is the Belgian Government 
aware of the increase in uncontrolled immigra
tion into Europe via East and West Berlin from 
the Middle East, Sri Lanka and other parts of 
Asia? Is Mr. Tindemans aware that this traffic 
is positively encouraged by the Soviet and East 
German state airlines? In view of the European 
importance of this, does Mr. Tindemans think 
that it would be more appropriate for the Euro
pean Community to make representations to 
both German Governments or for this to be 
done by national governments? 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - The Euro
pean Community has held meetings on the 
appalling problem of terrorism. I assume that 
the members of the Assembly are aware that the 
ministers for justice and internal affairs have met 
and decided to hold regular meetings from now 
on. The problem is therefore being dealt with at 
that level on an intergovernmental basis. 

I would point out that according to my col
leagues with responsibilities in this area, frontier 
controls have not proved to be the most effective 
way of stopping terrorists. The countries that 
have suffered from this scourge have found that 
such controls achieved practically nothing and 
that the exchange of information between the 
specialised services was more effective. 

With regard to immigration policy, I would 
remind you that this has never been decided at 
Community level and is purely a matter for indi
vidual countries. 

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

Mr. CA V ALIERE (Italy) (Translation). - Min
ister, the Assembly is asking for three small 
things which are currently at the root of its prob
lems: more frequent, timely and close relations 
with the Council; an increase in the staff of 
WEU, which is at present notoriously small 
numerically, and more funds for the discharge of 
its duties. Do you not think that these three 
needs could largely be met by concentrating all 
the bodies of WEU in one place, as this Assem-
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bly has been asking for some years past? Has 
this problem been raised in the Council? And 
what is your personal view on the matter? 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - Please 
excuse me for not replying in Italian. I shall try 
to do so next time. 

I listened with the greatest attention and, I do 
not mind telling you, with some pleasure to 
Mr. Andreotti's reply to the question whether 
the WEU budget should be increased. You are 
a member of your national parliament. The 
question ought firstly to be put to the national 
governments, because that is where budgetary 
decisions are taken. 

With regard to location, I would like to know 
what you propose. Ifl have understood rightly, 
you were in favour of a single headquarters but I 
do not know whether all the members of this 
Assembly are in favour of that solution. Up to 
now, the Council has not considered this ques
tion - which I would almost call a " diplomatic " 
one - of balance and the distribution of the 
responsibilities and advantages inherent in the 
existence of an institution like WEU. 

So I would like to hear a debate one day in this 
Assembly, to see whether unanimity emerges on 
the question of the organisation's headquarters. 
At our ministerial level, as I said, we have not 
yet discussed it. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I do not 
want to interfere with the debate, but I would 
point out that the Assembly has voted in favour 
of texts tending in that direction. 

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - I beg your 
pardon. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Not at 
all. This is not a debate but an exchange of 
questions and answers. 

I call Mr. Antretter. 

Mr. ANTRETTER (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - I have an undiplomatic 
question to ask you, Minister, but perhaps it will 
call for a diplomatic answer. 

With great admiration for your successful 
European policy efforts, I would like to ask you 
whether you share the view that WEU - as stated 
in paragraph I of the Venice communique - is 
merely a forum in which the governments con
cerned can address specific European concerns in 
the security field, or whether your attitude is 
closer to that voiced by Mr. Genscher, German 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, in May 1985 in 
WEU when he said:" ... the Council must face up 
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courageously to all the security problems of our 
time, as it did successfully in Bonn. In future, " 
he went on, " we must do more than simply 
co-ordinate our stances on security policy issues; 
we must work out common European posi
tions. " 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation).- I shall try, 
Mr. President, to give an answer that is diplo
matically defensible but not typically 
diplomatic. I spoke of a process of develop
ment as in all organisations. WEU, like any 
institution, must have the opportunity to 
develop its activities and influence, but if you 
ask me what my ideal would be I would go along 
with your last definition. I have one remark -
not a reservation, a remark: we must not allow 
two blocs to form within the Atlantic Alliance. 
But in my opinion the Europeans should analyse 
the situation among themselves and formulate a 
European position. In this context of current 
issues to which you referred and with that know
ledge of the problem facing us, they would then 
be in a position to defend their stand within the 
alliance in an open debate, whilst recognising the 
good points argued on both sides. 

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

Mr. MARTINO (Italy) (Translation).- Minis
ter what we have been saying over the past 
ho~rs seems to me to have more bearing on 
defence than on security. In another forum, 
and in discussion with other political leaders, I 
have in the past called for the setting up of a spe
cialist European emergency force. Such a force, 
more relevant to security than to defence, could 
be brought into action to cope with emergencies, 
natural catastrophes and peacekeeping, health 
and aid duties, broadly interpreted in conditions 
where civilian lives are placed at risk by acts of 
war. Would you pass on this request to the 
Council of Ministers? 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, I have no definitive answer. The matter is 
on the agenda and is being considered and in my 
view deserves serious examination in all its 
aspects, but we must not go too fast. 
Remember the failure of the European Defence 
Community. After all, the issue is that of set
ting up a European force which does not, up to 
now, exist. So let us tackle the subject cau
tiously and go on talking about it. That is the 
only answer I can give you today. 
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The PRESIDENT (Tran lation). - I call 
Mr. Rumpf. 1 

Mr. RUMPF (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. Tindtmans, the Soviet 
Union recently offered Grep.t Britain bilateral 
negotiations on the reduction of intermed~at~
range missiles. Sometime, presumably, a stmt
lar offer will be made to France. Do you con
sider such bilateral negotiations to be a help or a 
hindrance - for Western European Union that is 
-when the object in this matter must be to add 
more emphasis to the common voice of 
Europe? 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Trans~ation). - Mr. Presi
dent, may I remind the uestioner th~t the 
United States has not, so far been authonsed to 
speak on behalf of the Un'ted Kingdom and 
France in Geneva with regar to these two coun
tries' strike forces. They aid that this was 
essentially a national weapon which had no place 
In the negotiations between tlite Warsaw Pact and 
the Atlantic Alliance. 

Therefore, to give you an, off-the-cuff answer 
to a very serious question, l personally see no 
objection to possible bilateral negotiations, if the 
arms in question are not part of the alliance's 
common resources. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Spies von Biillesheim. 

Mr. SPIES von BULLESHEIM (Federal 
Republic of Germany) (Translation).- The~e.are, 
Minister, to put it very simply, two opm10ns 
about the enlargement of WEU. Some say we 
must only invite other countries to join once we 
have put our own house in rder, redefined our 
goals and have a proper mi sion and when we 
have perhaps modified our structure and the 
Brussels Treaty. The others say: No, invite now 
and admit anyone who wa ts to join, on the 
basis of the modified Brus els Treaty. These 
questions will be more ~asily solved that 
way. Which way would youllean? Presumably 
you will not be able to give a very precise answer. 

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

Mr. TINDEMANS (Minister for External 
Relations of Belgium) (Translation). - The 
Assembly is no doubt aware that at the l~st mee~
ing in Venice it was decided to cons1~er th1s 
question again and to make contact wtth any 
countries wishing to join. 

As far as Belgium is concerned - I said this 
myself so I think I can repeart it here. i_n public -
in Venice my view was that the condttlon formu
lated by the Secretary-Gen€1ral then called the 
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" Cahen doctrine " was acceptable, namely that, 
to become a member of Western European 
Union a country had to be a member of the 
Atlantic Alliance and of the European Economic 
Community. 

But I added that, in our view, the seven mem
bers had to answer without too great a delay 
because, and this is the sentence with which I 
concluded in my statement, whether it is yes or 
no we have to have the courage to say so. I do 
not like hurting people needlessly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Minister, 
we have come to the end of the list of representa
tives down to ask you questions. Thank you for 
answering so fully on the matters raised. You 
yourself observed that, with the technical 
politico-military questions, we have, thanks to 
you, embarked on the debate which we wanted 
and is the means whereby Western European 
Union, Council and Assembly, can serve the pur
poses of the Brussels Treaty and, of course, 
security. Thank you very much, Minister, for 
having been with us. 

Ladies and gentlemen, as I told you, I am now 
adjourning the sitting for a few minutes. 

The sitting is suspended. 

(The sitting was suspended at 5.05 p.m. and 
resumed at 5.30 p.m.) 

The sitting is resumed. 

6. Address by Baroness Young, 
Minister of State for Foreign 
and Commonwealth Affairs 

of the United Kingdom 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the address by Baroness 
Young, Minister of State for Foreign and Com
monwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom, 
whom our Assembly has already welcomed on 
several occasions. 

Lady Young, thank you for being prepared to 
answer the questions that you will be asked after 
your address. I invite you to come to the ros
trum. 

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for For
eign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United 
Kingdom). -Your Excellency, ladies and gentle
men, it is a great pleasure to have the opportu
nity to address the Assembly again. I am 
delighted to pay tribute once again to you, Mr. 
President, for all the work that you have done for 
the WEU Assembly. It is greatly appreciated by 
all the representatives here. I know from my 
British colleagues how much they value your 
work. 

142 

FOURTH SITTING 

With respect, I am not here either to 
anaesthetise or to appease. I propose to speak 
on two subjects, both of which figure promi
nently in your deliberations this week. They are 
the prospect for arms control and the role, cur
rent and future, of WEU. 

I begin with arms control. 

When I last spoke at this Assembly six months 
ago, it was at what seemed to be an auspicious 
moment in East-West relations. President 
Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev had 
met at Geneva two weeks earlier, and there was a 
widespread feeling that prospects in 1986 for 
arms control agreements were better than for 
some while. There was a mood of optimism 
and confidence. 

It would be good to report that this confidence 
had proved justified. But alas the picture is 
mixed. At the various disarmament fora in 
which they are involved - at the Geneva talks on 
nuclear and space weapons, in MBFR in Vienna 
and at the conference on disarmament in Europe 
in Stockholm - western negotiators have put for
ward specific and detailed proposals. By con
trast we have had from Mr. Gorbachev a number 
of speeches, some of them containing fine words, 
for example about verification; but somehow his 
words never seem to get reflected in the 
responses of Soviet negotiators in actual arms 
control discussions. 

It may therefore be worth spelling out what we 
are seeking in terms of arms control and how we 
aim to achieve it. As Geoffrey Howe showed 
when he spoke at the NATO Council meeting in 
Halifax last week, our aims are both comprehen
sive and ambitious, covering the full range of 
nuclear, chemical and conventional weapons. 
We are looking for deep cuts in strategic nuclear 
forces, the elimination of a whole category of 
mobile intermediate nuclear weapons, the intro
duction of an international convention banning 
the deployment and production of chemical 
weapons, and lower levels of conventional 
armed forces in Europe, coupled with 
confidence-building measures providing 
openness and predictability about military activ
ities throughout the continent - all this to be 
accompanied by effective verification measures, 
including on-site inspection, designed to ensure 
confidence that agreements are being complied 
with and to instil the trust necessary for further 
disarmament steps. 

This is a challenging agenda. But we believe 
that it is practical and can be achieved: more so 
perhaps than vague references to the chimera of 
a nuclear-free world. In his speech of 15th Jan
uary, Mr. Gorbachev claimed the prospect of 
such a world by the end of the century. But, on 
examination, his words contained much rhetoric 
and little prospect of meaningful negotiations. 
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By contrast, the American proposals tabled in 
Geneva on 24th February picked up the one seri
ous negotiating proposal in the Soviet scheme -
INF. They provided a realistic basis for the 
global elimination of United States and Soviet 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles, including 
the Soviet SS-20s in Asia, and they envisaged the 
constraints on the shorter-range systems such as 
the SS-22, which are necessary if an INF agree
ment is not to be circumvented.· These propo
sals took full account of European views. They 
were the result of, and a tribute to, intense and 
successful consultations within the alliance. 

The American proposals on INF, together with 
the previous proposals on START and in rela
tion to space defence, were tabled as a serious set 
of negotiating possibilities. Sadly, we still await 
a serious Soviet response. We have welcomed 
Mr. Gorbachev's recognition of legitimate west
ern concerns about verification, not only in his 
15th January proposals but also in his report to 
the twenty-seventh Soviet Communist Party 
congress in February and in his speech in East 
Berlin in April. But we have yet to see any of 
the small print of these declarations, let alone 
their translation into concrete proposals at the 
negotiating table. 

So in recent months, despite hopeful begin
nings, progress at the Geneva nuclear and space 
talks between the United States of America and 
the Soviet Union has been limited. For Euro
peans, it is of paramount importance to go on 
pressing for more. This means first and fore
most constructive Soviet responses in negotiable 
form. 

In other areas, too, we await from the Soviet 
Union a serious and positive negotiating 
response. The significance of conventional 
armaments for Europe hardly needs 
emphasising. With modern weapons, conven
tional war would be an unmitigated disaster for 
Europe, far worse than the second world 
war. Any reductions in nuclear weaponry will 
serve to emphasise the role of conventional 
forces. The heavy imbalances in favour of 
Warsaw Pact countries in the critical central 
region are well known: their standing forces 
amount to some 975,000 soldiers, compared 
with a maximum of 780,000 deployed by NATO; 
16,600 main battle tanks, compared with 7,800 
for NATO; 8,800 pieces of artillery, against 3,000 
NATO pieces; and 2,650 fixed-wing tactical air
craft, in comparison with 1,250 for NATO. 
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to do on conventional arms cpntrol: we are pre
pared to be entirely open about the size and dis
position of our military forc~s. We are ready 
for reductions to specified levels, and we are 
ready for adequate verificatiQn of those reduc
tions, and of the levelsl of forces that 
remain. We are prepared to do all of these 
things. The reason why con~ntional arms con
trol talks have failed is that tile East is prepared 
to do none of them. At MBifR, the West made 
significant moves at the end oif last year to break 
the twelve-year deadlock. Tpe East's response 
was a rehash of eastern inforrhation and inspec
tion proposals dating froq:t 1983. At the 
Stockholm conference on I disarmament in 
Europe, there is a danger of the familiar pattern 
repeating itsel£ The fact is t~at the East has so 
far been unwilling to consider practical measures 
to open up, to reduce, o~ to verify. Mr. 
Gorbachev's few words on verification, and on 
his commitment to real me4tsures of conven
tional disarmament, have yet ~o be put into prac
tice at the negotiating table. 

I 

None the less, the speech of Mr. Gorbachev in 
East Berlin on 18th April, in \fhich he expressed 
Soviet readiness to pursue for<l:e reductions from 
the Atlantic to the Urals, prqvides an opportu
nity which we must try to lexploit. At their 
meeting in Halifax last weelc, NATO foreign 
ministers decided to set up a high-level task force 
on conventional arms control. The aim will be 
to find ways of establishing a verifiable, compre
hensive and stable balance of conventional 
forces at lower levels, buildi9g on the western 
proposals at the CDE in Stockholm and at 
MBFR in Vienna. 

In all these areas, verification is the key 
issue. Adequate verification ~s essential both to 
ensure that agreements, once entered into, are 
complied with, and to provide the confidence 
for more far-reaching measures. On-site inspec
tion is a crucial part of a v~rification regime 
for nuclear, chemical an(i conventional 
forces. Without it, argumen~s about compli
ance are bound to arise. We saw last week, 
when President Reagan annoup.ced his decisions 
in relation to the SALT 11 I agreement, how 
important the issue of compliance is. The Bri
tish Government have frequently made clear 
their belief in the strict observance of arms con
trol agreements by all parties.

1 

We have raised 
with Soviet leaders on a number of occasions our 
serious concern about tl;teir record on 
compliance. The Prime Minister did so again 
in a recent message to Mr. Gorbachev. We 
regard SALT 11, like the ABM! treaty, as a vital 
component in the arms control process which we 

We must, therefore, find ways to reduce the must do everything possilble to prevent 
massive conventional force levels in Europe, to unravelling. So we welcome President Reagan's 
bring those force levels into balance, and to bring decision to continue to respect ror the time being 
an end to confrontation and insecurity. The the SALT 11 constraints by dismantling two 
West makes no bones about what it is prepared Poseidon submarines- just as we welcomed last 
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year his decision " to go the extra mile ". There 
is now an opportunity for the Soviet Union to 
respond positively to the United States, an 
opportunity which they should take up. We 
accordingly hope that it will be possible for the 
United States itselfto remain within the SALT II 
limits at the end of this year. In this way, the 
scope for real progress at Geneva would be 
enhanced, as envisaged by the two leaders at 
their summit last November. 

There have, therefore, been reasons for disap
pointment since last November's United States
Soviet summit. But there are also reasons for 
hope. One test case here is the United States 
offer of dialogue at the Geneva talks on the rela
tionship between offensive and defensive 
weapons. So long as the Russians stick fast to 
the unrealistic line that their research into strate
gic defence is legitimate, but that the United 
States SDI must stop, it is difficult not to doubt 
their seriousness. Meanwhile, common pru
dence dictates that the massive Soviet research 
programmes into strategic defences should be 
matched. The big cut in nuclear missiles which 
we want the superpowers to make could be 
brought closer by action to strengthen the effec
tiveness of the ABM treaty, and greater confi
dence over the nature of the relationship between 
offence and defence. As the Prime Minister 
agreed with President Reagan at Camp David in 
December 1984, the aim is security with reduced 
levels of offensive systems on both sides. 

Europe of course has a legitimate and specific 
interest in the whole arms control process. But 
arms control must be seen in the context of an 
overall security policy. In the last four decades 
we have depended on the strategy of 
deterrence. This strategy has from the begin
ning successfully underpinned Europe's defen
sive alliance with the United States and Canada 
in NATO. Our security is based on collective 
defence, for which the United States commit
ment, symbolised by the presence in Europe of 
three hundred thousand American servicemen, 
is crucial. Our defensive military objectives are 
based on the principle that none of our weapons 
systems will ever be used except in response to 
an attack. And we complement this by the pur
suit of political dialogue - indeed, a whole web 
of economic and human relationships - between 
East and West. This dual approach reflects a 
deeper reality, that security is just as much a 
political and diplomatic as a military problem. 

Within this alliance framework, we Europeans 
must make a full and distinctive con
tribution. The statistics show that we have 
been doing this: we provide 90% ofNATO man
power, 95% of its divisions, 85% of its tanks, 95% 
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the fighting ships. This record speaks for 
itsel£ Europe has long recognised the impor
tance of maintaining a strong European pillar in 
order to strengthen the alliance as a whole, and 
to maintain deterrence itself. 

Politically, too, we play our part in securing 
the continued stability and prosperity of the 
post-war era. We have encouraged and devel
oped a dialogue between East and West. We 
have opened up human contacts. We have 
made our voice heard in the process of consulta
tion which is so essential to our solidarity and 

_ strength. When channels of communication have 
been closed, we have opened them. And when 
caution has been needed, we have counselled 
it. We have played our part in many fora; in the 
overall East-West context, perhaps most impor
tantly in the CSCE. The follow-up meeting at 
Vienna in the autumn offers a chance to take 
stock of activities in the CSCE framework since 
Madrid, to redress the balance between its secu
rity, economic, and humanitarian aspects and to 
revitalise the process begun at Helsinki in 1975. 

But we also play our part here in WEU. One 
reason why we reactivated WEU was to develop 
greater harmony in our views through discussion 
in this forum, to provide through political debate 
a stronger contribution to the alliance and to the 
work of other fora, such as the IEPG. We in 
Britain continue to hold to this principle. We 
want to see Europe make its full contribution to 
East-West security, to strengthen in that process 
its alliance with the United States, and ultim
ately to bring down the barriers which unnatur
ally separate us from our eastern neighbours. 
WEU can make a significant contribution 
towards the realisation of these aims. 

We also see WEU as important in other 
ways. It offers a place where we as Europeans 
can discuss issues of security and defence in a 
more far-reaching way than in European political 
co-operation. Indeed, Article 30.6 of the new 
EEC treaty, which mentions the need for such 
discussions, cites WEU as an appropriate forum 
for them. The British Government, as you 
know, has for long pressed for more far-reaching 
consultations on security and defence issues 
within the framework of European political 
co-operation. We see WEU not only as a vehi
cle for developing a stronger joint identity with 
our European partners in the security and 
defence field. It is also a way of expressing our 
own enthusiasm for a more coherent and inte
grated Europe in all areas. As you know, we 
have put our shoulder to the task of European 
construction: through our contribution to the 
European Communities as a whole, and through 
our participation in the great variety of other 
European groupings, on a larger or smaller scale. 

ofits artillery, 80% of its combat aircraft, and, at Of course, as a sovereign nation within the 
sea in European waters and the Atlantic, 70% of European network, the expression of our own 
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interests will not always be identical to that of 
our partners. There will sometimes be differ
ences between us on the issues of the day. But 
in the end these must be resolved by a process of 
debate and the development of understanding 
leading to a broader consensus. The important 
thing is that, whenever Britain acts, we act as 
Europeans and in the way that we think right for 
this continent's security. 

The revived WEU has become one of the 
many symbols of our European commitment. 
And no one agrees more than we do with the 
emphasis the Assembly's recent reports placed 
on the need for European governments to 
improve their co-ordination. We strongly 
favour, for example, the close liaison in arma
ments co-operation among Europeans recom
mended by Mr. Bianco. We believe that WEU's 
role in support ofthe work ofiEPG and NATO's 
Conference of National Armaments Directors 
should be developed. And we fully agree with 
the thrust of Mr. Fourre's report that co-opera
tion in the civil field - for example, in Eureka or 
the European Space Agency - benefits us all. 

On particular issues, we have noted the inter
est expressed among you about the work of the 
Council on the important question of SDI. I 
think that it has been made clear in a number of 
ways now, particularly in reply to some of your 
recommendations and questions, that we see a 
necessary job for WEU to do. As the com
munique of the Venice meeting of ministers 
made clear, further studies will be undertaken on 
this issue. We shall in particular look from a 
European perspective at certain aspects of Euro
pean participation in the SDI research pro
gramme, and at the politico/strategic implica
tions of SDI for Europe itself. Many of these 
questions, as Geoffrey Howe made clear in his 
speech in March 1985 to the Royal United Ser
vices Institute, are unanswerable, and will be so 
for a long time to come. And differences in per
ception and perspective between our member 
governments have already limited the possible 
extent of co-ordination or participation in the 
SDI research programme. But you will have 
seen from the report submitted on the activities 
of the Council last year that we did what we 
could on the topic in that period. We shall go 
on working on it in future. If we cannot pro
vide immediate answers to some of your ques
tions, it is not because we do not recognise their 
importance. It is because the answers will take 
time and study to find. 

Another subject which I know has been of spe
cial concern to you has been that of the possible 
enlargement of WEU. Ministers discussed this 
in Venice. They concluded that the reorganised 
and renewed WEU needed time to settle 
down. The new structures, the agencies, are still 
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in their infancy. As you willl be aware, a review 
of the reactivated WEU is in any case scheduled 
to be completed by the end of next year. In the 
meantime, we thought it wisest to allow WEU to 
pursue its work unhampered "y the threat of fur
ther change. We shall, of coqrse, be able to keep 
up our ordinary contacts with those countries 
who take an interest in our organisation. We in 
the United Kingdom are sure that this is the 
right approach to a se~sitive political 
issue. Decisions cannot be 1rushed. We need 
time to think through all thE various implica
tions, but the Assembly can be certain that we 
shall be examining the issueJs rapidly as possi
ble, given its importance an complexity. 

Ministers at Venice show~d their sympathy 
with many of the other ~concerns of this 
Assembly. President Caro's ~nitiative on terror
ism was sympathetically received and fully 
understood. WEU govern111ents, like parlia
mentarians, are entirely clear on the need to deal 
in short order with this growing scourge. We 
have taken action in other for~ and now want to 
see it effectively implemented. The framework 
of the Twelve, which offers us ~he broadest possi
ble consensus of European nations, is of key 
importance here. We shall keep up our efforts, 
encouraged by the support f~r our action that 
your enthusiasm has brought us. 

I 

This is, of course, the first bpportunity that I 
have had of addressing the Assembly since the 
new organisational structure qf WEU came into 
being on 1st January this yqar. The agencies 
have been in existence for jus~ five months now, 
and have only recently had tht')ir staff brought up 
virtually to full strength. But, as you know, 
they have produced interim reports, to indicate 
to the Council the sort of wCi)rk of which they 
could be capable in the future. 

We in Britain have read tpe agency reports 
with interest and hope to see work expand on the 
basis of them. Sir Geoffrey ljfowe noted at the 
Venice ministerial meeting that even at this early 
stage the potential for WEU t~ contribute to the 
European debate on security and defence ques
tions was already being realfsed. I can only 
echo his words and the welcome that he gave to 
this fact. Britain wants to see the agencies 
develop over time and to inc~ase the contribu
tion which WEU can make. 

There is a further need to which we in WEU 
must respond. We must ensure that our publics 
in each country understand wlJ,y we debate and 
decide on issues affecting our security in the way 
that we do, and that they understand it to be our 
own independent interest as Europeans that 
prompts us to do this. There are important 
issues to take forward here i:h WEU, and the 
Assembly has a leading part to play. 

In the last few months I hav~ followed closely 
the debate on improving rela~ons between the 
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Council and Assembly of WEU, about which 
both Mr. Andreotti and Mr. Cahen have spoken 
in detail. The issues have been brought out 
very clearly during this session. To my mind, 
this matter is central to the whole question of 
how best to use WEU as a forum for influencing 
our people's thinking and debate on security 
issues. A good relationship will bring the work 
of Assembly and Council to complement each 
other, developing the right kind of dialogue - a 
productive and constructive one -between par
liaments and governments. I can assure you 
that my government fully support the measures 
that are being proposed to develop this relation
ship and of which Secretary-General Cahen and 
Mr. Andreotti have both spoken. 

If we can develop it in the right kind of way 
along the fruitful and productive path that we all 
want, I am confident that it will make its own 
constructive contribution to the goals of our 
enterprise. I am also confident that it will be a 
growing contribution, that it will help WEU as a 
whole to take its place in the European enterprise 
as it moves forward, and that the security of 
Western Europe in its alliance with our North 
American friends and allies will be strengthened 
all the more because of this. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
very much, Madam, for addressing the Assembly 
and so enabling us to continue the debate we 
began today on relations between the Council 
and the Assembly and, above all, on the essential 
points that the representatives of the various 
governments feel they should raise concerning 
the role of WEU in the present context of our 
countries' security policy. 

A number of members are anxious to ask you 
questions. Thank you for your willingness to 
answer them. 

I call Sir Anthony Grant. 

Sir Anthony GRANT (United Kingdom). -It 
is significant that when the Council of Ministers 
is somewhat under fire, it fields no less than 
~hree ministers in one afternoon and skilfully 
puts the most handsome and charming one in to 
bat last. Having paid Lady Young that well
deserved compliment, I want to ask her a ques
tion about the enlargement of WEU. 

As I understand it, she told us that the Council 
of Ministers thought that it was wisest to allow 
WEU to pursue its work unhampered by the 
threat of further change. What precisely is this 
threat that will disturb the placid waters of 
WEU? 

Secondly, we are told that the Council of 
Ministers cannot be rushed and that it needs 
time to think through all the various 
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implications. Very approximately, can she say 
when these great cogitations by the ministers 
might conceivably be concluded ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady 
Young. 

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United 
Kingdom). - I recognise, Sir Anthony, both by 
the questions that you have asked and by the 
questions that have been put to me by other 
members of the British Delegation - as well as 
the questions that I have heard as I have listened 
to the debate this afternoon - that enlargement is 
undoubtedly one of the most significant ques
tions confronting WEU. That was why I 
wanted to refer to it in my remarks. But this is 
a very big question. WEU has existed since 
1948. There are a number of very important 
implications about altering it. There are very 
strong arguments for increasing it, and there are 
arguments against. As a government, we 
believe that it is very important to consider these 
matters carefully. As a result of Venice, we 
have felt it right to consider this matter to give 
reactivation a chance. As I also said, the newly 
formed agencies have been in existence for only 
five months. That in itself has been a 
change. The further issue of enlargement is a 
matter that we shall certainly consider, and I 
shall certainly take back and bear in mind the 
very real feeling of the Assembly and the points 
that have been raised this afternoon. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir 
Frederic Bennett. 

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
Can I revert to Sir Anthony's question ? Of all 
countries and of all governments, I would have 
thought that our own - of which Lady Young is a 
distinguished member - would have found it the 
least difficult to pursue defence links with Portu
gal instead of referring to it as a threat of 
change. It is only two or three weeks ago that 
we celebrated six hundred years of a military and 
defensive alliance with Portugal, which has 
brought us nothing but benefit in the past and to 
which tribute was paid about its value. There
fore, I should have thought that the British 
would be among the first to recognise that there 
is no great problem over defensive alliances with 
Portugal. 

Lady Young referred to President Reagan's 
observations about SALT 11. We have all read 
his remarks, in which he said specifically on 
behalf of his government and service spokesmen 
that continuing breaches of SALT II have 
occurred and are occurring. That is the reason 
that he has given. Can the Minister say - yes or 
no - whether we accept that the Soviet Union 
has committed breaches of SALT 11 ? 
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Young. 

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United 
Kingdom). - Sir Frederic has asked two very 
important questions. On the first, about the 
possible inclusion of Portugal in WEU, I abso
lutely take his comment about Portugal's 
importance. We were particularly pleased when 
Portugal joined the European Community. As 
someone who had the great honour and pleasure 
of being at Windsor Castle for the celebrations of 
our six hundred years of treaty association with 
Portugal, I am delighted to say again how much 
we value that treaty and Portugal as an ally. 

It is not really a question of considering 
enlargement of WEU country by country but of 
what we might see as the shape of WEU and the 
future nature of its work. However, I take Sir 
Frederic's point and will certainly report very 
fully. 

On the second question, in which Sir Frederic 
said that President Reagan had said that there 
was clear evidence that the Soviet Union had 
broken the SALT 11 treaty, I can only confirm 
what Geoffrey Howe has said - that the Soviet 
Union has a case to answer, but it is not for us to 
comment in detail on that case. 

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

Mr. SOELL (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - I would like to refer, Minister, to 
a point in your speech where you said something 
about the Soviet proposals of January 1986. I 
wanted to ask you whether the British Govern
ment has ever tried, through the diplomatic 
instruments available to it, to fathom what the 
Soviet Union means by the modernisation of 
British or French nuclear weapons. Does it 
mean quantitative expansion or a qualitative 
modernisation ? 

The second part of my question relates to 
whether the British Government is simply leav
ing this closer clarification of the question to the 
Geneva talks and not seeking enlightenment 
itself in direct talks - not negotiations - with the 
Soviet Union. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady 
Young. 

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the United 
Kingdom). - I thank Mr. Soell for that question 
about the Soviet proposals. The answer, I 
think, is that the Soviet Union knows very well 
our position on our strategic deterrent. If there 
were to be a major change following upon negoti
ations, I think that, between the United States 
and the Soviet Union, we have always said that 
we would reconsider our position about our own 
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independent nuclear detenrent. That remains 
our position on this matterj 

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

I 

Mr. ANTRETTER (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation).- You also spoke about the 
arms build-up, Minister, '"1hich has been very 
fully discussed here in this Assembly in the 
past. The majority was in favour. Some mem
bers on the left referred to1 the USSR offer to 
scrap all SS-20s, with verification, down to the 
number of intermediate-range missiles deployed 
in England and France. 

The arguments we heardl were that the Rus
sians only understood the language of strength. 

The weapons were deploy'd and are now all in 
the Federal Republic of Germany. The com
mand centre for the Pershin~s is in my constitu
ency, Schwabisch-Gmiind. 1 The result was not 
what those in favour had expected. No SS-20s 
were dismantled. On the contrary, SS-22s and 
SS-23s were added. I t;>el~e~~ the U~SR now ~as 
a more clear-cut supenontyi m the mtermedtate 
range than before. The imbalance to the disad
vantage of the West has shfted. 

I would like to ask you, Minister, whether 
against the background of these facts we should 
again be building up our ar~s, or whether we can 
imagine a time when the West might at last per
mit itself to take a step in the other direction -
towards arms limitation ? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady 
Young. 

I 

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for 
Foreign and CommonwealthAffairs of the United 
Kingdom). - I thank Mr. An}retter very much for 
that question, the central po nt of which, I think, 
was whether we should try to probe for a limita
tion on the intermedi*te-range nuclear 
weapon. The view that w~ have always taken 
on this matter is that there should be substantial 
reductions in INF on both Sfdes. We have sup
ported the American zero o~tion on this and we 
hope very much that we will in any event 
achieve a substantial reductton of those nuclear 
weapons. . 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lord 
Kinnoull. 

i 

The Earl ofKINNOULL (United Kingdom).
How does Lady Young estirytate the value of the 
nuclear deterrent within th~ European defence 
policy over the last forty years, in view of the 
very heavy imbalance, which she described in 
her impressive speech, of I conventional wea
pons? 

The PRESIDENT (Translftion). - I call Lady 
Young. 
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Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth A.IJ.airs of the Un_ited 
Kingdom).- The short answer 1s that we beheve 
that the nuclear deterrent is one of the reasons 
why we have been fortunate enough to hav~ forty 
years of peace in Europe. Of course, that 1s also 
due to NATO and to the political stability that 
has come with the European Community, but 
there is no doubt that the nuclear deterrent has 
made a major contribution to keeping peace in 
Europe. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Madam on behalf of the Assembly for giving us 
your time and for taking part in today's 
debate. Our committees who prepare our work 
will take the fullest account of your replies which 
have involved very active participation along the 
lines you yourself defined at the opening of your 
address. 

Allow me also to ask you to convey our 
friendly greetings to Sir Geoffrey Howe whom 
we were able to see only too briefly in Venice and 
who takes, with you, an active part in our work. 

7. Change in the order of business 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and 
gentlemen, out of courtesy for Mr. Sinesio, who 
has to leave Paris without fail tomorrow after
noon, I propose to include c~nsideration of his 
report on behalf of the Comm1ttee on Budgetary 
Affairs and Administration as the last item in the 
orders of the day for tomorrow morning's sitting 
which I think is possible without changing the 
timetable for this sitting. 

Regarding consideration of reports by Mr. 
Amadei and Mr. Fourre, I propose that we con
tinue as we decided this morning and conclude 
our debate on Mr. Amadei's report this 
afternoon. If that proves impossible we will 
take it at the end of the orders of the day for 
tomorrow afternoon. 

I call Dr. Miller. 

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - Thank you, 
Mr. President. I shall not take long. You said 
that, if possible, we shall continue the debate on 
Mr. Amadei's report. I should like you to be 
more specific and give us a time-limit. It is 6.10 
p.m. and we should not be here longer than 7 
p.m. I suggest that you make 7 p.m. the dead
line and, if we do not reach Mr. Amadei's report 
by then, we should postpone that debate until 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and 
gentlemen, I said at the beginning of this after
noon's sitting'that we might be going on till 7.30 
p.m. if necessary. However, like you, I am keen 
to finish as early as possible, possibly at 7 p.m. so 
I have the same concern in mind as you. 
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8. Revision and interpretation of the Charter 
and of the Rules of Procedure 

(Resumed votes on the draft resolutions, 
Doe. 1039 and amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and 
gentlemen in accordance with the decision we 
took yeste~day, the next order of the day is the 
resumed votes on the draft resolutions on the 
revision and interpretation of the Charter and of 
the Rules of Procedure, Document 1039 and 
amendments. 

I would point out that these amendments do 
not require the qualified majority neede~ for the 
adoption of the resolutwn amendmg the 
Charter. We can therefore adopt them by nor
mal relative majority. 

I have four amendments. 

Amendment 1 tabled by Mr. Bianco and 
others reads as follows: 

1. Leave out paragraph 3 of the draft resolu
tion on the revision of Articles Ill, IV, XI and 
XII of the Charter. 

Amendment 3 tabled by Lord Hughes and 
others reads as follows: 

3. In paragraph 3 of the draft resolution on 
the revision of Articles Ill, IV, XI and XII of the 
Charter, leave out "(a) The Clerk shall be 
appointed by the Presidential Committee on the 
proposal of the Bureau for a period of five 
years. " and insert " (a) The Clerk shall be 
appointed by the Assembly on the proposal of 
the Presidential Committee for a period of five 
years.". 

Amendment 10 tabled by Mr. Schulte reads as 
follows: 

10. In paragraph 3, line 9, of the draft resolu
tion on the revision of Articles Ill, IV, XI and 
XII of the Charter, in the proposed new para
graph (c), leave out " , the secretariat of the 
Standing Armaments Committee and the Agency 
for the Control of Armaments. " and insert " and 
the three agencies for security questions. " 

Amendment 12 tabled by Mr. Schulte reads as 
follows: 

12. At the end of the draft resolution on the 
revision of Articles Ill, IV, XI and XII of the 
Charter, add a new paragraph as follows: 

" 5. That these amendments shall come 
into force on 1st October 1986. " 

I understand that there is a possibility of 
speedy agreement on Amendments 1 and 3. 

Amendment 1 tabled by Mr. Bianco will be 
taken first because it makes the biggest changes 
to the initial text. The amendment tabled by 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

The President (continued) 

Lord Hughes which comes next can only be dis
cussed if that by Mr. Bianco is not agreed to. 

Amendment 3 by Lord Hughes is to the effect 
that the Clerk should be appointed by the 
Assembly on the proposal of the Presidential 
Committee whilst Mr. Bianco in Amendment 1 
asks for the outright deletion of paragraph 3 of 
the draft resolution presented by the Committee 
on Rules of Procedure and Privileges. 

I hope that our two colleagues can come to an 
agreement on the simpler Amendment 3 
although I ought to take Amendment 1 tabled by 
Mr. Bianco first. This would save the Assembly 
a considerable amount of time by avoiding six 
speeches. 

I call Mr. Schulte. 

Mr. SCHULTE (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and gentle
men, this point is central to our whole 
institution. You have just heard from the Presi
dent how the two amendments differ. 

Allow me, however, to point out once more 
that I understand from the originators of 
Amendment 1, the Italian members, that their 
wishes would be met if the amendment to the 
Charter specified a period of election for the 
Clerk but provided for the Assembly to be the 
electoral body. Ladies and gentlemen, if that is 
the case, then the two proposed amendments are 
identical. 

May I once again point out that we discussed 
this at length in committee, where both view
points were expressed, but that a majority in the 
committee then said they were in favour of the 
Presidential Committee being the electoral 
body. But no one regarded this point as a sine 
qua non. So we are quite prepared to compro
mise here, as the President has just said. 

If we accept Lord Hughes's amendment to the 
effect that our parliament, or this Assembly, 
becomes the electoral body, then I would make a 
plea that Mr. Bianco and his friends be asked to 
withdraw their proposal, since I know this 
amendment would meet their wishes. Then we 
would have disposed of the problem altogether 
and would be voting for a rational regulation -
with the necessary quorum, I hope, Mr. Presi
dent! 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
for your co-operation, Mr. Schulte. 

I call Mr. Bianco. 

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pres-
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body to elect the Clerk, and secondly that the 
Clerk should be directly !responsible to the 
Assembly in accordance . with the existing 
Charter. The importance of the last point is 
implicit in the first, as electipn by the Assembly 
would create a direct relationship of trust 
between the Assembly and ~he Clerk. 

We agree with the idea t}1at the appointment 
should be for a fixed period, and we suggest that 
this might be for five years. 

I repeat that we do not ru~ out the possibility 
of compromise, provided it is the Assembly 
which appoints the Clerk, i and provided the 
Clerk is responsible to the Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translrtion). - Subject to 
confirmation by Mr. Bianco and the Chairman 
of the committee, I therefore note that it has 
been possible to reach agr~ment. Mr. Bianco 
agrees to withdraw his ame dment in favour of 
that tabled by Lord Hu es who will take 
account of Mr. Bianco's conditions leaving open, 
of course, the time-limit as p~oposed by the com-
mittee. · 

I hope this interpretation ilas the agreement of 
all of the speakers. I 

I call Mr. Bianco. 

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Tradslation). - Mr. Pre
sident, Lord Hughes has pr<l>posed two amend
ments, one on the appoint~nt of the Clerk by 
the Presidential Committee, and the other on the 
body to which he should be 1 answerable. 

I would like to point outl that, if there were 
several candidates, the choice would have to be 
referred to the Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Transl~tion). - I think I 
can now interpret the views df everyone who has 
followed this discussion. I am confining myself 
to Lord Hughes's amendment which concerns 
the Charter. Lord Hughesl did indeed table 
another amendment which relates to the Rules of 
Procedure not the Charter. 1More specifically it 
is an amendment to an amendment to the Char
ter. 

I note that a consensus 1 has been reached 
between the main speakers and, as everyone has 
.spoken, I would ask you, ladies and gentlemen, 
whether you agree with my ~nterpretation. 

So it is Amendment 3 that is to be agreed to 
and I put it to the vote. 

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

Amendment 3 is agreed toj 

ident, the Chairman of the committee has inter- Ladies and gentlemen, thank you for your 
preted our objectives correctly. We want two co-operation because in this way the Assembly 
things. Firstly that the Assembly should be the has saved a great deal of tinle. 
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The President (continued) 

We now come to Amendment 10 tabled by 
Mr. Schulte. 

Mr. Schulte, please allow me to speed up mat
ters even more. The President will be taking 
part in the debate for once but this is a proce
dural matter. 

This amendment is its own justification. In 
addition it reflects the facts as they are since the 
Rome declaration and the Council's decisions. It 
is a minor up-dating operation. 

I think I can, without going against anybody's 
wishes, ask the Assembly to agree to this amend
ment. 

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

Amendment 10 is agreed to. 

We now come to Amendment 12 tabled by 
Mr. Schulte, proposing, as you will remember, 
that the amendments to the Charter should enter 
into force on 1st October 1986. 

May I now consider that this raises no prob-
lems? ... 

Does anyone wish to speak? ... 

I now put Amendment 12 to the vote. 

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

Amendment 12 is agreed to. 

The amendments to the Charter are therefore 
agreed to. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I note that we are unan
imous as regards the Charter. I will be com
pletely frank. With your agreement I would like 
to conclude this long debate to which the Com
mittee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges 
devoted a considerable amount of time and 
energy. 

The Rules of Procedure stipulate a majority 
for voting purposes, which means working out a· 
particular number of votes. Would the Assem
bly have any objection to considering that the 
draft resolution may be agreed and the Charter 
amended without a formal vote, which would 
take much longer? You know the task I would be 
faced with in that case. 

My question is therefore whether you wish to 
avoid that procedure and to agree by general con
sensus. 

I see that Lord Hughes says no and one vote 
against seems to me enough. 

I call Lord Hughes. 
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Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom).- We have 
not voted on the amendments to the rules. We 
cannot approve as a whole a document which is 
in two parts. After amendments to the rules 
have been moved, we then have to approve the 
whole document. 

While I am on my feet, I can save time by 
pointing out that Amendment 8 has exactly the 
same effect on the rules as Amendment 3 had on 
the Charter, so I do not need to speak further to 
that. 

I have another amendment, but, in order to 
save time, I shall not move it. Therefore, Mr. 
President, will you ask the committee whether it 
is approving the committee's amendment to the 
rules and my own amendment to the rules ? If 
that is the decision, the way will be open to the 
Assembly to proceed to a vote. 

I must say that this is the first time that I have 
known an amendment to be carried without its 
even being moved. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Lord 
Hughes, I am strongly tempted to follow the pro
cedure you suggest but formally I first have to 
ask the Assembly if it agrees to amend the 
Charter. Depending on the result of that vote 
the Assembly will or will not be entitled to 
amend the Rules of Procedure. It does not 
mean wasting a vast amount of time. Of 
course, I will take the amendments to the Rules 
of Procedure immediately thereafter. Personally, 
I abide by the precedence of the Charter. If the 
consensus is maintained, things will go as simply 
as you suggest. 

I call Mr. Bianco.
1 

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - I have no 
objection, but I would like to hear exactly from 
you, Mr. President, how the new text of the 
Charter reads. I would like to know what for
mula has been adopted under the amendment 
adopted by the Assembly. In a word, I want to 
know what we are about to decide. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - With the 
consent of the committee, therefore, the Assem
bly has agreed to Lord Hughes's Amendment 3, 
whereby the text proposed by the committee is 
amended to read: " The Clerk shall be appointed 
by the Assembly on the proposal of the Presiden
tial Committee for a period of five years". We 
have also agreed to Amendment 10 tabled by 
Mr. Schulte whereby the words "the secretariat 
of the Standing Armaments Committee and the 
Agency for the Control of Armaments " are 
amended to read " and the three agencies for 
security questions". You already know the text 
of the draft resolution tabled by the 
committee. Your question related to the 
amendments that have been agreed to. 
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The President (continued) 

The amendments we have just agreed to relate 
to sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph 3 of the com
mittee's draft resolution regarding the Charter, 
but of course sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) of para
graph 3 remain as they are because no amend
ments have been proposed to them either by you 
or by anyone else. 

The Clerk asks me to point out that Mr. 
Bianco did not merely want a change to Lord 
Hughes's amendment, he wanted changes made 
in some other parts of the draft resolution tabled 
by the committee. For the moment we have 
agreed with Mr. Bianco, Lord Hughes and the 
committee on sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph 3 
of the committee's draft resolution concerning 
the way in which the Clerk should be appointed 
and the length of his period of office. The two 
paragraphs that follow have not been amended 
except in form, with regard to sub-paragraph (c), 
by Mr. Schulte's amendment. ~hus, ~y w~th
drawing his amendment, Mr. B1anco 1s with
drawing an amendment that relates not only to 
the same text as that of Lord Hughes but also 
to all the other parts of the draft resolution, 
which are therefore no longer open to discussion. 
Everybody must surely have understood this, but 
what goes without saying is often all the better 
for being said. 

It therefore seems that there may be a consen
sus on this point, Mr. Bianco. Since Lord 
Hughes has not objected to the solution I have 
put forward, I ask the Assembly whether .in this 
case it is disposed to consider that there 1s una
nimity in deeming the Charter to have been 
amended? 

I call Mr. Cavaliere. 

Mr. CA V ALIERE (Italy) (Translation). - I 
appeal to the Chair and my fellow delegates ! I 
reject this method of proceeding. This is a very 
important matter, and it will create a dangerous 
precedent if we accept the President's suggestion. 
The rules are there to be respected. I entirely dis
agree to such a grave precedent being created. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - A moment 
ago thinking that Lord Hughes had an objection, 
I s~id that if even one member did not wish to 
accept the procedure I proposed, we would pro
ceed to a formal vote. I fully respect Mr. 
Cavaliere's objection and we shall therefore take 
a roll-call vote on the revision of the Charter. 
That is the rule. Please have the bells rung 
again. 

I call Lord Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom). - Could 
not Mr. Cavaliere's objection be resolved by ask
ing members to vote by sitting and standing? 
Where in the rules is it said that we must have a 
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roll-call vote ? If forty-five people stand in 
favour the rules are obeyed. ! That would be a 
damned sight quicker than taMing a roll-call vote. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - My advis
ers on both right and left telll me that a roll-call 
vote is essential in this case. 

I call Lord Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United ~ngdom). - Where 
in the rules is it stated that w must have a roll
call vote ? If that appears in e rules, I shall, of 
course, abide by them. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -Would the 
Clerk please read the relevant paragraph of the 
Rules of Procedure. 

The CLERK (Translation). -Article XII of the 
Charter reads as follows: 1 

" After consideration of the report thereon by 
the competent committee, or committees, such 
amendments require the a~proval of a major
ity of the representatives of the Assembly. ". 

That means that at least fatty-five votes have 
to be cast in favour of the amendment. 

The only way of telling... 
1 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lord 
Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom). - Nothing 
in what the Clerk read out ~emands a roll-call 
vote. The Clerk demonstrated that he cannot 
read the rules. The rules state that forty-five 
members must vote. That c31n be established in 
the ordipary way if forty-five I members stand in 
support ofthe proposition. You, Mr. President, 
do not need to know their names. 

The PRESIDENT (Translal· on). - Please keep 
calm. All of us are probably earning something 
about a part of the rules tha we did not know 
very well. Let us take advahtage of the situa
tion. Lord Hughes has read Rule 35. Does the 
Clerk have something furth~r to add to Lord 
Hughes's information ? ! 

The CLERK (Translation). - Rule 34 states: 

" 2. The Assembly shall v~te by roll-call: 

(a) when an absolute rJajority is required, 
in accordance with' Rule 35, 1 (a), of 
the Rules of Procedure ... "; 

Rule 35, 1 (a) of the Rules of Procedure states: 

" 1. The majorities requirtd are the follow 
ing: 

(a) for the adoption qf amendments to 
the Charter, ... a nurpber of representa
tives or substitutes equal to more than 
half the number of representatives to 
the Assembly; " 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The voice 
of those who know the Rules of Procedure, espe
cially since they participated in their drafting, 
seems to me fully qualified. The reference in 
Rule 34 to Rule 35 read by Lord Hughes means 
that we are required to take the vote by roll
call. As we have saved a great deal of time we 
shall try to get this done quickly. 

I am in a kind of" free-for-all " discussion, to 
avoid the red tape, and I have just been told by 
Mr. Bianco of a misunderstanding. I hope he 
will allow me to try to settle this problem as I 
have tried to settle the others, under the vigilant 
eyes of the relevant committee. 

Mr. Bianco did not understand, when I 
referred to the effects of agreeing to Amendment 
3 tabled by Lord Hughes and Amendment 10 
tabled by Mr. Schulte, and therefore the with
drawal of Amendment 1 tabled by Mr. Bianco, 
what would happen to sub-paragraph (b) of para
graph 3 of the draft resolution which I shall now 
read out to you: 

" In the performance of his duties, the Clerk 
shall be responsible to the President. He shall 
provide the Assembly and its committees with 
such secretariat and other assistance as they 
may require. " 

Mr. Bianco tells me there is still a misunder
standing and that he and his colleagues hope that 
the Assembly will amend this paragraph so as to 
indicate that the Clerk is responsible to the 
Assembly in the performance of his duties, and 
therefore replace the word "President" by the 
word "Assembly". 

Ladies and gentlemen, wanting the one means 
wanting the other. In order to get ahead on this 
to me relatively minor point, because I cannot 
see a President not acting in accord with the 
Assembly and vice versa, are you prepared to 
agree to this position and, whilst maintaining the 
unanimous opinion we voiced a moment ago, to 
consider that we can amend the Charter in this 
way ? I appeal to you. Do you agree ? What is the 
opinion of the committee ? 

I call Mr. Eysink. 

Mr. EYSINK (Netherlands). - We stand by 
what we decided on the reshuffling of the 
rules. If we want to make a change we should 
keep to the new proposed rules as they stand 
rather than follow Mr. Bianco's proposal. 

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

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre
sident, I thought I had made myself clear. It is 
no part of my intention that the Assembly 
should adopt any personal idea of mine. I 
believed - and apart from this I have declared 
myself in agreement to the extent of accepting 
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the committee's views - that the fundamental 
principle should be that of election by the 
Assembly. The logical consequence of this is 
that the Clerk is answerable to the Assembly, and 
not to the President. It follows that, if the com
mittee has accepted the first point, it must also 
accept the logical consequence which flows from 
it, that is that the Clerk's responsibility is to the 
Assembly. I therefore accept your suggestion, 
Mr. President, and I declare myself satisfied with 
the formula adopted by the Assembly in accept
ing the first alteration. I will only repeat my 
previous remark to the effect that I now accept 
the committee's position and that it was cer
tainly not my intention to impose any personal 
view of my own. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Kindly per
mit me to intervene, Mr. Schulte. Would you 
be satisfied, Mr. Bianco, with a statement by the 
President proposing, with the agreement of the 
Assembly, to keep the text tabled by the commit
tee as it stands, whilst considering that, once the 
Clerk is elected by the Assembly, even though he 
has a responsibility to the President, which is a 
clear and absolute necessity which I personally 
would insist upon, he must necessarily remain 
responsible to the Assembly because he cannot 
be other than responsible to the body that 
appointed him ? 

I have made this statement because it seems to 
me quite obvious as far as the responsibilities 
incurred are concerned. If you wish, the word
ing could be: " ... to the President and the 
Assembly". We could put both terms in, Presi
dent and Assembly - they go together. Do you 
agree? 

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - I agree. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Is the 
Assembly in favour of this text, in which the 
words " the President and the Assembly " would 
appear? ... 

The committee has made an accommodating 
though not very enthusiastic gesture towards me. 

It is so decided. 

In these circumstances, we will now take a 
vote by roll-call on the amended draft resolution 
on the revision of Articles Ill, IV, XI and XII of 
the Charter contained in Document 1039. 

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

The voting is open. 

(A vote by roll-call was then taken) 

Does any other representative wish to 
vote? ... 

The voting is closed. 



OmCIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

The President (continued) 

The result of the vote is as follows 1: 

Number of votes cast . . . . . . . . . . . 49 
Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49 
Noes.......................... 0 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

The amended draft resolution is therefore 
adopted 2• 

I would like to congratulate the Committee on 
Rules of Procedure and Privileges, which has 
now come to the end of its troubles. I am really 
very pleased for the committee and I thank the 
Assembly for its co-operation. The Committee 
on Rules of Procedure and Privileges deserves a 
warm round of applause. 

Now we have to consider the amendments to 
the Rules of Procedure. 

I call Lord Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kingdom). - When 
have we carried the amendments to the rules ? 
We have not discussed them. You took the 
vote on the Charter but said that the amend
ments to the rules required only a simple 
majority. My amendment 8 and the commit
tee's amendment to the rules have not yet been 
put to the Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I was just 
saying that we were now going to vote on the 
amendments to the Rules of Procedure. 

Yesterday we agreed to eleven amendments to 
the Rules of Procedure. 

Amendment 2 tabled by Mr. Bianco falls as a 
result of the vote on the Charter. That leaves 
Amendments 8 and 9 tabled by Lord Hughes and 
Amendment 11 tabled by Mr. Schulte. 

Amendment 8 reads: 

8. In paragraph 23, line 2, of the draft resolu
tion on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, 
leave out " Presidential Committee on the pro
posal of the Bureau " and insert " Assembly on 
the proposal of the Presidential Committee". 

Amendment 11 reads: 

11. In paragraph 23, line 1 7, of the draft reso
lution on the revision of the Rules of Procedure, 
in the proposed new paragraph 5, leave out 
" , the secretariat of the Standing Armaments 
Committee and the Agency for the Control of 
Armaments." and insert" and the three agencies 
for security questions.". 

I. See page 31. 
2. See page 32. 
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Ladies and gentlemen, I nofe that Amendment 
8 tabled by Lord Hughes a.d Amendment 11 
tabled by Mr. Schulte have in fact already been 
agreed to by the Assembly in view of the fact that 
Amendments 3 and 10 to the. resolution revising 
the Charter tabled by Lor~ Hughes and Mr. 
Schulte respectively have been agreed to. The 
texts are the same. I would therefore ask the 
Assembly, for the sake of consistency with the 
Charter, to treat Amendments 8 and 11 as 
approved. I 

Are there any objections ? ... 

Amendments 8 and 11 are agreed to. 

That leaves Amendment ~' tabled by Lord 
Hughes and others, which reads: 

9. In paragraph 23 of the draft resolution on 
the revision of the Rules ofl Procedure, in the 
proposed new paragraph 4, •line 1, leave out 
" shall" and insert ''may". 

I call Lord Hughes. 

Lord HUGHES (United Kihgdom). -Having 
had the unique experience of two of my amend
ments being unanimously adopted by the Assem
bly without my having the o~portunity of mov
ing them, I am now called ppon to move an 
amendment which I beg leave to withdraw. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I did not 
want to create the precedent L you referred to a 
moment ago. That is why I g~ve you the floor. 

Amendment 9 is therefore withdrawn. 

The Assembly now has to vote on the draft 
resolution on the revision of tlhe Rules of Proce
dure tabled by the Committee on Rules of Proce
dure and Privileges. 

Does the Chairman of the f'?mmittee wish to 
say anything before this histqric vote ? 

Mr. SCHULTE (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - On behalf of the committee, 
thank you very much, Mr. Ptesident. 

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

As no one has asked for al roll-call vote, the 
Assembly will vote by sitting

1 
and standing. 

I now put the draft resolution on the revision 
of the Rules of Procedure c9ntained in Docu-
ment 1039 to the vote. 1 

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

The amended draft resoluti~;m is adopted 1• 
I 

I. See page 33. 
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9. Reactivation of WEU - its tasks, structure 
and place in Europe 

(Vote on the draft recommendation, Doe. 1058) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the vote on the draft recom
mendation on the reactivation of WEU - its 
tasks, structure and place in Europe, Document 
1058, presented by the General Affairs Commit
tee and introduced by the Rapporteur, Mr. 
Bianco. 

Does anyone request a roll-call vote? ... 

In that case, the vote will be taken by sitting 
and standing. 

I put the draft recommendation contained in 
Document 1058 to the vote. 

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

The draft recommendation is adopted 1• 

I 0. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first 
annual report of the Council 

(Resumed debate on the report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 

Doe. 1059 and amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the resumed debate on the 
report of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments on disarmament - reply to the 
thirty-first annual report of the Council, Docu
ment 1059 and amendments. 

In the debate that we interrupted this morning 
and are now resuming as we decided, I have the 
names of Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Wilkinson, Mr. 
Delebarre, Mr. Gansel and Mr. Cifarelli down to 
speak. 

I now note, however, that they no longer wish 
to speak. 

The debate is therefore closed. 

We could now go on to put the twelve amend
ments to the vote but that would take slightly too 
long because I would have to call one speaker for 
and one speaker against and the committee each 
time. That being so, as we previously decided, 
the voting will take place tomorrow afternoon 
because tomorrow morning we have decided to 

l. See page 37. 
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consider Mr. Sinesio's report after hearing the 
two Ministers, Mr. Spadolini and Mr. 
Mollemann. 

11. Change in the membership of a committee 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I have been 
informed of a change in the membership of a 
committee. 

The Italian Delegation proposes the following 
change in the membership of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments: Mr. 
Masciadri as a titular member in place of Mr. 
Alberini. 

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I propose 
that the Assembly hold its next public sitting 
tomorrow morning, Wednesday, 4th June, at 10 
a.m. with the following orders of the day: 

1. European security and the Mediterranean 
(Presentation of the report of the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 
Document 1060 and amendments). 

2. Address by Mr. Mollemann, Minister of 
State for Foreign Affairs of the Federal 
Republic of Germany. 

3. Address by Mr. Spadolini, Minister of 
Defence of Italy. 

4. European security and the Mediterranean 
(Debate on the report of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments and 
vote on the draft recommendation, Docu
ment 1060 and amendments). 

5. Draft opinion on the budgets of the minis
terial organs ofWEU for 1985 (revised) and 
1986 (Presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Budgetary 
Affairs and Administration and vote on the 
draft recommendation, Document 1054). 

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 7 p.m.) 



FIFfH SITIING 

Wednesday, 4th June 1986 

SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the minutes. 

2. Attendance register. 

3. European security and the Mediterranean (Presentation of 
the report of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments, Doe. 1060 and amendments). 

Speakers: Mr. Sinesio (point of order), the President, 
Mr. Kittelmann (Chairman and Rapporteur). 

4. Address by Mr. Mollemann, Minister of State for Foreign 
Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany. 

Replies by Mr. Mollemann to questions put by: Mr. 
Antretter, Sir John Page, Mr. Valleix, Mr. Jessel, Mr. 
Gianotti, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

5. Address by Mr. Spadolini, Minister of Defence of Italy. 

Replies by Mr. Spa_dolini to questio~s put by: ~r. Cif~relli, 
Mr. Muller, Mr. B1anco, Mr. Caval~ere, Mr. G1anott1, Mr. 
Rubbi, Mr. Kittelmann, Mr. lnan (Observer from Tur
key). 

6. European security and the Mediterranean (Debate on the 
report of the Committee on Defenq? Questions and Arma
ments, Doe. 1060 and amendmen~s). 

Speakers: Mr. Rubbi, Mr. Muller, Mr. Matraja, Mr. 
Milani, Mr. Cavaliere. 

i 

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

The sitting was opened at 10.05 a. m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

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

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In accor
dance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting have been distributed. 

Would the Assembly please note that there is a 
technical error in the part concerning the respon
sibility of the Clerk in the amended Charter and 
the Rules of Procedure; it is that paragraph 3 of 
Rule 47 has not been reproduced in full. 

The words " and to the Assembly " are missing 
and the minutes should be amended, as was 
decided yesterday, to read: "In the performance 
of his duties, the Clerk shall be responsible both 
to the President and to the Assembly ". 

The rest is unchanged. 

Are there any comments? ... 

With this amendment, the minutes are agreed 
to. 

2. Attendance register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The names 
of the substitutes attending this sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be pub-
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lished with the list of representatives appended 
to the minutes of proceedingsl1• 

3. European security and th~ Mediterranean 

(Presentation of the report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions! and Armaments, 

Doe. 1060 and amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Transla~ion). - The next 
order of the day is the present4tion of the report 
of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments on European secuJtity and the Medi
terranean, Document 1060 antl amendments. 

Before we hear the Rapporteur, I call Mr. 
Sinesio. i 

Mr. SINESIO (Italy) (Translfltion). - Mr. Pre
sident, I must emphasise the ilmportance of the 
budget in connection with both your opening 
speech and Mr. Bianco's repo~·t. 

I should like to know whether the subject 
could be taken today as the !Judget has to be 
approved by the Assembly. B~cause of commit
ments in Rome, we shall have to leave at the end 
of the day. 

The PRESIDENT (Translatton). - Mr. Sine
sio, I would remind you that yesterday the 
Assembly agreed, on my prot¥>sal and in defe
rence to your obligations, to change the orders of 

1. See page 39. 
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the day for this morning's sitting and to take the 
presentation of your report on the budget imme
diately after the debate on Mr. Kittelmann's 
report and the statements by the two minis
ters. 

Your wishes are therefore being heeded. 

Mr. Kittelmann, would you please come to the 
rostrum. Allow me at the same time to congra
tulate you on being elected Chairman of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments. 

I call Mr. Kittelmann. 

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I should first like to thank you for 
your congratulations. I hope we shall co-ope
rate very closely. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments has reported 
on the security situation in the Mediterranean 
area at regular intervals in the past. I refer you 
to the last three reports: Mr. Bozzi's of May 
1981, Mr. Grant's of May 1978 and Mr. Buck's 
of May and June 1976. The last report was 
drawn up by Sir Dudley Smith in May 1984. It 
essentially concerned the western Mediterranean 
and Spain's position in NATO. 

In our report we have returned to Spain's posi
tion because we attached considerable impor
tance to the favourable outcome of the referen
dum in Spain and the consequent confirmation 
of Spain's membership of NATO. 

I believe it will also be in your interests if I try 
to keep my presentation short. 

The security of the Atlantic Alliance is based, 
as we know, on the principle of political and stra
tegic unity of the NATO member countries and 
the functional interdependence of the whole 
military apparatus. The urgent need to stop 
regarding NATO's southern flank as peripheral is 
becoming increasingly clear. The report conse
quently tries to indicate where the dangers and 
critical points lie, with a view to encouraging the 
whole alliance to pay more attention to the sou
thern flank. 

In the summary we have made it clear that 
there are several reasons for increased attention, 
including the danger for the alliance of possible 
encirclement, and local sources of conflict. 
Increased defence requirements should also be 
mentioned in this context. The military equip
ment of some NATO countries is still - to put it 
politely - insufficient in some cases. On the 
other hand, some countries in the southern sec
tor occupy a key position geographically. 
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The economic weakness of some NATO coun
tries in this area is obvious. The very impor
tant contribution which the countries of the sou
thern flank make to defence and to the policy of 
detente must not be underestimated. 

Ladies and gentlemen, you will see that our 
report deals at great length with the situation in 
the individual countries and above all with the 
Soviet Union's attempts to increase its influence 
in this area. Let me say this in very general 
terms about the situation as regards the Soviet 
Union: we can claim with some satisfaction that 
there has been no direct increase in the military 
threat posed by the Soviet Union in recent 
years. The Soviet Union focuses all its efforts 
on increasing its political influence, by trying to 
exploit weaknesses arising in individual coun
tries in this sector by offering help. 

Conversely, I would say the less we worry 
about weaknesses in this region, the more acti
vely the Soviet Union will try to gain influence 
there. 

We have not considered the problems connec
ted with Libya and terrorism in the report 
because these issues will be discussed tomorrow 
during the debate on Mr. van der Werff's report 
on terrorism, to which the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments has today 
approved a supplement. The Soviet Union 
continues to consider itself a Mediterranean 
power. Its policy is geared to neutralising wes
tern influences, especially that of the United 
States. As I said, its aim is to increase its own 
influence. 

In the summary we state that the Soviet Union's 
presence at sea as a power factor in this area is 
still considerable, that it is trying to increase its 
influence on the Arab states and that it increas
ingly presents itself as a protecting power. The 
Soviet Union is trying to demonstrate to the 
Mediterranean countries in particular that the 
Mediterranean is no longer the exclusive domain 
of the West and that it is legitimate for the Soviet 
Union to regard itself as a Mediterranean 
power. The attempt is consequently made to 
conduct peacetime surveillance of the activities 
of the United States fleet, to reduce its freedom 
of manreuvre in order to prevent it from inter
vening in time of crisis and to increase the risk 
of actions against countries friendly to the Soviet 
Union. 

In military terms, the Soviet Union is still 
intent on being able to undertake a rapid offen
sive against units of the Sixth Fleet in the event 
of a conflict. 

Ladies and gentlemen, our visits to Turkey 
and Greece revealed how necessary it is to urge 
these two NATO allies to settle their differences 
as quickly as possible, as constructively as possi-
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ble and in the way most likely to be conducive to 
long-term peace in this region. 

My visit to Cyprus, when I had the opportu
nity of talking to all the leaders in both north and 
south Cyprus, showed that a conflict almost for
gotten by the world, on a small island, in a divi
ded country, causes major problems for the peo
ple living there. 

I must say that as a Berliner I found it particu
larly moving to see another divided capital with 
my own eyes, a capital that is divided not 
because of ideological difficulties between two 
different social orders but because of a soluble 
conflict. 

We have consequently said in one of our 
recommendations that we hope the United 
Nations initiative concerning this area will be 
successful. On the other hand, we know that 
success not only depends on what the Cypriots 
themselves consider right but that Greece and 
Turkey should be called upon to take a particular 
interest in this problem area and to find long
term solutions worthy of an alliance to which we 
all belong. 

Anyone who considers the social and econo
mic problems in this Mediterranean area will 
realise that what is needed is the common will of 
all concerned to help the Mediterranean coun
tries and especially those who belong to the 
alliance. I am thinking here in particular of 
Turkey, which has the main burden to bear on 
the southern flank because of its geographically 
exposed position. Being a relatively poor and 
developing country, it needs our special sup
port. 

Help is also needed for the countries of the 
Middle East which are engaged in a struggle for 
economic and social survival that may threaten 
the internal situation. 

I am very pleased that we have a major United 
Nations initiative to combat hunger in Africa. I 
believe that the very poor rate of development in 
this continent shows what can happen when 
problems that have long been known and 
whose emergence was predictable are ignored or 
brushed aside and emergency measures are taken 
extremely late - some would say, too late. It is 
all the more important that we should heed the 
appeal publicly made by many leaders in recent 
months and years to take account of the social 
and economic problems of the Mediterranean 
countries, which need our help. 

In the final analysis, susceptibility to terro
rism, fundamentalism and radicalism of all 
kinds has its roots in poverty, despair and isola
tion. The Soviet Union may profit by exploi
ting this weakness, and we may be to blame for 
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not translating into deeds the knowledge we have 
long possessed. 

We must continue to focus our critical atten
tion on the Middle East region. The member 
countries must, however, also note with concern 
that little has been done about practical assist
ance. We should not be blimd to the fact that 
the Arab-Israeli conflict may again assume dra
matic proportions at any time unless we support 
the countries that are favourably disposed to the 
West. We have therefore appealed in our 
recommendations for special attention to be paid 
to Egypt. 

I am sure, ladies and gentlemen, that the 
report we have drawn up - and I thank the many 
members of the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments who have lent their sup
port - can and will help the Council to solve 
through positive action the main problems that 
plainly exist in this region. We of Western 
European Union have a duty to show a greater 
understanding of the problems facing our friends 
in this region, whether or not they are members 
of the alliance. As we know, they have great 
sympathy with our problems too. This solida
rity, whose implications we have tried to detail 
in the present report, must become more evident 
than in the past. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
for your report. The debate on this important 
issue of European security and the Mediterra
nean will be opened shortly. 

4. Address by Mr. Mollemann, 
Minister of State for Foreign Affairs of the 

Federal Republic of Germany 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the address by Mr. Molle
mann, Minister of State for Foreign Affairs ofthe 
Federal Republic of Germany. I would like to 
welcome Mr. Mollemann. 

The Assembly is highly honoured to have you 
here and at the same time to be able to say, since 
you are with us, how pleased it is to see members 
of government taking part in its work and in the 
related discussions. It is a method that meets 
our wishes. Your statement, following as it 
does Mr. Kittelmann's report, cannot but enrich 
the debate. Soon we shall be hearing your col
league, Mr. Spadolini. You too attach conside
rable importance to security. In this way we 
shall be able to establish a dialogue on concrete 
facts and so discharge our proper political func
tion. 

I thank you for making yourself available and 
invite you, Minister, to come to the rostrum. 
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Mr. MOLLEMANN (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and 
gentlemen, I consider it an honour to address the 
Assembly of Western European Union today. I 
bring with me greetings from the Foreign Minis
ter of the Federal Republic of Germany, Hans
Dietrich Genscher. 

Mr. President, I congratulate you on your re
election to this high office. The Assembly is a 
thrusting and creative element of WEU, from 
which major impulses and ideas emerge. Its 
dynamic presidency has made a crucial contribu
tion in this respect. I am convinced that you, 
Mr. President, will continue to exercise your 
office on behalf of the goal, shared by the Federal 
Government, of developing Europe's identity in 
the sphere of security policy. 

I should also like to congratulate my collea
gues in the Bundestag, Professor Soell and Mr. 
Kittelmann, on their election. 

The Federal Government attaches great value 
to close contact with the WEU Assembly. 
Where exchanges of views and informal and 
close contacts with the Assembly are concerned, 
Federal Minister Genscher set new standards 
during the German presidency of WEU from 
June 1984 to June 1985. I am pleased that the 
Italian presidency is vigorously continuing this 
tradition. 

I welcome the interest and close attention with 
which you, ladies and gentlemen, follow the pro
gress of the development set in motion two years 
ago. The Assembly plays an important role in 
realising the goal ofbreathing new life into Wes
tern European Union. At international level it 
represents a bit of practical democracy in ques
tions of security policy. It is engaged in a fruit
ful dialogue, which the Federal Government 
believes should be continued in the national par
liaments of the Seven. 

The revitalised WEU is intended to strengthen 
the European pillar of the North Atlantic defence 
alliance. It makes the European voice heard in 
the dialogue between partners which is the spe
cial feature of the North Atlantic commu
nity. Its development will help to consolidate 
Europe's identity and Europe's ability to take 
action, and this will strengthen NATO. The 
reactivation of WEU fits in perfectly with the 
Federal Government's belief that Europe should 
carry more weight in all world policy issues and 
play the peace-making and stabilising role which 
the nations of the world expect of it. With 
WEU reactivated and its organisation stream
lined, we Europeans are taking a course that 
must be followed consistently and vigorously. 

FIFTH SITTING 

development of joint policy in EPC has streng
thened cohesion. Unfortunately, not all the 
EPC partners have been prepared to extend this 
co-operation to include all areas of security pol
icy. Consequently, this is now being done by 
the smaller circle of countries that make up 
WEU. The harmonisation of policy and with it 
the development of a European identity are still 
in their initial stages here. 

The task is being tackled with great individual 
commitment by the governments of the Seven 
but, owing to the budgetary restraints, largely 
with the same personnel and physical resources 
as were available before the Rome initiative in 
1984. So the will is there, but the resources are 
not as extensive as they might be. The Perma
nent Council in London and its working groups 
are working with great commitment to fulfil their 
mandates. WED's newly designed agencies 
here in Paris are still in the l?rocess of develop
ment. Our citizens share the impatience which 
the Assembly has repeatedly expressed. But we 
must allow things the time they need to 
mature. 

To further the necessary- but complex- pro
cess of co-ordination among the governments of 
the seven member states, the Permanent Council 
has been joined by senior officials from the capi
tals on several occasions for the discussion of 
major aspects of East-West relations. The Fed
eral Government welcomes the lively interest 
shown by the Assembly in the consultations on 
SDI that took place following the meeting of 
WED's Council of Ministers in Bonn in April 
1985. This subject was discussed by the Foreign 
and Defence Ministers of WEU in Bonn, Rome 
and Venice, the Permanent Council has repea
tedly considered it, and the Council's SDI Work
ing Group has had a total of nine meetings with 
representatives of the national governments. 

These consultations are important and useful, 
since the question of defence against ballistic 
missiles directly affects our security. The Fed
eral Government has therefore given strong sup
port to the mandate issued in Venice for a joint 
examination of the politico-strategic implica
tions of possible developments in this area. In 
this b9th Soviet and western efforts must natu
rally be taken into account, since research is 
being conducted in this field in East and West 
alike. The Federal Government is convinced 
that these deliberations in WEU will also encou
rage the consultations on these questions within 
the Atlantic Alliance. 

The subject is complex. Research findings 
will not become available for some time. But it 
is important that these questions should be 
considered in depth even now and that specific 

In EPC the European dimension is seen and European interests should be pinpointed. The 
used as an instrument of operational policy after Federal Government is determined to undertake 
over fifteen years of actual consultation. The this task, which will continue for many years to 
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come, and to discuss it with our partners in an 
atmosphere of trust and, where necessary, of 
confidentiality. We have already advanced 
quite a distance down this road. 

Ladies and gentlemen, East-West relations are 
extremely important to Europe's destiny. They 
are largely determined by the relations between 
the superpowers. The Europeans have an 
essential part to play in this dialogue, the out
come of which will, of course, directly affect 
them. It is as important for the western alliance 
to be unified in the political sector as in the 
defence sector. The more clearly the West 
demonstrates fundamental solidarity in the 
Atlantic Alliance, leaving no room for attempts 
to divide it, the more successful it will be. The 
Federal Government therefore welcomes the 
outcome of the WEU deliberations in Venice 
and of the NATO conference in Halifax on this 
subject. 

It goes without saying that free democracies 
will have different views on certain aspects, as 
they did in Halifax. The fact that through close 
consultation, common positions could in fact be 
developed among the Europeans and in their 
relationship with the United States, reflects the 
vitality and strength of the alliance. In Halifax 
too the aim of the discussions was to strengthen 
co-operation on the basis of common interests 
and a broad foundation of common policy. In 
this respect EPC and WEU are doubly useful, 
since it will do more for the vitality of the 
alliance if the European pillar is strengthened, 
that is, if the Europeans also speak with one 
voice and formulate their interests jointly in the 
alliance. Acting in the interests of European 
union, which all the partner countries have 
undertaken to do in the European act, will help 
to safeguard the future of the alliance. Europe 
must play its proper role in foreign and security 
policy, not in conflict or in competition with the 
United States but as an equal partner and in the 
interests of the alliance and all its members. Any 
improvement in European unification will 
increase European willingness to accept responsi
bility. And yet, ladies and gentlemen, it must 
also be appreciated that the Europeans have a 
right to decide for themselves what is implied by 
responsible action and then to co-ordinate their 
decision with the United States as equal part
ners. 

It is now essential to seize every opportunity 
for genuine progress towards disarmament. As 
in the past, we shall not be able to justify or gain 
political acceptance for the sacrifices demanded 
of our people for their joint security in a demo
cratic society, unless our citizens can see that we 
are doing everything in our power to contribute 
to progress in detente, co-operation and disarma
ment. 

159 

FIFTH SITTING 

The American-Soviet negotiations in Geneva 
on strategic, intermediate-rapge and defensive 
systems are particularly important to the further 
development of East-West relations. The Euro
peans, and others besides, haVJe a marked interest 
in seeing the relationship b~tween the United 
States of America and the Soviet Union extend 
beyond improvements in the1 general climate to 
practical results and other I factors generating 
co-operative East-West developments. 

The American proposals ~ave been lying on 
the table in Geneva since last I autumn. On 24th 
February President Reagan responded construc
tively to the Soviet proposa~s of 15th January. 
This response was similarly preceded by inten
sive and comprehensive consultations among the 
alliance partners, which eqabled the United 
States' European allies to !make their views 
known. 

In the area of intermediatetrange weapons the 
American President's prop(j)sals set out the 
mutual global zero solution and also indicate 
how it can be put into efftft without risk to 
either side: by the end of 1 ~89 all land-based 
intermediate-range missiles are to be dismantled 
in three stages. The proposa•s also call for a res
triction on shorter-range missiles, to prevent the 
emergence of new grey areas. 

Through its reaction to th~ practical offer to 
destroy a whole category of nhclear weapons the 
Soviet Union can prove how serious it is about 
their abolition. 

1 

In the negotiations on strategic weapons the 
aim is to implement the agreement in principle 
to halve the number of interc(:mtinental strategic 
systems. On 21st Novembdr 1985 the Soviet 
Union and the United States committed them
selves to the appropriate application of this prin
ciple. This can only mean that the 50% reduc
tions must be effected on the basis of a fair set of 
figures. We cannot agree to ~he Soviet Union's 
consigning the Europeans to a status of reduced 
security and ignoring what is for us the essential 
princ~ple of the equal right pf all countries to 
secunty. • 

We therefore expect the Soviet Union to revert 
to the definition of the stlfltegic concept on 
which the SALT agreements ~nd the joint decla
ration of 8th January 1985 are based. 

Ladies and gentlemen, in their declaration in 
Halifax on 30th May 1986 thb NATO countries 
endorsed the United States efforts to achieve 
drastic reductions in Sovitt and American 
nuclear forces. We are all agreed that there 
should be drastic reductions- a 50% cut if possi
ble - in strategic nuclear weapons, as advocated 
by President Reagan and General Secretary Gor
bachev in Geneva in November 1985. All our 
efforts must now be directe~i_towards this goal. 
In other words, what could ~cur on the expiry 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Mollemann (continued) 

of SALT 11 at the end ofthe year must be preven
ted by means of energetic negotiations. We 
Europeans call for the continued observance of 
SALT 11. A meeting between President Reagan 
and General Secretary Gorbachev later this year 
could bring the achievement of this goal a great 
deal nearer. 

Co-operative solutions must also be found in 
the area of defensive and space weapons. Only 
co-operative solutions will prevent the arms race 
in space, as agreed by the United States and the 
Soviet Union on 8th January 1985. 

The aim will be to fix the ratio of defensive to 
offensive weapons at the lowest possible level 
and to bring uncertainties due to technology 
within a predictable framework of political 
action. A suitable basis for this is the ABM 
treaty, which should not be infringed by anyone 
and should be strictly observed by all the coun
tries concerned. 

The Federal Government believes that drastic 
reductions in nuclear weapons along the lines I 
have just described will automatically influence 
the need for and scale of defensive systems. In 
plain terms, this means that a particularly favour
able outcome of the negotiations on offensive 
weapons could make these defensive systems, 
now being discussed under the heading of SDI, 
completely superfluous. 

The Federal Government strongly advocates a 
comprehensive test ban at the earliest possible 
opportunity. The key problem is how to guaran
tee reliable verification. In view of the consider
able relevance of a comprehensive test ban to 
security policy, it must be ensured that no coun
try is able to conduct tests secretly. New tech
nological advances in verification procedures 
and genuine Soviet concessions over verification 
in line with General Secretary Gorbachev's 
declarations could make current obstacles sur
mountable. 

The Federal Republic of Germany is a non
nuclear state. We express our support for a 
comprehensive test ban by making practical 
contributions in areas in which we have expertise 
to offer. Accordingly, we proposed to the 
Geneva disarmament conference in 1985 that a 
worldwide seismological system should be gra
dually developed to record nuclear tests and also 
to ensure the observance of a future comprehen
sive test ban. 

It must not be forgotten that a comprehensive 
test ban is no substitute for drastic reductions in 
existing nuclear arsenals. Only negotiations 
resulting in agreements on the reduction and 
limitation of nuclear weapons can enable an 
early start to be made on dismantling them. 
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Besides the balance of nuclear power, or 
indeed prior to considering that, we must 
concentrate on conventional stability, in view of 
the imbalance in Europe in the Warsaw Pact's 
favour. We have repeatedly called on the eas
tern bloc to negotiate with us on this ques
tion. We find it encouraging that on 18th April 
of this year General Secretary Gorbachev recog
nised the need for conventional arms control 
throughout Europe, that is, from the Atlantic to 
the Urals. If we in Europe want to achieve an 
effective turn for the better, we must strive after 
" stability and security in the whole of Europe, 
through increased openness and the establish
ment of a verifiable, comprehensive and stable 
balance of conventional forces at lower levels", 
to quote the NATO declaration of 30th May. 
This declaration recalls joint Franco-German 
efforts which demonstrate how important close 
co-operation is, not only to the European Com
munity and WEU, but also to the western alli
ance. The inner cohesion of all the elements of 
the overall military balance of power must be 
taken into account. Only then can the goal of 
our security policy - the prevention of all wars, 
whether nuclear or conventional - be achie
ved. Given the present rate of development in 
arms technology, even a war waged without 
nuclear weapons would threaten the existence of 
the European nations. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we want to build on the 
proposals made by the West in Stockholm and 
Vienna and are determined to reach agreements 
in these two forums soon. We therefore consi
der it essential for an early MBFR agreement to 
be reached on the basis of the western proposals 
of 5th December 1985. We are also determined 
that an agreement of substance on militarily 
significant, politically binding and adequately 
verifiable confidence-building measures should 
be reached at the Stockholm conference on disar
mament in Europe by 19th September 1986. In 
the elaboration of new and wider-ranging ideas 
we intend to take account of the statement made 
by General Secretary Gorbachev on 18th April of 
this year. To this end a high-ranking working 
group will be set up under a chairman to be 
appointed by NATO's Secretary-General, Lord 
Carrington. It will be submitting an interim 
report as early as October of this year. The 
NATO partners will thus be able to act on the 
basis of jointly formulated policies at the CSCE 
follow-up meeting in Vienna. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the abolition of all che
mical weapons under a comprehensive and 
worldwide agreement has top priority for the 
Federal Government. Under an agreement of 
this kind the development, production and sto
rage of chemical weapons would be banned and 
the signatory states would undertake to destroy 
existing stocks and to dismantle production faci
lities. A worldwide ban would solve the pro-
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blem of chemical weapons once and for all. 
The recent use of such weapons in the third 
world underlines the urgency of an agreement 
banning them. 

Given good will on all sides, it should be possi
ble to achieve this fairly quickly in Geneva, or at 
least early enough to prevent the production of 
binary chemical weapons beginning in the Uni
ted States on security grounds, in response to the 
Soviet Union's failure to match America's seven
teen-year moratorium on production. 

In a resolution, the Bundestag, which debated 
this problem at length on 15th May, reaffirmed 
the position also adopted by the Federal Govern
ment in the alliance. 

First, the overriding objective is an agreement 
on a worldwide, comprehensive and properly 
verifiable ban on the development, production 
and storage of chemical weapons and the des
truction of such weapons and facilities used to 
produce them. Every effort must be made to 
achieve this goal as soon as possible. 

Second, the modernisation of the United 
States arsenal of chemical weapons, which is 
designed to deter a possible aggressor from mak
ing first use of such weapons in contravention of 
international law, shall remain an internal Ame
ican decision. 

Third, American chemical weapons stored on 
the territory of the Federal Republic of Germany 
shall be withdrawn by the end of 1992 at the 
latest. 

Fourth, no new binary chemical weapons shall 
be deployed in the Federal Republic of Ger
many. Even if such a contingency should arise, 
American binary chemical weapons shall be 
deployed only after thorough political consulta
tions within NATO; only if the broad participa
tion of the alliance partners is ensured, so that no 
country is singled out, and only with the consent 
and at the request of the recipient countries. 

The American Congress having postponed 
until 1st December 1987 the date set for the final 
production of the first binary chemical weapons, 
the Bundestag appealed to all the participants in 
the Geneva disarmament conference to take full 
advantage ofthis to agree in advance of that date 
on a ban on the development, production and 
storage of chemical weapons. 

All questions of substance have been practi
cally settled. It is now important that the Soviet 
Union should give proof at the negotiating table 
of General Secretary Gorbachev's declared wil
lingness to accept verification. Since adequate 
verification is the key to all current negotiations 
and to confidence-building and openness and - I 
should add - since it is in any case important 
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that proposals publicly made by the Soviet Gen
eral Secretary should be firmly and practically 
followed up by his delegatiorns at the various 
negotiations. Otherwise they are no more than 
rhetoric on disarmament. 

The Federal Government r~ards the CSCE as 
one of the most important in!ruments of active 
European East-West policy. he CSCE process 
has become the source of a ew pan-European 
awareness, from which impulses go out to Cen
tral and Eastern European societies. Together 
we must try to ensure that this process continues 
beyond the follow-up meeting in Vienna, 
because the GSCE process o~rs a realistic pros
pect in the long term of overc ming the division 
of our continent. The events · n Chernobyl have 
also made people in Europe ore aware that we 
live in a world that has become smaller, that 
Europe is still a single entity, stretching from the 
Atlantic to the Urals, even if it encompasses 
completely different social syStems and political 
orders. , 

At their meeting in Halifax ~he NATO foreign 
ministers confirmed the stratJgy of the alliance, 
which seeks " to preserve peace and to prevent 
war in any form". The purport of the message 
from the alliance to the Soviet Union and its 
allies, which was once again formulated in 
impressive terms in Halifax, is: We want dia
logue and political, economiJ and cultural co
operation. All this is needed~ if progress is also 
to be made towards disarmament. 

Ladies and gentlemen, WEU has recently 
considered the problem of terrorism. Because 
of various tragic events on its own territory, the 
Federal Government's positiop has always been 
characterised by resolute con~emnation of ter
rorism and determined me~sures to combat 
it. It is convinced of the need for cl.ose and 
effective international co-operation in the fight 
against terrorism. The Euro-Arab dialogue can 
play an important part in this. 

In this context I should like 1to take up an idea 
to which Mr. Kittelmann has '-lluded. The dia
logue between the Europeans and the Arabs must 
be strengthened. Terrorism iJs not a phenome
non originating in Arabia and threatening Eur
ope. It is a threat to the countries of both 
regions alike and can be eradicated only if we 
tackle the political causes and~only if Europeans 
and Arabs, or at least those Ar bs who are willing 
to do so, co-operate with on another as part
ners. 

As stated at the meeting of the Council of 
Ministers in Venice in late April of this year, the 
decision of the foreign minist~rs of the Twelve 
on the fight against terrorism !takes full account 
of the viewpoints of the goyernments of the 
WEU member countries. These decisions are 
also reflected in the statements made at the 
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world economic summit meeting in Tokyo and 
by NATO in Halifax. The measures taken on 
the basis of these decisions have clearly demons
trated within and outside Europe, Western Eur
ope's determination to fight terrorism. 

Ladies and gentlemen, a major step towards 
the unification of Europe was taken with the 
signing of the single European act. The Federal 
Government would have liked to see the treaty 
provisions on European co-operation in foreign 
policy also committing EPC to wide-ranging 
agreement on security questions rather than 
being confined to political and economic 
aspects. 

In Venice the ministers recalled the important 
role played by WEU in endeavours to unify 
Europe. They reaffirmed their commitment to 
this forum, where the governments are able to 
discuss specific European issues connected with 
all aspects of security to do with their member
ship of the Atlantic Alliance. We have adopted 
the right course in deciding to reactivate and 
reorganise WEU. 

European unification and the strengthening of 
the Atlantic Alliance call for harmonisation of 
our national security policies and a concerted 
effort to ensure peace. We are thus fulfilling our 
overriding obligation to make peace more secure 
in and with Europe. 

We must continue down this road with energy 
and determination, but also with patience. The 
Federal Government will do everything in its 
power to contribute to this process. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Minister, for your address. I know you have 
come prepared to answer questions from mem
bers of the Assembly. 

I call Mr. Antretter. 

Mr. ANTRETTER (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - I should like to ask the 
Minister two questions. Firstly, I would refer 
him to 22nd May 1985, when the Federal Minis
ter for Foreign Affairs said here in the WEU 
Assembly: 

" The Council must face up courageously to all 
the security problems of our time, as it did suc
cessfully in Bonn. In future, we must do 
more than simply co-ordinate our stances on 
security policy issues; we must work out com
mon European positions. " 

I wanted to ask the Minister whether the Fed
eral Government still takes the view expressed 
by the Federal Minister for Foreign Affairs or 
whether it is now more inclined to the view 
expressed in the Venice communique, that WEU 
is merely a forum in which the governments 
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concerned are able to discuss security problems 
that are specifically European. 

If I may, Mr. President, I should like to put 
another question to the Minister of State. I 
should like to know what stage the discussions 
have reached on the proposal put to the WEU 
Council by the Federal Government in the 
autumn of 1984 for the establishment of a Euro
pean research institute for security policy and to 
ask the Minister whether the mandate issued by 
the Permanent Council in Venice on 30th April 
for proposals for co-operation with existing 
research institutes is possibly a consequence of 
this German proposal. 

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

Mr. MOLLEMANN (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - As regards Mr. Antretter's 
first question, the Federal Government has in no 
way departed from the view expressed by Mr. 
Genscher and we believe we are right in this. 
But we are only one of seven governments, and 
as you know from your quotation from the 
Venice communique, we have not yet succeeded 
in winning everyone over to this view and its 
practical implementation. Our conviction that 
this is necessary is unchanged. 

Secondly, as regards the idea of a research ins
titute, our ideal would still be to have a research 
institute of our own, which could also have a 
very strong influence on public relations work 
concerning security policy in Europe. But, as 
we know, this is specifically a question of obtain
ing the necessary money from the national bud
gets. It would, of course, be an additional finan
cial burden and that does not look too easy at the 
moment. So the present initiative is a sensible 
one: for a start, co-operation among existing 
research institutes is to be encouraged. As you 
not unjustly assume, this may also be the result 
of our proposals. At the next meeting we shall 
be considering the scale on which such co-opera
tion can take place, and how results achieved in 
this way can be used to step up public relations 
activities on security policy. The Secretary
General has also introduced the idea that an ins
titute for advanced security studies involving the 
private and research sectors should be estab
lished. This idea will also have to be conside
red. My feeling is that here again the budgetary 
problem will probably tip the balance. I suggest 
that you, ladies and gentlemen, encourage sup
port for this approach during discussions in your 
political groups at home and in your national 
parliaments and try to convince your finance 
ministers, who are always particularly intractable 
on this subject. After all, budgetary decisions 
are up to you - in your national parliaments, of 
course. 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir 
John Page. 

Sir John PAGE (United Kingdom). - In his 
wide-ranging speech the Minister mentioned the 
relationship between Western Europe and 
NATO and the obvious overlapping. Does he 
think that one of the important roles for WEU is 
to give ministers the opportunity of putting a 
European act together so as to speak with a uni
ted voice at NATO meetings ? If the Minister 
agrees that that is an important role for WEU, is 
it successful in the light of Venice and Hali
fax? 

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

Mr. MOLLEMANN (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - I believe the answer is 
yes, subject to the customary reservations and 
qualifications attached to any general statement. 
It is urgently necessary for the Europeans to for
mulate a common position in all spheres that 
concern NATO. As we have seen - I mentio
ned this in my speech because there is no 
denying that the Europeans and the United 
States, for example, differed on certain points in 
Halifax - it is important to do this if we want to 
have any influence. 

Let me illustrate this with an example. The 
American President stated publicly and through 
his minister in Halifax that in certain circum
stances he would probably cease to observe 
SALT 11 from the end of this year. The Euro
peans, regardless of their governments' various 
political complexions, did not regard this state
ment as positive in its outlook. We take the 
view that, even if the Soviet Union has contrave
ned SALT 11 in certain specific respects, the ins
truments of the current arms control agreements 
-and there are not all that many of them so far
are so important at the moment for confidence
building and as a basis for practical activities 
that we should not now jeopardise them. We 
made that clear in Halifax, and I believe the joint 
European position taken there made some 
impression. At all events, things are not yet as 
we should like to see them, but life is quite often 
like that. If we do not co-operate, do not adopt 
common· positions, if we allow ourselves to be 
divided, the result will not, of course, be a streng
thening of the European position nor will any 
useful purpose be served in this context. 

In short, then, the Venice and Halifax meet
ings clearly reaffirmed the need to which you 
referred. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Valleix. 
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resting to us particularly sil)ce you represent the 
Federal Republic of Germatny, one of the major 
pillars of WEU. 

You have referred to ne~ problems - the SDI 
and the SALT 11 agreements - but other, inter
nal, problems remain threatening the solidarity 
of WEU in regard to its seven European partners 
and one of these seems to rrk to be the nature of 
the relations between East and West Germany. 
You rightly stressed that the cohesion of our atti
tudes on defence question~ itself depended on 
the political cohesion of the Seven. 

In that connection I h've a double ques
tion. Firstly, what stage ».as been reached in 
recent developments in the relations between 
East and West Germany particularly in view of 
East Germany's economic! growth and rising 
population figures? Secondly, in what ways do 
you think this might upset or rather, as I hope, 
consolidate WEU in terms pf its usual or possi
bly new ideas ? Could you gjve us some informa
tion or possibly some reasslilrance on this point, 
Minister? i 

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

Mr. MOLLEMANN (~nister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - I Vfry much hope that 
the national goal which our constitution requires 
all parties to pursue, of doing everything in our 
power to enable the Germal) people to regain its 
unity in free self-determination, is not one that 
causes you concern but one in which we have 
your full support. It goes without saying that 
this is bound to be a fund~mental goal for the 
Germans and that we are committed to it. 

We know this goal can oqly be achieved if we 
succeed, probably through t~e CSCE process, in 
developing a European framework for peace, 
which will create at least tlite minimum condi
tions on both sides to briljl.g us closer to this 
goal. We are still a long way from achieving 
it. But this does not, of course, prevent us from 
making very serious efforts ij:l direct negotiations 
with the German Democratic Republic to enable 
the Germans in the Federal Republic and the 
Germans in the Democrati~ Republic to be in 
touch with one another in las many areas and 
with as few impediments as possible. There 
happen to be a great many f~milies who are divi
ded between the Federal Republic and the Ger
man Democratic Republic. But we note with 
satisfaction that the effortt made over many 
years have gradually impro~f.d the opportunities 
for making contact, although we still regard them 
as unsatisfactory. It is still a one-way street in 
many respects. i 

Travel facilities from the Federal Republic to 
Mr. V ALLEIX (France) (Translation). - What the German Democratic Rqpublic have greatly 

you have said, Minister, is naturally very inte- improved, but in the other direction they are still 

163 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Mollemann (continued) 

not good. You all know the reasons. When we 
talk about freedom of movement, the exchange 
of ideas, information and opinions, we 
constantly come up against those barriers which 
are intrinsic in dealings between free and com
munist countries. 

That aside, I would say that relations between 
the two German states are at the moment as 
good- to put it in general terms- as East-West 
relations generally. They cannot, after all, deve
lop in isolation from East-West relations. Our 
opposite numbers in the German Democratic 
Republic have not so much room for manreuvre 
that, even if they wanted to, they could steer a 
course independent of the course steered by the 
Warsaw Pact as a whole. It is therefore in our 
national interests and in the interests of an 
improvement in the relationship between the 
two Germanies if the climate between the two 
blocs improves, and if the willingness to settle 
controversial questions through negotiation and 
to strengthen the dialogue is stepped up again. 

At inter-state level, if I may put it that way -
the Foreign Office is not involved for obvious 
reasons: the German Democratic Republic is not 
a foreign country for us, and the Foreign Minis
ter is therefore not the appropriate minister; we 
have a separate department for these questions -
we have reached quite a number of agreements, 
some of a very practical nature, on telephone 
communications, rail and road transport, on pro
cedures for visits and so on. We have economic 
relations, which are interesting but cannot be 
described as particularly dynamic at the moment 
where growth is concerned. In other words, 
relations between the Federal Republic of Ger
many and the German Democratic Republic are 
at present developing normally. 

I do not believe that our efforts can at any time 
have imposed the slightest strain on our involve
ment in the western community. After all, at 
the Halifax meeting itself the traditional quadri
partite talks took place between the Foreign 
Ministers of the three powers and our Foreign 
Minister, on the German problems and the spe
cific problems of Berlin. We communicate to 
EPC and WEU all our observations on the 
general question of relations between the two 
German states and East-West relations and we 
strongly urge you to do whatever you can to sup
port our efforts to achieve close and satisfactory 
co-operation between the two German states and 
to alleviate the consequences of the division. 

To be quite honest, when I first entered the 
Bundestag in 1972 and spent eight years in the 
IPU during the first few years of my parliamen
tary career and then went on to the North Atlan
tic Assembly, I sometimes had the impression 
that les querel/es al/emandes, the permanent 
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conflict between the two German states in inter
national forums, were not viewed with much 
enthusiasm by my counterparts from other par
liaments. That is why we are trying to develop 
la co-operation allemande so that we may deal 
with matters of concern to us and not overly tax 
your patience. 

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

Mr. JESSEL (United Kingdom).- May I please 
ask the Minister of State about the uncontrolled 
immigration into Western Europe via West Ber
lin of Asiatic people who are flown by Soviet and 
East German state airlines to East Berlin from 
where they travel by underground, without 
check, into West Berlin and into other parts of 
Western Europe? As it is useless to expect the 
East German Government to stop this traffic, 
which is probably profitable to them - and 
which in any case can help to undermine western 
society - and as the traffic may include some ter
rorists, can I ask the Minister of State just when 
we can expect the Federal Republic to take some 
effective action as it now appears that the Fed
eral Republic's constitutional position is causing 
some damage to her European partners ? 

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

Mr. MOLLEMANN (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - We too are giving this 
question very careful thought, along with the 
question of the right of asylum in Germany, for 
example. We have a very large number of 
foreign workers in the Federal Republic of Ger
many. At a time of relatively high unemploy
ment - we have about 2.1 million unemployed at 
the moment - this is, of course, a source of inter
nal controversy. 

Added to this, very many people from many 
parts of the world want to live in the Federal 
Republic but cannot do so by taking up employ
ment because we have a freeze on the recruit
ment of foreign workers. They consequently do 
so in the way you have mentioned by seeking 
asylum. 

We are a country that must take a liberal atti
tude towards the subject of the right of 
asylum. We have had a dark period in our his
tory, when many Germans were grateful to be 
granted asylum in democratic countries, because 
they were persecuted on racial or political 
grounds. We are therefore very wary about 
changing this right, and all parties in the 
Bundestag - despite differences of emphasis -
and most certainly the Federal Government, do 
well to be wary. 

But we also know that this right is 
abused. There is, for example, the phenomenon 
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of the man who seeks asylum on economic 
grounds, which is probably what you were refer
ring to, the man who is not persecuted in any 
way and is, in fact, brought to Europe from the 
Far East, the Near East or wherever by some 
commercial enterprise. 

To combat this, three measures need to be 
taken. First, there must be a strict policy on the 
issue of visas, the control of immigration and 
rapid processing of applications. We have now 
made the necessary provisions for this. We 
have increased the staff at the Federal Republic's 
embassies to deal with such applications, because 
they have to be processed in the countries con
cerned, where the staff are familiar with the situ
ation and can decide whether or not an applicant 
is being persecuted. We have also increased the 
staff at the agencies in the Federal Republic 
which consider the legal side of these 
problems. That is one provision. 

The second provision is that all the European 
countries should apply equally strict 
standards. This problem does not only concern 
the German Democratic Republic, which I will 
revert to in a· moment: there are unfortunately 
Western European airlines that do quite well out 
of flying people into their countries from the 
region to which you alluded without paying 
much attention to their visas, because they know 
they will soon be crossing into Germany 
illegally. I will not go into this now, because we 
are already discussing the matter in the confer
ences of the appropriate ministers and I should 
not like to pick out a single example here. If I 
did, I should have to face the wrath of my coun
terparts in other European countries. We are 
looking into the matter. We must see it as a 
European task. 

.I now come to the specific problem of the Ger
man Democratic Republic ~ a problem which we 
are discussing with them because we have to call 
on them to put an end to this abuse, which is 
putting a strain on us and may also be putting 
a strain on others. You are right about that. 
The Government of the Gernian Democratic 
Republic has given an assurance along these 
lines, but it has not yet been fully imple
mented. We, shall press for this and, if neces
sary, link it at the forthcoming negotiations to 
other subjects of particular interest to the Ger
man Democratic Republic. 

The German Government and parliament are 
fully aware of the problem. We are also discuss
ing it at the moment and intend to deal with it at 
the three levels I have just described. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call 
Mr. Gianotti. 
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Mr. GIANOTTI (Italy) (Translation). -
Mr. Minister, you recalled lthat European reac
tion to the American decisiQn to break the SALT 
II agreement was unfavourable. The failure of a 
long-standing agreement is~inevitably a matter 
for concern. Here I agree ith you. I must say 
- and this will be the subj et of my question -
that another agreement, the ABM treaty, is 
threatened by the strategic defence initiative. If 
tlie government has signed an agreement with 
the American GovernmenJ on the subject how 
can the two be reconciled? In your speech you 
also said it was to be hope that the SDI would 
not be signed. My questio,r is how far has col
laboration gone? Do you tfink it can be broken 
off at any time? • 

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

Mr. MOLLEMANN (Jinister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - I will begin by reaffirm
ing the Federal Governmen~'s interest in the con
tinued observance of the S~LT II treaty and in 
efforts on the basis of this agreement - which 
was never ratified but has nevertheless been 
treated as if it had been rar"fied - to apply the 
principle on which agreem nt was reached last 
year, namely that the numb r of long-range stra
tegic nuclear systems should be halved. 

Second, in cases where tl!te Soviet Union has 
been accused of violating t~is agreement we feel 
it should be willing to clarify the situation and 
refrain from violations. That is, of course, a 
major prerequisite. 

Third, on the question odD I, our government 
has concluded an agreemen~ which concerns and 
is designed to improve co-operation between 
German and American firms in the general area 
of high technology. We hajve a vital interest in 
this . 

Our government has concluded another agree
ment which is intended to qnable German firms 
to participate in the researclj. side ofthe SDI pro
ject, just as many firms in many European and 
Asian countries, including Italian ones, as I see 
from the documentation, are interested in orders 
from the SDI sector. Italtan companies have 
already submitted quotatiol]ts and will hardly be 
prevented from doing so by their government, I 
imagine. Far from it: the Italian Government is 
engaged in contract negotiations. Mr. Spadolini, 
who has just come into I the chamber, will 
undoubtedly be able to t~ll you rather more 
about this. 

We have always made it ~lear- and the agree
ment we have concluded does not contradict this 
- that we want to see the ABM treaty observed 
in its restrictive form, as interpreted by Secre
tary of State Shultz. That is the position of all 
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parties in the Bundestag, and of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

I do not think, ladies and gentlemen, that we 
need be under any illusion: the decision-making 
process has yet to come. We are now at the 
research stage. We do not yet have the research 
findings. We do not even know whether the 
American Senate and House of Representatives 
will approve resources in the future. I read with 
interest reports that the appropriation is to be 
drastically reduced, but I do not know the facts. 

It would consequently be premature at this 
stage to draw conclusions on the implications of 
research findings and research spending about 
which we know nothing at present. We did well 
to set up a special working group, which will be 
meeting in June to consider the implications for 
, strategy and arms control policy of the possible 
implementation of research findings. 

I believe we shall have numerous opportuni
ties to discuss this subject in the years to come. 

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
In an earlier answer to Sir John Page the Minis
ter spoke of SALT 11, and I am glad that he 
agrees that it was never ratified. He said that at 
Halifax the European countries were somewhat 
unhappy that the Americans had said that unless 
certain things happened by the end of the year 
they might not abide by SALT 11. 

How many times does Russia have to break 
SALT 11 and how many times are the Americans 
to be forced by the opinions of their allies to do 
nothing about it? Surely this is the way of 
appeasement. If the Americans feel that SALT 
11 is being broken over and over again - and the 
Russians have not denied this - why should we 
not act as America's allies and support them in a 
firm attempt to say to the Russians: " You are 
the cause of America deciding that SALT II shall 
no longer remain in force. "? 

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

Mr. MOLLEMANN (Minister of State for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - I do not agree with the 
judgment on which your question is 
based. Until a year ago both superpowers were 
claiming that, even though the treaty had not 
been ratified, they had abided by it. The cur
rent debate did not really begin until that time. 

Nor can I confirm that the trend with regard to 
strategic systems departs so significantly from 
the agreements reached that the only conclusion 
to be drawn is that the treaty has been 
violated. We often face the situation in politics 
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of having to weigh up the advantages and disad
vantages of a given option. 

Third, what I and the rest of the gathering in 
Halifax were most sceptical about was that the 
main reason for this new position is not that the 
Soviet Union has violated the treaty but that the 
American Government generally foresees prob
lems if the development of the future security 
strategy is overly restricted by such factors. 

This is a new approach, which will have to be 
discussed quite openly in the alliance and which 
we will also have to discuss here. It really has 
nothing to do with appeasement. 

I believe that in the decisions they have taken 
in recent years - and I record the passionate 
debates on these decisions, like the NATO dual
track decision and the recent decision on 
NA TO's approval of the target for the produc
tion of binary chemical weapons - the NATO 
ministers have shown that they do what they 
consider necessary. But NATO should also 
bear in mind - and it does so; I hope everyone 
does - that our security policy includes an arms 
control element as well as a defence element and 
that these two elements make up our security 
policy. It must be admitted that there are dif
ferences of opinion from time to time. 

I do not hesitate to recall another point I 
raised in my speech. If one takes seriously the 
statement that the interdependence of the vari
ous fields in the area of strategic systems, 
intermediate-range systems and space systems 
must be considered; if one takes seriously the 
claim that only a co-operative solution is con
ceivable, then it is impossible to say that, on the 
other hand, whatever the outcome of the other 
negotiations in Geneva, we shall go ahead with 
SDI. 

That is what I mean by occasional differences 
of assessment in certain specific respects. But 
the good thing about us is that we discuss these 
matters openly and fairly and have the opportu
nity of persuading one or other partner to change 
his position. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Your con
cern, Minister, to reply as fully as possible to the 
questions from our members of parliament has 
made our discussions that much more 
valuable. As I said at the start, I am very grate
ful to you for your participation in our work 
since it demonstrates the interest taken by your 
government not only in our discussions but also 
in the organisation as a whole. 

5. Address by Mr. Spadolini, 
Minister of Defence of Italy 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the address by Mr. Spadolini, 
Minister of Defence ofltaly. Ladies and gentle-
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men, I warmly welcome Mr. Spadolini on your 
behalf. 

You are also one of us, Minister, and, through 
you, I would like to convey my thanks to the 
Italian Chairman-in-Office who in this way dem
onstrates the interest of the Council in the 
Assembly's request to have, as continuously as 
possible, the benefit of the presence of the 
defence ministers because we are the only 
organisation where they are members of the 
executive Council. 

Today you are in this chamber, at your request 
incidentally - you mentioned this to me in 
Venice - to take part in a debate on European 
security and the Mediterranean which comes 
within the purview of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments. Your presence 
among us illustrates the complementarity there 
is between the foreign policy of our countries and 
security policy. 

Would you please come to the rostrum, Minis
ter? 

Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, members of the 
Assembly, may I first offer my warmest congrat
ulations to Mr. Caro on his third election as 
President of the Assembly and thank him for his 
words of welcome, stressing the value of the 
attendance of both foreign and defence ministers 
at meetings of the WEU Assembly since the deci
sions taken in Rome in 1984 on the occasion of 
the thirtieth anniversary of WEU. 

Following yesterday's debate on the budget 
and the remarks made yesterday by Mr. 
Andreotti at the end of the Italian term as 
Chairman-in-Office may I as eo-chairman and 
Minister of Defence make a few comments 
before leaving. 

In my view the past twelve months have been 
both for us in WEU and for Europe as a whole a 
year of important choices, of major develop
ments and of major confirmations. 

I believe that the last year has confirmed the 
truth of the belief of Altiero Spinelli, the great 
European, who to our great sorrow died a few 
days ago, namely that there can be no European 
defence without a common European feeling for 
defence, as was already made clear in the 
Ventotene manifesto during the struggle against 
fascism. I would say that every month and 
every day of our troubled year has gone to prove 
that the independence which Europe must have, 
beyond common customs frontiers and common 
trade, is an independent defence and hence the 
capacity to influence choices relating to defence 
and international crises. 
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We do not accept the idea t. fa three-part world 
with Europe as the utopia third force. We 
know that our essentially defi nsive role has to be 
played within a democratic context respecting 
the Atlantic Alliance as a normal, legitimate and 
institutional projection of our national constitu
tions and our military structures. 

At the same time, it is o~' firm belief, which 
we hold even more strongly at the end of these 
twelve months, that the Atl ntic Alliance must 
be an alliance of equals witl).in which the Euro
pean pillar has the political, cultural and military 
capacity to take effective joint decisions with the 
American ally. 

This need has been highli~' ted by all the crises 
of the last year, clearly so d ring the Mediterra
nean crises from the Achill Lauro to the mas
sacre at Fiumicino, from Libyan aggression in 
the international waters of the Gulf of Sirte to 
the attack on the Italian island of Lampedusa 
and the permanent hotbed of murders in Leba-
non. · 

But the need for more ditect, immediate and 
closer discussions on defenc~ questions between 
Europe and the United States within the alliance 
became apparent at other crisis points. I would 
mention the difficult and unco-ordinated deci
sions taken on SDI, the disagreements in Brus
sels regarding chemical wea.(Pons and the hopes 
and fears of Europe for a ch~nge in the terms of 
the balance of deterrende in the Geneva 
negotiations. Jokingly, I would say that if we 
had not already reactivated WEU, the past 
twelve months would have confirmed the need 
to do so. That is why, although I appreciate the 
great progress which has beep. made, I fully share 
all the doubts and impati~nce voiced by this 
Assembly over the fact tha~ not more has been 
done. 

Indeed, on each of the occasions I have just 
mentioned it has been painfully obvious to 
everyone that the political and parliamentary 
preparations leading up to t1· e decisions taken on 
the matters and crises I h ve mentioned were 
inadequate. 

On every occasion involviJng defence questions 
there has been a technical failure of the machin
ery of democratic consultation and of the tried 
and logical decision-taking Jlrocess, in relation to 
public opinion, and neithtr governments nor 
national parliaments have I been able - as we 
must recognise - to remeqy that failure com
pletely. 

The reason for this is that the underlying 
causes of these defence crises are never confined 
to a single country, so that $ey are perceived by 
a single nation and pa:· ament. They are 
international. In order to e truly understood, 
explained and measured t ey require effective 
inter-allied consultation. 
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d) which plot or encourage terrorism, whic~ pose 
Mr. Spadolini (continue serious problems in international law as hitherto 

Here as always, lies the essential role of understood and require the definition of interna-
WEU. ' We must not be deceived into thinking tional rules to deal with a phenomenon against 
that WEU is repeating the work of the various which the existing law seems powerless. 
institutions of the Atlantic Alliance. The func- More and more international and, in particu-
tion of NATO is to formulate plans to deal with lar European solidarity against terrorism is 
a possible emergency so that the terms of the dis- be~oming the only form of political action capa-
cussion are much narrower. WEU alone offers ble of halting its spread and its capacity to upset 
an opportunity for the discussion of vital mili- the balance between the superpowers and also 
tary problems in a genuinely European the sole means of avoiding unilateral military 
context. I believe that, after the past year, the action like that of the United States against 
value and purpose of WEU have been amply Libya. 
demonstrated. 

That is why WEU's responsibilities have 
It is now time for Italy to hand over to the greatly increased. That is why WEU must co.n-

untiring industry of the Luxembourg Govern- sider appropriate ~easures to co~nte~ terronst 
ment and to ensure that organisation which we attacks in the Mediterranean, which m a word 
planned almost completely in Venice now moves are attacks on peace and on the balances on 
into top gear. which peace has been and still is based. 

It is above all time that the agencies, whose At the ministerial session in Venice, WEU for 
essential functions as research laboratories and a the first time included international terrorism in 
source of proposals can never be ove~- one of its documents and this is by way of being 
emphasised and commended, should tu~ their an historic fact; at one time the responsibility 
technical resources to current problems, mclud- was exclusively that of the ministers of the inte-
ing the questions which SDI poses for all of u~, rior and of justice whose functions as .we know 
those which will emerge from the hopefully posi- here often combined in western countnes; today 
tive outcome of Geneva negotiations, in terms of the problem has become principally one for ~or-
a new European balance of defence, linked with eign ministers as another threat to secunty, 
the technical problem of the standardisation. of underlining the importance of" early and effec-
conventional weapons and other problems which tive action to implement the measures that the 
will result from the progress of the disarmament countries of Western Europe have agreed upon 
negotiations and those linked with the specific to combat this scourge". 
and persistent crises of the Mediterranean area. 

After Venice at the end of April, there came 
Returned to this Assembly and then to our the Tokyo decl~ration, early in May, to which we 

individual governments, this work should be the are all committed and which obliges us to take 
basis for a full debate and firm but clear up the subject again in Paris in the WEU 
decisions. This will remove from the philoso- Assembly. Let us face the facts. Over a period 
phy of European defen~e, which is .the. philoso- of years the Mediterranean area has now become 
phy of liberty, the poison. of h~si~tlOI_lS an.d the centre of recurrent international crises, the 
doubts which in small natiOnal mstitutiOns IS scene of endemic conflicts with no way out and 
made even more potent by the natural poison of of inter-Arab political and religious rivalries 
internal politics and ends up by spreading to which are linked in complicated fashion with the 
every possible approach to the problems. main stream of East-West relations and often cut 

A serious case which I mentioned previously dangerously across the process of East-West rap-
in Venice is the crisis in the Mediterranean. The prochement. 
problem of security in that area now coincides Recent grave events and their repercussions on 
with the southern threat in a mixture of terrorist Europe and on the Atlantic Alliance itself have 
military acts largely beyond the competence and confirmed the danger of an indirect, many-sided 
responsibility of defence ministers and calling for strategy aimed against the West~ comprising a 
wider means of combating terrorism. mixture of terrorist threats, war-hke threats and 

acts of war. With its insidious nature, this 
I believe that the facts have now convinced us attack has created some signs of political and 

that it is no longer sufficient to deplore and ~eal military disharmony, which it is in no one's 
individually with particular cases of terronsm interests to encourage, both between European 
but rather that the threat as a whole must be seen countries and between Europe and the United 
as a threat not only to the public order of our States leading to what we must seriously regard 
states but also to world peace and in particular to as a dangerous return to isolationism in the 
the coexistence and detente for which we are United States and creating the sense of isolation 
working. and frustration which partly accounts for the 

It has recently become very clear that there are decisions and actions taken by the United States 
not only individual terrorists but also ~states which we did not support. 
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Political and military attention must therefore 
be directed closely to Mediterranean problems, 
particularly within WEU. In few other parts of 
the world has the strategic pattern changed so 
radically since the last war. The result has been 
to create an obvious imbalance in the pattern of 
Europe's defence. Whereas acceptable balances 
were established in the Atlantic and Central and 
Northern Europe after the critical post-war 
phase, on the basis of deterrence matching the 
threat from the Warsaw Pact forces, it has to be 
acknowledged that in the Mediterranean the 
Soviet Union has gone on increasing its 
presence. This has created an imbalance which 
substantially mirrors the old political tendency 
of the alliance to restrict its own area of compe
tence and to stand aside, in both the spirit and 
the letter of the alliance, from crises arising in the 
unstable Mediterranean; if not corrected this 
imbalance will become a serious threat to world 
peace. 

It is not by accident that international terror
ism began in 1979 and mention may be made of 
the taking of hostages at the Tehran Embassy 
and the subsequent action which cost Mr. Carter 
the presidency, of events in Lebanon and of all 
the actions attributable to Islamic fundamental
ism which has nothing whatever to do with the 
cause of the Palestinian people; all the western 
powers want the Palestinians to get back a coun
try of their own, in order to promote peace with 
Israel and guarantee security for everyone living 
in the area, both Israelis and Palestinians. 

Overall, this means that the handling of the 
crisis in the Mediterranean has become more 
complicated and dangerous and the probability 
has increased that local and often uncontrollable 
crises may develop into a wider confrontation. 

In this context, the accepted view of the Medi
terranean area as the " southern flank " ceases to 
be a secondary issue and becomes part of a con
cept of defence which in many respects closely 
resembles the situation in other crucial European 
and Atlantic areas. 

FIFTH SITTING 

tions between Europe and America and on the 
course of the crises themselves. The solution 
therefore lies in the political Will of the European 
countries to work out a foreip1 and military pol
icy which must be closely co-ordinated as 
regards its development, its imdividual initiatives 
and its objectives. In order to achieve this the 
facts must be seen as they a~, and an effort must 
be made to identify eve possible measure 
which will promote stability and act as a deter
rent. 

First and foremost, it must be understood that 
in the Mediterranean area there can be no forgot
ten or hidden areas of conflict such as Lebanon, 
Chad, Iraq and Iran which ate important, not so 
much for the fact that the~ can harm outside 
interests, but because they can trigger 
unforeseeable and therefore uncontrollable 
crises. Lebanon is a case in point, despite the 
efforts of the European countries, in all cases out
side NATO, to act as peacekeepers and to restore 
the situation to normal. , 

That is why the first need ~s to renew efforts at 
negotiation with more ideas !from Europe on the 
Arab-Palestinian question. At the same time, 
the European countries must give closer political 
attention to the Mediterranean problems, wher
ever possible by way of specJfic economic, tech
nical and military co-operatiqn. In other words, 
the political homogeneity apd practical under
standing which give reality, to the concept of 
defence in Central Europe m111st also be displayed 
in the Mediterranean area. 

While in Europe itself efforts have been made 
for many years to further d4tente between East 
and West - efforts which :ust in all cases be 
supported even if taken by i dividual countries 
as suggested by their parli mentarians in this 
Assembly - and to improve the climate of 
mutual trust, the actual Mediterranean area has 
in practice been left out of this complex issue or 
left on the sidelines. The ~ect of this is to cre
ate two contiguous areas whi h are treated differ
ently and this gives rise to isunderstandings in 
the process of European etente. Initiatives 
combined with those currently in progress on the 

If the defence of Europe and the West is indi- mainland, such as the conference on security and 
visible as in fact it is, the policy of international co-operation and the disarmament conference, 
initiatives which is certainly not without value could, with a number of initial difficulties, obvi-
particularly within allied procedures for the divi- ously favour the establishment of a new atmos-
sion of work, nevertheless has clear limits. To phere of understanding in I the Mediterranean 
leave the United States a major part of the which could contribute sub_sthntially to the secu-
responsibility for defending the Mediterranean rity of countries in the area. By its size the 
and dealing with the endemic or associated crises European Community would! seem the best place 
- because in our terms the Mediterranean covers to formulate a political will but its pre-
the area from the Persian Gulf to the Atlantic, as dominently economic bias - I have no need 
we are all well aware that the war between Iraq to refer again to Altiero Spinelli on this point -
and Iran affects the balance of the Mediterranean limits its examination of the !wide-ranging politi-
- means an abdication of responsibility which cal and military problems, ~nd hence the deci-
ultimately deprives European policy of all credi- sions to be taken. Defence questions call for the 
bility and may have adverse effects both on rela- intervention of WEU as the only European insti-
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tution in which such problems can be dealt with 
appropriately on a continuing basis. 

In the gap in Europe which the Mediterranean 
now represents much can be done at both politi
cal and technical level; for example there is the 
problem of the control and surveillance of air 
and sea space which could well be best resolved 
by closer co-operation between the armed forces 
of our countries and also the issue of wider 
action against terrorism for which I have been 
constantly hoping for many months and which 
should also involve the Soviet Union if we wish 
to remove the reasons for misunderstanding and 
mistrust in relations between the blocs, which 
can be caused by the spread of terrorism even 
though linked to factors which are often inde
pendent of the superpowers' policy. And 
defence of the positions existing in the Mediter
ranean is always a matter for joint action. 

One point must be clear; there is no contradic
tion between the security problems of the Medi
terranean area and the more general problems of 
European security. They are two aspects of the 
same thing. In both cases, it is a matter of 
knowing whether Europe can make its voice 
heard, whether it can be, if not a protagonist as 
for such a great part of our common past, at least 
a main character in the drama unfolding before 
our eyes. 

In my opinion this symbolic problem, on 
which I have dwelt at length, as it is such a clear 
example, sufficiently explains the need for it to 
be dealt with in depth by WEU as an institu
tion. 

May I say one thing more, namely that we can, 
to a certain extent only, understand the proce
dural delays which still advise caution and post
ponement of the enlargement of WEU. But at 
least I find it difficult to understand the political 
reasons, assuming there are any, for such 
postponement. If one believes in WEU, one 
believes that WEU must speak, not as a techno
cratic institution - a technocracy has never 
solved any problems - but as a political and par
liamentary body, on the recurrent crisis of the 
western defence system and must give not a neg
ative meaning to the word crisis but a wider and 
progressive logical meaning, then we need such 
convinced Europeans as the Spaniards and 
Portuguese. What further sense has such 
postponement? Beyond the limits of proper 
caution - which carry us back to the Byzantine 
empire- Spain and Portugal represent all that is 
new in Europe and bear witness to the final 
destruction of fascist regimes on our 
continent. The fact that they are asking to enter 
WEU means that the future of Europe once again 
lies through this Assembly and this 
organisation. 

FIFTH SITTING 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
very much, Minister, for your address. 

I see that you have made your preparations to 
answer questions. 

I call Mr. Cifarelli. 

Mr. CIFARELLI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, I should like to express my gratitude 
to Mr. Spadolini for his very detailed speech, 
with its powerful political and scholarly content 
which by happy coincidence fits into our debate 
on European security in the Mediterranean. 

The Minister has certainly taken account of 
this and to my way of thinking his views are 
completely valid, particularly as it is not possible 
to entertain the idea of a Europe which neglects 
its own defence or the idea of a Europe which, far 
from matching the great ally from across the 
Atlantic, ends up by neglecting major defence 
requirements. 

I should like to ask two questions. First, does 
the Minister not think that terrorism should be 
fought by legal means also through international 
law, confirming an idea of our forebears regard
ing civilised behaviour and the category of inter
national crimes which they called " delitta juris 
gentium", in the sense of committing everyone 
in specific cases to act jointly against such 
crimes. 
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Second, I would like to ask whether the Minis
ter does not think that in the context of the 
reactivation of WEU steps should not be taken 
to re-examine and improve equipment, resources 
and standardisation in relation to defence so that 
these would become joint problems and a very 
practical step forward could be taken as regards 
the defence of Europe. 

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

Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation). - My thanks to Mr. Cifarelli for 
supporting my speech. I will answer the two 
interesting questions he has asked. 

The first calls to mind the great and enlight
ened writer Aron who honoured both this coun
try, France, and the whole of European culture 
and who said that in Europe over the last two 
centuries international law had never been as 
fullY' formulated as domestic law. There is 
therefore the great problem of new rules to com
bat international terrorism, of common rules 
extending beyond political blocs because there 
are questions which cannot be dealt with by 
either an Atlantic or an eastern code. I am 
referring for example to the decision not to refuel 
hijacked aircraft which can be taken as valid for 
both the eastern and western countries and was 
in fact applied by a non-aligned country such as 
Malta at Valletta. 
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Some instruments of international law and 
collaboration require a new legal formulation. I 
made the same call in another international 
organisation, arguing that the phase during 
which terrorism could be used on either side as 
an instrument of international policy could be 
regarded as closed and that every country, and 
particularly the superpowers, should realise the 
risk of breakdown behind the uncontrolled and 
uncontrollable spread of international 
terrorism. Hence, common defence, common 
prevention and, where necessary, common 
repression as it is clear that individual action by 
states, even with the best intentions does not 
reduce areas of terrorism and, as we know, such 
areas are reduced even less by purely military 
action. 

In answer to Mr. Cifarelli's second question, I 
agree entirely on the need for a genuine strength
ening of WEU but would urge the need for a 
gradual approach to which Mr. Andreotti also 
referred. In other words, the process must go 
forward at a rate acceptable to the parliaments of 
the seven European countries - we hope that 
they may become nine or ten in the very near 
future - so that every fresh responsibility and 
sphere of competence corresponds to something 
accepted by all member states of the union. 

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

Mr. MULLER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - The Soviet Union has taken a 
very great interest in the Mediterranean since 
1945. We know, for example, that it wanted the 
United Nations trusteeship over the former 
Italian colonies in North Africa at that time. In 
this context, and thus in connection with Libya, I 
have two questions to put to the Minister. 

With its aggression in Chad, which has been 
going on for years and to which there is obvi
ously no clear political answer, Libya is contra
vening the prevailing and accepted principles of 
international law. 

My second question concerns the recent events 
in connection with the fight against terrorism in 
Libya. I should like to ask the Minister how the 
Italian Government, and WEU too, will view the 
requirement in the WEU treaty that allies should 
automatically come to each other's assistance, if 
there should be a repetition of the Libyan attack 
on Italian territory, Lampedusa, for example. 

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

Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation). - My thanks for the 
questions. The first answers itself. There is 
not the slightest doubt that Libya has violated 
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the principles of international Jaw on many occa
sions and has served as a lbase for terrorist 
action, principally again~t neighbouring 
countries. We must not forget that Libya's tar
gets have been the moderate Arab countries, in 
particular Egypt and Tunisia,! which have been 
subjected to strong threats an4l intimidation; we 
must not forget that Algeria, 1 despite the major 
communist influence in its history, is one of the 
countries most distrustful anq suspicious of the 
"dynamism" of Kadhafi's Libya; finally, we 
must not forget that the unnatural accord 
between Libya and one of the 'most conservative 
states in North Africa, Moro<t:co, has made the 
situation in Chad worse and ~dded to the diffi
culties of the military position !firmly maintained 
by France's forces. 

An important development is the Tokyo decla
ration in which for the first tir~e at an economic 
summit, the industrialised coub.tries declared ter
rorism to be a threat to world stability and the 
economic progress of states. 

As regards the threats to lt~lian territory, we 
must distinguish between terr~rist acts and mili
tary action, as the launching of Scud missiles 
against Lampedusa was considered to be; this 
had no military sense and was simply an act of 
intimidation and terror lfor propaganda 
purposes. In fact, the communique on the 
destruction of the NATO base, which is no 
longer a NATO base but a small support point, 
was issued a minute after the ~ctuallaunch with
out any check on the op,ration. I would 
observe that a launch over almost three hundred 
kilometres with a failure margin of ten kilome
tres which is the full length of ~ampedusa, could 
in no circumstances have hit presumed military 
objectives even if they had been military. 

The fact is that Lampedusa mainly provides 
support for merchant shippin~· and the service is 
available to all countries in uding the Soviet 
Union. I think that the resp se to such terror
ist action could not be military, but must be 
political as was that taken by Italy. If there 
were a further attack, howev~r, the problem of 
joint European defence would arise and in both 
my own and my government's opinion both 
WEU and the Atlantic Alliance would be 
involved at the same time. that could well be 
an effective deterrent to the p~omoters of terror-
ist and military action. · 

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

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Transl~tion). - I particu
larly appreciate your closely argued speech and 
its support for the enlargement of WEU to bring 
in two countries which q.ave applied to 
join. This is fully in line withlthe report which I 
presented yesterday and was unanimously 
approved by the Assembly where this point was 
raised. 
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I should like to endorse your reply to Mr. 
Muller because it seemed to me that the Italian 
Government had the idea of an exclusively 
Italian reply, as indicated by Mr. Craxi's 
statement. You dealt with the point convinc
ingly saying that the alliances should be activated 
beginning with WEU which acts automatically as 
Mr. Muller said, without at the same time bring
ing in the Atlantic Alliance. I can support this 
striking statement. You took part in the discus
sions on chemical weapons and were rather 
reluctant to give your support. In this context 
there is the problem of restoring a balance in the 
case of both chemical and conventional 
weapons. Do you think that the negotiations 
might produce an agreement between East and 
West for a balance of both binary chemical wea
pons and conventional weapons? These negoti
ations seemed likely to produce results but are 
now held up by new friction between East and 
West. 

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

Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation). - This is a very complex matter 
involving serious problems of conscience 
today. Without the slightest doubt the use of 
chemical weapons is rejected throughout the 
world. There is no doubt that the European 
countries have expressed reserves but at the 
same time realise that the chemical weapon 
stocks of the two blocs are unbalanced. I recall 
the unilateral decision which the Americans took 
seventeen years ago, with the backing of the 
whole world, to suspend the use of chemical 
weapons in the light of the Vietnam tragedy. I 
believe that the American decision before Con
gress containing the clause for postponement 
until 1987 is a deliberate attempt to bring pres
sure on the Soviet Union to negotiate. This is 
the interpretation which must be placed on the 
American line which clearly aims at negotiation 
from a position of strength and therefore adds 
yet another element favouring positive move
ment towards the reduction of all weapons 
including, as everyone hopes, the mutual ban
ning of chemical weapons. 

Recently, in Brussels, I restated the position of 
the Italian Government which has always been 
in favour of the 1925 agreement and therefore 
opposed to the use of chemical weapons; I also 
stressed the value of postponement. I would 
emphasise, solely to counter propaganda 
manreuvres, that the plans of the Atlantic Alli
ance and American plans are matters for the 
individual states and there could be no right of 
European veto on the subject. That is why 
there has been no formal acceptance by the 
Atlantic Alliance while the American commu
nity, as is its·sovereign right, stressed the need to 
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concentrate on a symbolic weapon in order to 
bring about the reduction of all chemical weap
ons. 

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

Mr. CA V ALIERE (Italy) (Translation). - In 
your very full and objective speech, Minister, 
you spoke of the continuous and worrying 
increase in the presence of the Soviet Union and 
therefore of the Warsaw Pact in the Mediterra
nean. 

The previous report which the Assembly dis
cussed on the situation in the Mediterranean in 
relation to European security dates back to 
1981. I would like to ask you if you consider 
that the military threat from the Soviet Union 
and therefore from the Warsaw Pact in the Medi
terranean has increased since 1981. If so, what 
are the reasons for believing that the threat has 
increased with special reference to relations 
between the Soviet Union and Libya? 

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

Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation). - I do not know how much Soviet 
military forces in the Mediterranean have 
increased since 1981 but they were already large 
at the end of the seventies. I do know that 
instability in the Mediterranean has greatly 
increased, with the consequent possibility of mis
understandings and disputes which are not easy 
to settle between the superpowers. 

I would say that since 1981 the number of 
states linked with the Soviet Union in the Medi
terranean area has increased; for example Syria, 
with the part it has played in destabilising 
Lebanon. Syria has never recognised an inde
pendent Lebanon and still harks back to the 
boundaries shown on the 1914 maps. More
over, there are the internal disputes within the 
Arab world itself with Arafat and the PLO and 
another part of the Arab world moving in oppo
site directions. This shows how difficult it is to · 
discuss the subject in terms of black and white. 

What is most worrying at the moment is the 
instability of states, which for many years has 
been quite independent of Soviet pressures, and 
has local causes on which the rivalries of the 
superpowers are superimposed but which go 
much further than anything attributable to the 
aid which one or other of the superpowers gives 
to any particular regime. 

Turning to the question concerning relations 
between the Soviet Union and Libya, I believe 
that the Soviet Union has so far had a substan
tially moderating influence on Kadhafi. It is 
my impression that everything would have been 
much more difficult in the Mediterranean area, 
which in recent months has been stained with 
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blood by outrages ranging from Fiumicino to 
Berlin, if the Soviet Union had stepped up the 
military links which it has certainly had with 
K.adhafi for many years, instead of adopting a 
less generous attitude and, I think, showing some 
distrust of the Libyan colonel. 

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

Mr. GIANOTTI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, those of us who listened to Mr. 
Andreotti yesterday and Mr. Spadolini today will 
appreciate how difficult it is for an ordinary 
Italian parliamentarian like myself to understand 
exactly what the Italian Government's foreign 
policy is. 

I should like to ask the following question. In 
your introduction today, Minister, you referred 
to a kind of a special Mediterranean vocation for 
WEU; if my understanding is correct, would you 
please explain more fully what you meant and 
how this vocation can be made effective? The 
point seems to me to be of great interest in the 
light of the subjects under discussion at this ses
sion. 

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

Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation). - I did not really speak of Medi
terranean vocations because I follow a political 
tradition which, since the time of Piero Gobetti 
who I frequently have in mind, detests all abuse 
of the term" Mediterranean". I do not believe 
therefore - I am not Gioberti - in vocations in 
the history of countries nor do I believe that Italy 
and even less WEU has any specific Mediterra
nean vocation. I spoke of quite different 
things. I spoke of the Mediterranean threat 
which affects WEU thus unfortunately adding to 
the tasks of the southern flank of the old alliance 
which had always been looked upon as periph
eral; tasks which I do not want but which I see as 
arising simply from events because I know some
thing about Machiavelli and about the value of 
force relationships. 

I m·ust therefore make it clear that the Medi
terranean problem and particularly the problem 
of international terrorism, which has become an 
element in security policy, involves the area, so 
that WEU which includes Mediterranean coun
tries like Italy and France, and soon Spain, must 
think and reflect on the problem and accept a 
serious political commitment. I must make it 
clear to fellow representatives and friends in 
WEU and to my questioner that I have not the 
slightest desire for WEU to have a Mediterra
nean vocation; I simply wished to remind the 
organisation that the Mediterranean can become 
a destabilising element for Europe and that the 
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role of the southern flank oft e Atlantic Alliance 
which comprises countries as~ociated politically 
or militarily with NATO -: including France 
which does not belong to the military command 
structures - raises problems 'fhich relate strictly 
to defence and exclude completely any idea of 
the Mediterranean as opposerl to Europe. My 
philosophy of Europe excludes any antithesis 
between the Mediterranean and the central area, 
because European civilisation is the historic 
product of many elements and excludes any 
form of Mediterranean primacy which should be 
relegated to the realms of ancient history. 

I should like, however, to .ask where specifi
cally I was not in agreement with the Foreign 
Minister's speech which I had 1read beforehand as 
he had mine. I should like; the questioner to 
explain why he considers that I there may be even 
one reason for believing that fe government did 
not adopt a united attitude n response to the 
threat. My wish is for corn lete unity on the 
subject not only between the ajority parties but 
also with the opposition and I would remind you 
~hat we fought internal terroqsm with the back
mg of more than the majori~y of the parties in 
the Italian parliament. 

The PRESIDENT (Transla!tion). - I call Mr. 
Rubbi. 

Mr. RUBBI (Italy) (Translation). - I should 
like to ask three questions. First, whether the 
Minister will not repeat here the strong condem
nation by the Italian Government and parlia
ment of the American military attack leading to 
the indiscriminate bombardment of Tripoli and 
Benghazi and also will he . confirm the total 
refusal of the Italian Gove"'ment to allow the 
use of military and support bases for action not 
taken jointly by the alliance ~nd not in confor-
mity with its objectives. 

1 

Second, does not the Mini ter think that it is 
very dangerous for the imme iate and more dis
tant future to establish a new ategory of" terror
ist states " or states which are clearly involved in 
terrorism. This could in p actice weaken the 
fundamental rules ofinterriati nallaw to such an 
extent as to allow arbitrary ·action in interna
tional relations and even · military attacks. 
Furthermore, Israel used thisi as an argument to 
justifiy its bombing attack dn Tunis; and last 
week the commander-in-chief of the South Afri
can air force said that it was precisely on the 
basis of the formula adopted by the western pow
ers in Tokyo that Zambia was bombarded and 
military attacks were made on Zimbabwe and 
Botswana. 

My final question is whether Italy is continu
ing to sell sophisticated modem weapons to Iran, 
Iraq and K.adhafi's Libya. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Minister. 
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Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation). - I must say to Mr. Rubbi that I 
declared several times in my speech that the 
Italian Government does not support any form 
of unilateral military action, and this was meant 
to include the American bombardment of 
Tripoli and Benghazi; I was repeating the united 
position of the Italian Government and I added 
on the basis of my experience as Prime Minister 
during the Lebanon affair and also as Minister of 
Defence that military action is totally useless as a 
means of containing and neutralising 
terrorism. I referred to the need for a clear 
political, military and economic strategy in order 
to remove the misunderstandings and differ
ences of interpretation between Europe and the 
United States, which had some part in leading 
the Americans to an action which we could not 
endorse. 

I should add that in the events which took 
place both in the Gulf of Sirte and even more so 
in Tripoli, when the aircraft from British bases 
which overflew the Mediterranean did not even 
touch Italian territory at any point, we main
tained the rule we have constantly affirmed 
regarding the use of NATO military bases for 
NATO purposes and our refusal of their use for 
action by the United States even against interna
tional terrorism, where we approved the intent 
but not the method. 

Turning to the second point I would say that 
none of us has established that there are terrorist 
states. In Vienna, the seven industrialised 
states declared that there are states which supply 
and finance terrorists as is confirmed by what 
happens every day with Abu Nidal who is the 
guest of Libya and Syria in turn. I am well 
aware of the danger of creating a category - I in 
fact spoke of states involved in or favouring ter
rorism and not terrorist states - which would 
cause much heart-searching in bodies concerned 
with international law, which as Mr. Cifarelli 
recalled is, however, completely inadequate and 
insufficient to deal with present events. If we 
do not produce new rules to be submitted to both 
blocs for simultaneous approval by the United 
States and the Soviet Union we shall not master 
the problem. Nothing should or can be done 
against existing international law but every effort 
must be made to modify international law appro
priately and completely to cover the situation 
now facing us. It would be folly to close our 
eyes to what is happening in the world. Not by 
accident, the Soviet Union last December voted 
for the first time with the United States in the 
United Nations Assembly in favour of a joint 
document on terrorism. This happened a few 
days before the outrages at Fiumicino and 
Vienna. 

The third question refers to sales of arms. I 
can say at least for the time that I was in charge 
of the government no arms were sold to Iran or 
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Iraq. I watched the situation very closely as 
head of a government greatly concerned over this 
disastrous conflict. 

Mr. RUBBI (Italy) (Translation). - Sales are 
still continuing today. Oto-Melara and other 
firms are still selling. 

Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation). - I can say that back in 1981 I had 
occasion to say to parliament as Prime Minister 
when my first five-party administration was 
formed, that it had been decided to suspend all 
supplies to Libya. Afterwards, following the 
outrage at Fiumicino an embargo was placed on 
military supplies. And I must say to Mr. Rubbi 
in all honesty that I do not know how many 
European countries have taken the same line 
with Libya even since Fiumicino. I hope that 
solidarity can be achieved on the suspension of 
sales of arms to countries involved in local con
flicts or committed to killing each other. Indeed, 
I fully agree that weapons must not be supplied 
to countries involved in local conflicts. 

I would add on the second point which is con
nected with the first that I totally condemn South 
Africa's action and fail to understand, beyond 
the boastings like those of other countries, how 
there could be any comparison between the 
action taken by the United States, which we do 
not support, and the action of a racist regime like 
the present South African regime, which totally 
rejects the basic rules of the United Nations. In 
other words, there can be no comparison 
between Israel and South Africa. 

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

Mr. KlTTELMANN (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - There might not have 
been any attack on Libya by the United States if 
only the European countries had previously been 
rather more consistent in their solidarity, as they 
were subsequently in Tokyo. 

That was a statement, not a question. 

I should like to ask the Minister if we should 
not encourage the Council to give serious 
thought to the southern flank in its long-term 
political deliberations. 

I very much welcome the Minister's 
comments. As we have done in our report, he 
says that what this region primarily needs is eco
nomic aid. Apart from a verbal appeal, what 
practical opportunities does he envisage for eco
nomic aid in this area with a view to stabilising 
these countries? To whom and how should this 
aid be granted? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the 
Minister. 
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Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation). - In the second part of my speech 
I concentrated on the need to encourage WEU to 
recognise the seriousness of the Mediterranean 
problems and to play a part in working out and 
co-ordinating a European strategy not separating 
the northern and southern flanks of the alli
ance. 

As regards the suggestion for specific action, 
this is precisely the function of the WEU bodies 
so I do not think it would be right for me to 
make any specific suggestions. I did welcome 
the fact, however, that in Venice WEU 
categorised international terrorism as a threat to 
detente. 

I do not know how WEU can be involved in 
economic recovery. I call to mind the "new 
Marshall plan " proposed by the Israeli Prime 
Minister Peres as a means of solving the Arab
Palestine question. 

Everything connected with economic relations 
between states is of great importance and major 
collaboration between the superpowers is called 
for; it seems to me however that the idea as pro
posed goes beyond the scope of WEU and cannot 
be discussed here without overlapping with other 
bodies. 

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

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Transla
tion). - Do you not think, Minister, that the 
Atlantic Alliance has for too long concentrated 
all its efforts and all its military and political 
attention on Central Europe and neglected the 
Mediterranean and the south-east flank? The 
consequent imbalance and weakness are by way 
of being an encouragement to crises in that area. 

Do you not also think, Minister, that there is 
another essential element of weakness in the 
Atlantic Alliance in that area? It is precisely the 
extremely negative attitude of one allied country 
that has been paralysing all activity by the alli
ance in the Mediterranean and the Aegean Sea 
for the last ten years. Instead of joining the 
common stand against the threat from outside, 
this country is capable of creating a crisis within 
the Atlantic Alliance at any time because the 
principles it follows are if anything in opposition 
to those of the alliance. 

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

Mr. SPADOLINI (Minister of Defence of Italy) 
(Translation).- I stressed that in recent years the 
Atlantic Alliance had not paid sufficient atten
tion to the southern flank and had left it uncov
ered and that this had been a source of overall 
weakness which had led to the emergence of vari
ous destabilising factors associated with political 
and religious conflicts which over the last fifteen 
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years have spread through I the whole of the 
Middle East. 

I 

As regards the second poin~ I hope, as I always 
have everywhere, that the d~spute between two 
friendly countries, Greece apd Turkey, can be 
resolved and that as a result the efforts of two 
countries allied within NATO can be harnessed 
better than during the past ten years to achieving 
the common objective of providing a key ele
ment in the south-east flank of the alliance in 
accordance with their geographical position, 
their historical role and the balance which both 
Turkey and Greece should provide. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Inan 
was the last speaker pown to ask a 
question. Thank you, Minister, for your readi
ness to answer them. I am ~~re that all my col
leagues will agree with me in r.escribing the qual
ity of your participation intthe debate on the 
report of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments as exception l. The debate will 
continue immediately afte your departure, 
which we shall all regret, a*d I think that the 
replies that you have given:· and the ideas you 
have expressed will remain t the centre of the 
thinking of the Assembly a a whole. I hope 
that we will see you again ahd resume this dis
cussion on the role of WEU in security. As you 
said, everything is part of a whole and all the 
components are of equal importance but the 
problem of the Mediterranean is of particular 
interest to WEU. 

Thank you very much, Minister, for your par
ticipation. 

6. European security and the Mediterranean 

(Debate on the repoft of the 
Committee on Defence Questio~s and Armaments, 

Doe. 1060 and amerments) 

The PRESIDENT (Trans tion). - The next 
order of the day is the debate on the report of the 
Committee on Defence Qu~stions and Arma
ments on European security :and the Mediterra
nean, Document 1060 and amendments. 

The debate is now open. 

I call Mr. Rubbi. 

(Mr. Ferrari Aggradi, Vir:e-President of the 
Assembly, took the Chair) 

Mr. RUBBI (Italy) (Translation). - When I 
read Mr. Kittelmann's report on European secu
rity and the Mediterranean and even more when 
I read the draft recommendation, I immediately 
turned my thoughts to the subject which has so 
troubled our Assembly in recent years, namely 
the failure to reactivate WEU and the growing 
disagreement with the Courlcil of Ministers. I 
concluded that this is only t~ be expected so long 
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as we express such unilateral views as those con
tained in the report. Let us ask ourselves what 
European government and what political party 
would ever base its attitude towards European 
and Mediterranean security on the analyses and 
arguments put forward by Mr. Kittelmann? 

The Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact are of 
course partly responsible in that area and in 
others even more and we have always said so but 
this may perhaps be the time for trying to under
stand the true causes of instability and insecurity 
in the Mediterranean; the true causes of the long
running conflicts ranging from the Middle East 
to the western Sahara and the tension in Cyprus 
and between Greeks and Turks. And does this 
explain the recent dramatic events, the terrorist 
attacks, the American military attack on Libya 
and Libya's act of war in firing two missiles at 
Lampedusa which kept us all holding our breath 
and realising the imminence of the dangers and 
the source of the threat to the security and peace 
of all countries in the area? If this were so it 
would not be possible to explain public reaction, 
the reasons for express condemnation in such 
authoritative international bodies as the United 
Nations, the reaction of non-aligned countries 
and the European Parliament and the deep dif
ferences of opinion which have emerged even 
within the Atlantic Alliance, which not even the 
Tokyo summit was able to resolve. 

What is the point at issue? First, assessment 
of the phenomenon of international terrorism 
and the means of combating it. To ignore, as 
happened in Tokyo, that the main source of ter
rorism in the Mediterranean area is the continu
ing Israeli-Arab conflict and the denial of the 
right of the Palestinian people to self
determination is to avoid the essential need to 
start negotiations capable of providing a fair 
overall political solution which will satisfy the 
legitimate claims of both Israel and the 
Palestinians. It is even more serious to accept 
the new category of " terrorist state " and to 
engage in direct military action. The first prece
dent was the Israeli bombardment of Tunis, 
while the United States raid on Libya was imme
diately imitated by South Africa with attacks on 
independent states such as Botswana, Zimbabwe 
and Zambia. 

Terrorism must be prevented, dealt with and 
halted by political means and not by military 
reprisals. Approaches and methods of solving 
the Middle East crisis and the Palestinian prob
lem; approaches and means of resisting and com
bating terrorism; these are the real questions 
underlying the differences which have emerged 
within the Atlantic Alliance. The way suggested 
for overcoming them would in fact make the sit
uation worse. It is suggested that we should 
accept the so-called " doctrine of the vital inter-
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ests of the United States" and that the political 
and strategic unity of the whole of NATO and 
" the functional interdependence of the whole of 
the military structure " should be established on 
that basis. 

In simpler terms we should, as Europeans, 
subordinate ourselves entirely to the overall stra
tegic options of the United States and should 
provide them with all the logistic and military 
support they require for their military 
actions. What is more we should agree to the 
amendment of the North Atlantic Treaty to 
allow intervention in geographical areas outside 
alliance territory. This is not the way either to 
combat terrorism or to restore stability and secu
rity in the Mediterranean. On the contrary, 
independent European political action must be 
resumed throughout the Mediterranean area; the 
violated principles of its defensive nature and 
prior consultation on options must be restored 
within the Atlantic Alliance; a genuine partner
ship must be established between all members of 
the alliance and general and regional interests 
must be reconciled. 

This seems to us to be the lesson of recent 
events and should provide reasons for an Assem
bly like ours to make its contribution by adopt
ing positions and making constructive proposals 
for the restoration of stability, security and peace 
in the Mediterranean. 

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

Mr. MULLER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and gentle
men, I should first like to congratulate 
Mr. Kittelmann not only on the report he has 
drawn up but above all on his election as Chair
man of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments. He has had a good lead-in as 
Chairman since he is also the Rapporteur today 
and we thus have one man in charge of every
thing, as it were. That is always a good start for 
a chairman. 

As regards Mr. Kittelmann's report, long 
before the United States came into being and 
there was consequently no such thing as Ameri
can imperialism, as the Soviet Union calls it 
today, Russia was already showing considerable 
interest in the Mediterranean. Even in the 
eighteenth century Prince Orlov's squadron was 
active in the Mediterranean in the war against 
the Turks. 

It was always one of the goals of Russian pol
icy not only to control the straits but generally to 
wield considerable influence in the Mediterra
nean. This became particularly clear immedi
ately after the second world war, when the Soviet 
Union presented Turkey with an ultimatum 
even though it had entered the war on the side of 
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the allies in the last few months of the con
flict. 

The Soviet Union called for a change in con
trol over the straits. It wanted a military base 
on Turkish territory beside the straits. It also 
made territorial claims in eastern Turkey. At 
the same time, there was a civil war raging in 
Greece. 

Even at the Paris conference of foreign minis
ters, which eventually broke down and helped to 
bring about the cold war, the Soviet Union called 
for United Nations trusteeship for the former 
Italian colonies, its interest being in Libya. 

The response from the United States and spe
cifically President Truman was the termination 
in the autumn of 1947 of the doctrine named 
after him and the deployment of the Sixth Fleet 
in the Mediterranean to thwart the Soviet 
Union's claims in this area, because there was in 
effect no other power at this time capable of 
keeping Soviet demands within bounds. Since 
then and since the establishment of NATO in 
1949 the Mediterranean has always been one of 
the disputed areas where the security of NATO 
and its member countries is concerned. 

In his report Mr. Kittelmann gives an out
standingly clear account of the balance of 
forces. Above all he stresses that the right of 
free access to international waters must always 
be upheld by the Americans and the other 
NATO member countries. The most recent 
example of this took place in the Gulf of Sirte; it 
has also happened in the Black Sea area. It was 
essential to prevent undesirable developments 
from the outset. 

When we were asking the minister questions 
just now it was said that NATO's southern flank 
had been neglected, and I believe that to be 
partly true, even though there have been 
improvements recently. I believe Spain's acces
sion to NATO will improve the situation. 

I must just add a brief comment at this 
juncture. Few of you know Mrs. Kelly, the 
Green representative, from her presence in this 
Assembly. She is a member of this Assembly 
but she does not come here very often. She 
could support her anti-NATO slogans with argu
ments here. But she preferred, for example, to 
speak at meetings and rallies during the Spanish 
referendum campaign on its continued member
ship ofNATO. I found it very interesting to see 
how incorrectly the media - in the Federal 
Republic at least - and also the opinion poll 
institutes reported on the situation in Spain 
before the referendum. 

I am consequently very grateful and happy 
that Spain is staying in NATO because this 
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greatly strengthens the situation on the southern 
flank. 

To conclude, a few words on Turkey. I 
believe Turkey has a key r614 to play in the east
em Mediterranean. To be specific, it has the 
main burden to bear. Its military spending 
alone shows how prepared this comparatively 
poor country is to commit i~self. 
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But Turkey too will sofn be put to the 
test. As we all know, the 1 36 Montreux Con
vention does not, for exam le, permit aircraft
carriers to pass through the straits. Now we 
know that the first Soviet aircraft-carrier of 
between 60,000 and 70,000 tons deadweight is 
being built at the large yard in Nikolayev. It is 
certainly not being built for~iling around in the 
Black Sea. That would ind ed have been a poor 
investment. It will be in resting to see the 
Soviet Union attempting to ail this ship into the 
Mediterranean and the oceans despite the 
Montreux Convention. 

I mention this point only because it shows that 
the potential for conflict al~ays exists through
out the Mediterranean and ~hat the NATO slo
gan " viligance is the price o~ freedom " has enor
mous topical relevance where the Mediterranean 
is concerned. 

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

Mr. MATRAJA (Francf) (Translation). -
Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, although 
not the centre of the world aS it was in antiquity, 
the Mediterranean is still a vital area for us Euro
peans. 

Who did not entertain the hope that, after the 
antagonisms of decolonisation, it would once 
again become the scene of ip.temational trade of 
mutual benefit to the counthes involved which, 
though they have their differences, are linked by 
old political and cultural relations and new 
bonds of economic solidarity? 

These many and differelllt areas of economic 
solidarity, ranging from tr~ditional agricultural 
exports to supplies of oil ani gas, need to be pre
served not only in the inter sts of the economic 
development of both imp rting and exporting 
countries but also in the interests of the political 
stability and progress of our Mediterranean part
ners and for the sake of our own economic 
growth. We know how greatly the European 
Community in particular i~ concerned to main-
tain these trade flows. I 

It would be all the more }egrettable if Europe, 
with its awareness of the economic bonds linking 
Mediterranean countries, were to accept that 
these countries, so close to Europe in so many 
ways, should become the ar~na of confrontations 
between the two superpowers. Europe must not 
be a kind of political dwarf~ooking on, powerless 
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to intervene, from the shores of the Romans' 
mare nostrum from Tunisia to Marseilles and 
from Libya to Spain, at the blood-spilling inter
play of the interests of external powers. 

In the political field, just as in the economic 
field, Europe must face up to its own responsibil
ities in this vital regio~. 

The draft recommendation before us fails in 
this regard to give us complete satisfaction 
because essentially it contains firstly a call for the 
strengthening of one of the two forces facing each 
other - even though we are gratified that Spain is 
staying in the NATO framework - and secondly 
an invitation, more a vain hope than anything 
else I am afraid, to all the belligerents to find a 
peaceful solution to their differences. 

It is only incidentally that the recommenda
tion refers to the diplomatic efforts on which 
European security and that of the Mediterranean 
area depend and, even at that, their purpose 
would go no further than " agreed and verifiable 
arms control measures " the difficulty of which is 
familiar to us. And yet it seems to me that the 
diplomatic approach deserves more than this 
restrictive reference and offers the only prospect 
for real progress towards peace in this strife-tom 
region. 

Since for all the countries on its shores, the 
Mediterranean is first and foremost the route 
taken by the exports and imports they all depend 
on, why not get negotiations going among these 
countries, not to set up one of those blueprints 
for everlasting peace whose outcome is invaria
bly disappointing, but to draw up a more modest 
regional agreement guaranteeing the security of 
trade throughout the Mediterranean. 

Whilst in no way interfering with the rights of 
ships from countries outside the area to sail and 
anchor in the Mediterranean, the agreement 
would guarantee free transit in Mediterranean 
countries' maritime economic areas under the 
control of a specialised agency. Similarly, the 
agreement could include an undertaking to 
refrain from any kind of blockading measure. 

It is by providing for the protection of the fun
damental interests of the European, African and 
Arab countries on the shores of the Mediterra
nean, namely their big trade flows, mainly of raw 
materials and oil and gas but also agricultural 
produce and manufactures, that the political as 
well as the economic solidarity between the vari
ous countries in the region will be strength
ened. 

Their present discords are blinding and weak
ening them, delivering them into the hands of 
protectors who are sometimes very demanding 
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and whose own interests add further complica
tion to the local conflicts. 

Perhaps Europe should launch this initiative. 
It might be only a modest step forward but it 
would consolidate both the independence of the 
region and its internal solidarities, thus increas
ing the chances of peace by guaranteeing the free 
dom of trade in the Mediterranean. 

Those, ladies and gentlemen, are the thoughts 
that occurred to me on reading Mr. Kittelmann's 
report on European security and the Mediterra
nean. 

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

Mr. MILAN! (Italy) (Translation). - Ladies 
and gentlemen, Mr. Kittelmann's report was 
very full and well-documented but I cannot 
accept the conclusions or the draft recommenda
tion submitted to the Assembly. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Kittelmann's analysis of 
force strengths partly clears up a number of 
doubtful points. Over the last few years there 
has been greatly increased concern over the 
alleged threat to the so-called southern front of 
the alliance; on this view the increased Soviet 
naval presence in the Mediterranean and the 
political and military adventurism of a number 
of Arab countries represent the most serious 
problems which Western Europe and the Atlan
tic treaty now have to deal with. It is worth 
recording that in some countries including Italy 
- the Minister of Defence also referred to the fact 
- the added emphasis on the southern threat 
began well before recent attacks on Middle East 
terrorism; at least since the departure of the Shah 
and the United States decision to create a rapid 
strike force for the Mediterranean and Middle 
East theatre. 

Concern over the southern front did not there
fore begin with the arguments about the terror
ism of the last few months; it is rather a recurrent 
and basic element in the strategic pattern which 
has been defined by the West since 1980. The 
report explains to us, however, that this threat 
from the south has been greatly exaggerated and 
that all in all there is no reason for the cries of 
alarm which have been heard for a number of 
years. 

All in all, the Soviet naval presence is frankly 
modest and well below the combined forces of 
the western countries; the armed forces of the 
Arab countries, including Libya, are certainly in 
no position to threaten the security of Europe in 
any way. It is therefore sheer self-deception to 
foster the idea that Europe and the whole alli
ance are disarmed in face of a hypothetical threat 
from the south - there were far more grounds for 
disquiet when Egypt was taking a different line. 
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There are problems which Mr. Kittelmann's 
report quite properly describes and reports; these 
· the crisis in Cyprus, the submerged con

between Greece and Turkey - both mem
bers of the Atlantic Alliance; the complicated 
Lebanese tragedy but most of all the tragedy of 
the Palestinian people. 

We are admittedly faced by a very complicated 
situation which requires careful analysis without 
hasty vilification and I would point out the seri
ous risks underlying the hasty conclusions 
reached by Mr. Kittelmann in the draft 
recommendation. I will list briefly what, in my 
opinion, are definite points. 

First, instability in the Mediterranean area 
cannot be blamed on Libyan policy and even less 
on the Soviet naval presence. The causes are 
much more complex and should be gone into in 
depth. 

Second, the military forces of the western 
countries in the region have not decreased but 
have even been increased and diversified with 
the deployment of rapid strike forces. It would, 
therefore, be more useful to reflect on the logic 
behind these choices and to establish whether 
they are consistent with the defensive purpose of 
the alliance. I would also refer to the problem 
of bilateral relations between Italy and the 
United States, the use of Italian bases made 
available to the Sixth Fleet and its provocative 
manreuvres. 

Third, there is nothing more dangerous and 
contradictory than to declare outright that one 
country - Mr. Rubbi spoke at length on the sub
ject - is responsible for terrorism in the area, 
particularly if military measures are to follow 
from such a conclusion. If it is recognised that 
aggression has taken place and the responsible 
party has been identified, then there is a state of 
war. There is no need for me to stress what a 
state of war means under the terms of the modi
fied Brussels Treaty and the North Atlantic 
Treaty. But if this is not the true situation -
fortunately that is the case - to raise the spectre 
serves only to hide the more serious problem 
with which we must deal. 

There are principally three such problems. 
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the Libyan threat of which we have again heard a 
great deal this morning. 

Second, we must recko* with the United 
States action in the Medit!anean. Our main 
ally has shown time and a in that it does not 
accept any obligation stem ing from allied rela
tions; its military actions ar frequently decided 
and carried out on the basis 1of an arbitrary deci
sion by its government. Weat is Europe's role 
in this context? The drait recommendation 
seems to suggest that the cr~cks be papered over 
by accepting the United States position without 
discussion. 

Last, but certainly not least, there are the links 
between the problems underlying regional 
tensions. It is ridiculous to dwell on the crisis 
in Cyprus, even though it is serious, but to say 
virtually nothing about the areas which have led 
to the present deadlock in the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. We should ask ouJiselves how and why 
the parties favouring constructive negotiation are 
pushed to one side in favour of those who have 
sought to destroy Arafat's . PLO physically in 
Beirut and Tunis; we should! remember how and 
why Europe has quickly fo gotten the commit
ments ofthe 1980 Venice s mmit. We should 
ask the United States to expl in its previous sup
port for the most extremist and militaristic ele
ments in the Israeli Govern ent; otherwise little 
credibility can be attached, to our distinction 
between hawks and doves among the Arab 
countries. And in this con~ext we have to note 
that the European governmelnts - take for exam
ple the recent visits to Israel by the Italian For
eign Minister and the British Prime Minister -
have not slavishly followed the unilateral posi
tions of the United States. Above all, we must 
recognise that the complexity of the Middle East 
and Mediterranean problems requires a great 
effort of understanding on both sides - and not 
simplification of the issue of terrorism - and 
wide-ranging co-operation With all countries in 
the area, not excluding the two superpowers. 
Quite apart from being wropg in principle, any 
other approach has no ch~e in reality. 

Finally, I consider the drMt recommendation 
before us to be completely ~nadequate and mis-
taken. i 

The PRESIDENT (Tra,slation). - I call 
Mr. Cavaliere, the last speafer this morning. 

First, the inadequacy of European policy on Mr. CA v ALIERE (Italy) ~Translation). - It is 
the most serious political and strategic common ground that the pr~sent situation in the 
problems. There is no major question from Mediterranean must be faced, discussed and 
chemical weapons to SDI, from reprisals against more closely watched than :in the past because 
Libya to the production of conventional wea- the dangers have increased and directly affect 
pons systems, on which Europe and notably the European security. 
WEU countries are at present united. In these 
circumstances many countries have sought a spe- I fully agree with Mr. Kittelmann except as 
cial partnership with the United States. At this regards the second paragraph of the preamble 
point it is absurdly misleading to try to restore because I believe, as Mr. Spadolini confirmed in 
the European battle line by raising the spectre of very diplomatic terms, that the threat from 
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Warsaw Pact forces has increased since 
1981. And it is in the light of these new circum
stances created by an increased Soviet presence, 
by local conflicts, by the attitudes and behaviour 
of Syria and Libya that the situation must be 
assessed and means must be sought of guarantee
ing and maintaining European security. 

In his report, Mr. Kittelmann - as I have so 
little time I shall deal with one point only - quite 
rightly stressed the great importance which the 
Atlantic Alliance and the WEU countries should 
attach to relations between Greece and Turkey 
because these are what we may call key countries 
for the defence of the Mediterranean and there
fore of Europe. He was right therefore to draw 
our attention to the situation in Cyprus which is 
undeniably another important element not to be 
overlooked. The situation in Cyprus is what it 
is. Because of its position, an island is an ele
ment in guaranteeing European security and I 
am glad that Mr. Kittelmann pointed out that 
the failure of the negotiations is due not to the 
Turks or the Turkish Cypriots but to the intran
sigence of the Greek Cypriots. Furthermore, 
events in Cyprus since 1964 are to be blamed on 
Greek policy on proposals and plans for annexa
tion and the destruction of the Turkish-Cypriot 
community. While we should encourage every 
effort to reunite Cyprus, we cannot overlook the 
different attitudes regarding the role the island 
should play in Mediterranean and European 
security. 

The same can be said of relations between 
Greece and Turkey which had deteriorated since 
Mr. Papandreou came to power; the fact cannot 
be disguised. When the WEU Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments visited 
Greece in March 1981, the then foreign minister 
said in answer to a specific question that the 
prospects for resolving the Greco-Turkish dis
pute had become better with the improvement of 
relations between the Greek Government and 
the new Turkish authorities. Since then, how
ever, the situation has become disastrous. What 
are we to conclude? We should certainly 
encourage the negotiations and do everything in 
our power to help Greece and Turkey to resolve 
their dispute but in so doing we should bear in 
mind the facts of the situation and consider 
which side deserves more support and should be 
trusted. I do not wish to offer a reply because it 
is to be seen in the facts and if we look at those 
facts and quote this reply we could still take steps 
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to ensure that we do not in the near future find 
ourselves faced by a situation beyond repair. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The debate 
is adjourned. 

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

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

1. Draft opinion on the budgets of the minis
terial organs ofWEU for 1985 (revised) and 
1986 (Presentation of and debate on the 
report of the Committee on Budgetary 
Affairs and Administration and vote on the 
draft recommendation, Document 1054). 

2. European security and the Mediterranean 
(Resumed debate on the report of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments and vote on the draft recommenda
tion, Document 1060 and amendments). 

3. Canadian-European co-operation in high 
technology (Presentation of and debate on 
the report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions 
and vote on the draft recommendation, 
Document 1053 and amendment). 

4. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first 
annual report of the Council (Resumed 
debate on the report of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments and 
vote on the draft recommendation, Docu
ment 1059 and amendments). 

5. Scientific, technological and aerospace 
questions and Western European defence 
(Presentation of and debate on the report of 
the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions and vote on the 
draft recommendation, Document 1055 
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 1.15 p. m.) 

t 



SIXTH SITIING 

Wednesday, 4th June 1986 

SUMMARY 

1. Adoption of the minutes. 

2. Attendance register. 

3. Draft opinion on the budgets of the ministerial organs of 
WEU for 1985 (revised) and 1986 (Presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs 
and Administration and vote on the draft recommendation, 
Doe. 1054). 

Speakers: The. President, Mr. Sinesio (Rapporteur), Mr. 
Linster, Mr. Gianotti, Mr. Sinesio (Rapporteur). 

4. European security and the Mediterranean (Resumed 
debate on the report of the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments, Doe. 1060 and amendments). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Rauti, Mr. Inan (Observer 
from Turkey), Mr. Freeson, Mr. Berger, Mr. Veryvakis 
(Observer from Greece); (points of order): Sir Frederic 
Bennett, Mr. Cox ; Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Kittelmann, Mr. 
Cox, Mr. Kittelmann; (explanation of vote): Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg, Mr. Wilkinson, Mr. Freeson. 

5. Canadian-European co-operation in high technology 
(Presentation of and debate on the report of the Committee 

' 
on Scientific, Technological and f4erospace Questions and 
vote on the draft recommendatiof, Doe. 1053 and amend-
ment). . 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Wiilkinson (Chairman of the 
committee), Sir John Osbom, Mr. Wilkinson (Chairman 
of the committee). 

6. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first annual report of 
the Council (Resumed debate on the report of the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments, Doe. 1059 and 
amendments). 

Speakers: The President, Sir i Frederic Bennett, Mr. 
Kittelmann (Chairman of the 1 committee); (points of 
order) : Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Milani, Mr. Cavaliere. 

7. Scientific, technological and ffirospace questions and 
Western European defence (Pres ntation of and debate on 
the report of the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions, Doe. 1055 and amendments). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Fourre (Rapporteur), Sir 
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I 

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

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

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In accor
dance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting ·have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? 

The minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The names 
of the substitutes attending this sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be pub
lished with the list of representatives appended 
to the minutes of proceedings 1• 

1. See page 42. 
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3. Draft opinion on thj budgets of the 
ministerial organs of WEV for 1985 (revised) 

and 1986 

(Presentation of and debate t1n the report of the 
Committee on Budgetary A/fair, and Administration 
and vote on the draft recomme,dation, Doe. 1054) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the preseqtation of and debate 
on the report of the ComrUittee on Budgetary 
Affairs and Administration on the opinion on 
the budgets of the ministerial organs of WEU for 
1985 (revised) and 1986 and vote on the draft 
recommendation, Documenf 1054. 

I call Mr. Sinesio, Rapporteur of the Commit
tee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration. 

Mr. SINESIO (Italy) (Tra~slation). - Mr. Pre
sident, ladies and gentlemen, I consider that the 
subject dealt with in the report which I am pre
senting is extremely important for the creation -
and vital for the attainment of our political goals 
- of an organisation in whi~h the WEU Assem
bly can develop its own programme to deal with 
the many problems continually posed by its 
members. 
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Mr. Sinesio (continued) 

Whatever policy we wish to pursue I consider 
it essential to have, not empty boxes, but instru
ments capable of implementing the policy. 

The report on the budgets of the ministerial 
organs of Western European Union for the finan
cial year 1985 (revised) and 1986 broadly follows 
and logically complements that on the two pre
vious budgets presented by Mr. de Vries and 
Mr. van Tets. I must point out that these two 
reports referred to a transitional period during 
which the old structure of the ministerial bodies 
was being progressively abandoned but the new 
structure had not yet been defined and put into 
operation. The new structure is now known but 
is still provisional as the Council has declared its 
intention of re-examining and possibly modify
ing it at the end of 1987. 

The 1986 budget is therefore based on the new 
structure, whereas the revised budget for 1985 is 
based on the previous structure and is designed 
to update the allocations for that year in the ini
tial budget. 

Comparative analysis of these three budgets 
- 1985, 1985 revised and 1986 - has enabled us 
to trace the course of the restructuring of the 
ministerial bodies and its financial impact. 

In fact, the budget documents by themselves, 
though providing an abundance of data to the 
point of excessive detail, appear inadequate to 
justify the choices underlying the changing pat
tern of the allocations. This point is brought 
out in the first part of my report where I draw 
attention to the fact that an analysis in greater 
depth called for consultation of a variety of 
documents, some of them of a restricted charac
ter which prevented their being appended to the 
report. 

It is therefore recommended that the Council 
examine the possibility of expanding budget 
documents to give a fuller explanation of reasons 
and in future classifying expenditure into ordi
nary and extraordinary items. This is necessary 
for a clearer understanding of the changes in allo
cations for the different years. 

I must also tell you that the Secretary-General 
has recently made it known that, partially as a 
response to a number of comments by the audi
tors, arrangements have been made to change the 
way in which the budget is itemised. 

The Rapporteur for the next financial year will 
have to verify whether these changes meet the 
Assembly's wishes and whether the documenta
tion is more complete in its exposition of the 
underlying reasoning. 

The budgets for 1985, 1985 revised and 1986 
meet the Council's wish that the global character 
of the previous allocations should be maintained 

182 

SIXTH SITTING 

with internal redistribution strictly in accordance 
with the restructuring stage. 

The budget for 1985 included allocations com
mensurate with the previous size of the bodies. 
but these had already been considerably reduced 
in practice and the revisions of the budget pro
vided the occasion for transferring the substan
tial surpluses from the Paris organs to the 
Secretariat-General. 

Finally, in the budget for 1986, the lump sums 
finally made available on completion of the 
restructuring of the ministerial bodies in Paris 
are to be allocated to the Secretariat-General. 

Taking the 1985 budget as equal to one hun
dred, the indices show the following trend: 
Secretariat-General 111.74 in relation to the 
revised budget for 1985 and 127.54 in relation to 
the 1986 budget; Paris bodies 97.50 in relation to 
the revised budget for 1985 and 99.32 in relation 
to the budget for 1986. 

In support and justification of these opera
tions, the Council and its organs have declared 
them to be fully in accord with the zero growth 
criterion laid down in the Rome declaration, 
since the ministerial bodies as a whole show a 
growth rate within that limit. 

In the report which I am submitting on behalf 
of the Committee on Budgetary Affairs and 
Administration I pause at this point to draw 
attention to the arbitrary nature of the 
budget. It cannot be denied that, by acting in 
this way, the Council not only deprived the 
Assembly of any chance of sharing in the 
redistribution of the available resources but also, 
by subjecting its budget to the rigid imposition of 
the zero growth criterion, firmly refused it the 
resources it needs in order to play an effective 
part in the reactivation of WEU. 

All this, Mr. President, at a time when the 
intention is to revitalise WEU and see that it 
becomes the lifeline of Europe, and at a time 
when we should be doing everything in support 
of the political action fundamental to the 
project. We are being asked to cross Paris by 
push-bicycle without - that is - the technolo
gical resources to match the Assembly's 
requirements. It is furthermore impossible that 
the senior body of WEU should continue to be 
located in London while the Assembly meets in 
Paris. 

Some very clear choices have to be made in 
order to provide us with an organisation, with 
offices, and with professionally competent staff 
backed up by technologically advanced equip
ment. 

In my own small town, where I am the mayor, 
even the seller of artichokes has a telex to find 
out the market price but we lack even this type of 
equipment. 
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Mr. President, everybody is well aware of the 
events which marked the process of approving 
the Assembly's budget for 1986. They have 
been mentioned by earlier speakers and in partic
ular by the Chairman of the Committee on Bud
getary Affairs and Administration. I will 
remind you only that, following the Council's 
unilateral decision to fix the increase for the 
1986 budget at 8.6% over the budget for the pre
vious year, the Presidential Committee had to 
delete from the budget the proposal on the 
restructuring of the Office of the Clerk and to 
reduce drastically the programme of activities 
proposed by the committees. 

What is more, this rate of increase is purely 
nominal in view of the fact that it has to absorb 
the cost of the new pensions to be paid in 
1986. In fact, if the pensions are taken away, 
the increment is reduced to 7.39%. Ifthe Coun
cil had seen fit to apply the 8.6% rate of increase 
to the operating budget only, the Assembly 
would have been able to create two new Grade B 
posts in the Office of the Clerk, which had been 
included in the budget as a matter of the highest 
priority. But the Council, refusing everything 
proposed by this Assembly, did not agree to 
this. I cannot help linking this refusal with the 
simultaneous decision to leave vacant two Grade 
B posts in the organisation of the Paris agencies 
for which the need was not obvious. These are 
the facts! On them the committee bases its 
draft recommendation which proposes firstly the 
creation of an independent body for the admin
istration of pensions in accordance with the 
Assembly's earlier Recommendation 357 and 
secondly the immediate creation of two new 
Grade B3 posts in the Office of the Clerk of the 
Assembly. 

Ladies and gentlemen, analysis of the new 
establishments for the Secretariat-General and 
the Paris agencies, which are not annexed to the 
budget documents, has prompted a number of 
comments from the committee which I shall 
mention briefly. The first concerns the adop
tion by the Council of the principle of dual
grading constantly suggested by the Assembly in 
the past - witness Recommendations 240, 250 
and 340. The reappearance of this problem 
urges the Assembly to recommend that a general 
rule be laid down on the subject, applicable to 
Assembly staff also. I would recall that the 
Office of the Clerk has many officers who have 
been in the same grade for a long time at maxi
mum salary. The extension of this principle to 
the staff of the Office of the Clerk can only be 
considered as an act of effective, if delayed, jus
tice. 

Another observation concerns the appoint
ment of the head of the administration and legal 
affairs division of the Paris office to the chair-
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manship of the WEU Bud~t and Organisation 
Committee. While express ng its esteem for the 
official entrusted with this sk, who enjoys the 
unquestionable respect of WEU and the other 
co-ordinated organisations, the committee con
siders that such an appointJitent is prejudicial to 
the guarantee of absolute objectivity demanded 
of the Budget and Organisation Committee by 
virtue of its position as the technical consultative 
organ of the Council. In !articular, that com
mittee discusses the finan · al problems of the 
whole organisation and 1 oks for ways and 
means of keeping the various budgets within the 
limits of the global allocations fixed by the gov
ernments of the member cc~>untries. Our com
mittee takes the view that tlie dual role of appel
lant and judge which this official would have to 
assume in relation to the Assembly is incompati
ble with the requirement for

1 

absolute objectivity, 
as the same person cannot ~t the same time be 
both supervisor and supervised. 

This fact, now added to the many differences 
which have arisen between 

1

the Council and the 
Assembly on financial matt~rs, reminded us that 
the Assembly has in the past raised the delicate 
problem of the procedure for approving its 
budget. This seems a suitable time to raise the 
matter again and to recommend once more that 
the Council, in consultationlwith the appropriate 
Assembly bodies, review this procedure so as to 
give the Assembly a better guarantee of auton
omy and independence. 

The final observation conberns the duplication 
of services in the London and Paris offices. The 
establishment tables of the Secretariat-General 
and the Paris agencies revei that a large part of 
their respective staffs is ass'gned to administra
tion, general services an security services. 
This duplication of services could be logically 
resolved by bringing the two offices together, as 
the Assembly has recom$ended at previous 
sessions. In submitting thi$ report, the commit
tee wishes only to refer to the financial aspects of 
the problem, leaving it to the policy committees 
to evaluate the policy issu~s and the practical 
possibility of bringing the t~o offices together. 

Ladies and gentlemen, during its careful analy
sis of the budget documents for the ministerial 
organs of WEU, the co~mittee found some 
shortcomings in the progra me for the updating 
and modernisation of equi ment. This relates 
in particular to the failure to ensure that the 
information equipment rec~tly acquired by the 
Secretariat-General is comp tible with the equip
ment already in service for me two years in the 
Office of the Clerk of the Aissembly. The com
mittee has therefore included in its draft recom
mendation a specific parasaph underlining the 
need to harmonise the eq ipment used on the 
basis of a study carried ou by an expert. The 
other shortcoming is the failure to purchase such 
a modern, if now obsolescent, piece of equip-
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ment as a telex. In spite of many requests 
voiced here by a large number of parliamenta
rians and echoed by the Assembly in its budget, 
the use of a telex continues to be considered a 
useless luxury which the governments do not 
intend to finance. However, although this work 
tool may seem obsolescent against the rapid 
innovation of technology, its lack is keenly felt as 
a means of communication. The committee felt 
obliged to place this on record again and to 
recommend that a single telex be installed in the 
Paris office to be available to all organs, ministe
rial and parliamentary, of WEU with the cost 
shared between them. 

One final note concerning the Council's reply 
to Assembly Recommendation 426 concerning 
the previous report on the budgets of the minis
terial organs. This really amounts to a "no 
reply " which fails to go beyond a generalised 
appeal for moderation and leaves every problem 
unsolved, and today's absence is evidence oflack 
of concern regarding the Assembly's budgets 
which are so critical to the organic and political 
well-being of our organisation. Living in a state 
of uncertainty deprives us of the flights of fancy 
which would change our situation. On this sub
ject I can only refer to what the President of the 
Assembly said in his opening address for this 
part of the thirty-second session. 

I wish to endorse the important and valid 
points made by our President yesterday. As 
Italians, we will carry the fight to ministerial 
level to see that all this is transformed, conscious 
of the disgrace that it should not be possible to 
advance the political concept of a united Europe 
open to all mankind. 

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, I have 
tried to summarise briefly the committee's 
remarks as expressed in the report which we will 
shortly be debating. I would just add that the 
members of the committee were constantly 
mindful of the fact that the Council and the 
Assembly are both essential and complementary 
organs of WEU - the expression of a symbiotic 
relationship which does not exist since the Coun
cil may be considered rather as our stepmother 
than as our real mother - the one embodying the 
authority and responsibility of government, the 
other the will of the peoples of the seven member 
countries, both linked by the obligation to 
achieve the European unity which was the great 
dream of the signatories of the protocols annexed 
to the Brussels Treaty, and which is, today, our 
ambition and the reason why we are here. 

This enumeration of the many, significant dif
ferences between the Council and the Assembly 
on the issue of finance, is intended as an indica
tion of willingness to co-operate rather than a 
declaration of war and expresses the hope that 
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these differences can be eliminated as quickly as 
possible so that the Council and the Assembly 
may work together in perfect harmony. At the 
technical level the procedure has been conducted 
in such a way that the Paris Assembly cannot 
function. We must overcome these differences 
and confrontations and break down the barrier 
dividing the two organs and separating the head 
from the rest of the body of this political animal 
in search of a way of becoming the institution 
which was the dream of our political predeces
sors and now provides substance for our day-to
day battle. This is the essential precondition if 
the great objectives set out in the modified Brus
sels Treaty are to be attained and if Europe is to 
achieve the unity it must have in order to con
tinue playing on the world's stage the role to 
which it is entitled by its historical, cultural and 
civic tradition and by its contribution to human 
progress. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Mr. Sinesio, for your remarkable report and your 
passionate plea on behalf of our Assembly which 
will, I hope, be heard. Let me assure you that in 
spite of the rather thinly attended chamber this 
early afternoon, your report has already caused a 
stir and is attracting the attention it deserves. 

The debate is open. 

I call Mr. Linster. 

Mr. LINSTER (Luxembourg) (Translation). -
I couple my congratulations with those which 
our President has just addressed to Mr. Sinesio 
for his excellent report. Being on the Budget 
Committee I know the immense amount of work 
carried out behind the scenes on which this 
report is based. I am glad that Mr. Sinesio 
decided and found a way to link the question of 
the budgets of the ministerial organs with the 
serious budgetary problems we have in this 
Assembly. Those problems are so urgent and so 
serious and their political implications so wide 
that parliamentary participation in the revival of 
WEU is thrown into considerable doubt, just 
when directly contrary wishes have been and are 
being forcefully and repeatedly expressed by our 
Assembly, the day before yesterday, yesterday 
and today. 

In that context it is only fair to emphasise, 
with the Rappqrteur and several speakers, and 
following our President, the blatant contradic
tion between ministers' declarations and their 
decisions on the role of WEU. It must also be 
recognised that as parliamentarians we shall 
inevitably be impelled, given what is in fact the 
ministers' contempt for the Assembly, to seek 
budgetary independence for it. 

I unreservedly endorse paragraph 3 of the draft 
recommendation proper, as well as the rest of the 
draft, and Mr. Sinesio's report, which was 
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approved unanimously by the Committee on 
Budgetary Affairs and Administration. 

Paragraph 5 of the draft recommendation, 
which recommends the creation of an independ
ent body for the administration of pensions, has 
my very vigorous support. I shall not dwell on 
this point, whose importance is known to us all, 
but I must stress one fact that no ministerial 
address can dispose of. As long as pension costs 
are included in the Assembly's operating budget 
the authenticity of that budget will continue to 
be gravely distorted and the growth rate both in 
budgetary terms and in terms of real effective
ness will be falsified by a radically doubtful and 
above all highly negative and continuously 
downward-tending factor. This is particularly 
true and serious when working on the hypothesis 
of zero growth, in which the only numerical 
increase allowed is there to offset, linearly and all 
too irresolutely, the rate of inflation in member 
states. 

The inclusion of pension costs in an operating 
budget based on zero growth could bring things 
grinding to a halt because it causes an increas
ingly negative trend. It is intolerable and in 
outright contradiction not only to the concept of 
the construction of Europe but to any idea of 
reactivating and reviving WEU, the subject of 
our debate yesterday. In that connection I 
would refer to the unequivocal position taken by 
Mr. Caro last Monday morning. This is a situa
tion that cannot develop without the active 
participation of the political organ we constitute. 
We have to show where the source of the trouble 
is, where the goad is pricking the ass that the 
Assembly has become in the eyes of the Coun
cil. 

The constant curtailing of the Assembly's 
financial resources similarly reduces its political 
effectiveness and that is the result we have to 
avoid at all costs. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Gianotti. 
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the two WEU offices. Thest things are nothing 
new and have been repea~d time and time 
again. The condemnation voiced by Mr. Sinesio 
is not sufficient by itself. Something else needs 
to be proposed and done. But what? There is 
a wailing wall in Jerusalem~ and one solution 
would be to transfer our Assembly to Jerusalem 
for the discussion on the budget, or alternatively 
a wailing wall could be built in Paris - perhaps at 
La Villette or in the Louvre! As these ideas do 
not offer much prospect of success, I believe the 
President of our Assembly should put the ques
tion very clearly and very forcibly. In recent 
days we have discussed this matter with the min
ister concerned and we found a sympathetic atti
tude on the part of the minister and the Italian 
Government. The President of the Assembly 
should act to force the gov~rnments to give us 
replies and decisions. : 

In supporting the report a!d the draft recom
mendation I express the ho e that this session 
will result not in a repeat vis"t to the wailing wall 
but in the start of a really n w initiative. 

! 

The PRESIDENT (Transl~tion). - The debate 
is closed. 

I call the Rapporteur, Mr. Sinesio, to reply to 
the speakers. 

Mr. SINESIO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre
sident, in thanking fellow representatives for 
their kind words of support I would point out 
that the report on the budget was intended to 
mark the start of a period of clearly-defined 
activity on my part. With thirty-five years of 
Italian parliamentary life behind me, including 
some spent as a member of 1Jhe Budget Commit
tee of the Chamber of DepUities, nobody should 
doubt my determination to ~rry on tenaciously 
the political struggle within this Assembly, the 
more so as my mandate has een renewed seven 
times by the Italians. 

As said in the report, this orum is not just an 
academy, nor would it wish o be one. Heaven 
forbid that parliamentary eh mbers should echo 
to academic discussion$ on the sex of 
angels. Rather, in our searfh for the right way 
forward, we have to examipe the real circum-

Mr. GIANOTTI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. stances of the countries we1 represent. In this 
President, ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Sinesio has forum, Mr. Rubbi, we must all be able to con-
submitted the report on the budget with great duct a sustained political argument aimed at 
conciseness and with a combination of masterly achieving practical results - and financial 
skill and the warmth of feeling associated with resources are important! 
his island. I have to say that I share his views 
and that I find in his observations confirmation When in the past I was asked to become a 
on matters which give cause for concern: a 1985 member of this Assembly, the problems debated 
budget contrived so that the allocation of funds seemed to me at the time to be theoretical and 
could not be identified; a budget for 1986 giving abstract. Now we have to compare and discuss 
the Secretary-General very wide arbitrary pow- solutions which will be right for Europe. The 
ers; and the fact that the parliamentary Assembly meeting point for this d~bate is WEU, an 
is condemned to operate under the conditions organisation which is not a cultural institution 
described by the Rapporteur with the continuing but which none the less , has culture at its 
highly absurd, costly and pointless separation of service. It is a meeting po.nt which enables us 
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to set aside mere diatribe and has nothing to do 
with the abstract since, with the approval of the 
budget and the various proposals tabled, it 
reflects the real circumstances of the world in 
which we live. 

I thank all those who have spoken. This is 
the beginning of a hard battle, and the Chairman 
of the committee, whom I have learnt to esteem 
over the past year, has already opened a breach 
through which we must deploy our political 
activity. If we allow the ground to be cut from 
under our feet we shall all have failed in our 
task. If it is really true that the London office 
does indeed share our interest, it should give a 
boost to our political initiative through the 
governments. Here in the Assembly we repre
sent the demands coming from below. 

I thank Mr. Gianotti for stressing the prime 
importance of the political approach if we are to 
find the answer to the problems raised here. 

We shall have failed if we do not get the ade
quate reply demanded in the courageous words 
uttered by our President elsewhere - in Venice 
where he claimed for this Assembly the power to 
make effective political choices. In this context 
the budget is not a mere accounting exercise, a 
collection of figures, but a synthesis of the policy 
we wish to implement. I am unhappy and dis
appointed to have to say that this policy does not 
exist. Mr. Milani, the budget has not been 
maintained but is down through the effect of 
inflation and the absence of an upward readjust
ment - a double blow. Furthermore, WEU in 
Paris has no means of communicating with the 
outside world and drawing attention to its ideas 
and intentions. Here I have the press in 
mind. 

I thank the President for giving me the floor 
and assure you that for my part I shall pursue the 
fight to the bitter end! 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does the 
Chairman of the committee wish to speak? ... 

We shall now vote on the draft recommenda
tion contained in Document 1054. 

Since no one has asked for a vote by roll-call, 
the Assembly will vote by sitting and standing. 

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

The draft recommendation is adopted 
unanimously 1• 

I. See page 43. 
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4. European security and the Mediterranean 

(Resumed debate on the report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments, 

Doe. 1060 and amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the resumed debate on the 
report of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments on European security and the 
Mediterranean, Document 1060 and amend
ments. 

I would remind you, ladies and gentlemen, 
that you must try to keep to the time-limit which 
is five minutes per speaker. 

In the resumed debate, I call Mr. Rauti. 

Mr. RAUTI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, as on other occasions, I am very sorry that 
so little time is allowed to speakers as Mr. 
Kittelmann's report is a document of exceptional 
importance not only because of its method of 
presentation but also because of the topics and 
problems covered. 

There are just two observations I wish to 
make. They concern Mediterranean security in 
general and the specific problem of Cyprus. 

The position on security is clearly set out in 
paragraphs 2.8 and 2.10 of the report. The 
point is made here that the present equili
brium could be disturbed or destroyed by 
destabilisation in certain countries in the eastern 
Mediterranean and along the North African 
coast. In the background there is the continuing 
threat of Soviet naval and air bases being set up 
on the southern shores of the Mediter
ranean. The problem is therefore clearly a 
political one and its solution depends more on 
this factor than on conventional military 
strategy. In this area of such vital importance 
to Europe we continue to witness the spread of 
the whole varied spectrum of that form of mod
ern politics to which the term " revolutionary 
war " was applied some years ago and which has 
today added to its armoury the pitiless weapons 
of international terrorism. In the final analysis, 
the response to this type of war must be made in 
political terms and solutions must be found to 
problems instead of allowing them to drag on for 
years as in the case of the conflict between the 
Israelis and the Palestinians. I know full well 
that there are other factors in any explanation 
and understanding of the problems ofthe Middle 
East which exert such an influence on the destiny 
of the Mediterranean area, but until the drama of 
the Palestinian people is resolved - that outcast 
people of our times who, in despair, are the tools 
of everybody - we shall not remove the root 
cause of the destabilising forces at work through
out the area and we shall not eliminate the chief 
weapon of the " revolutionary war " in pro
gress. 
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My other observation concerns Cyprus and 
Turkey. Here the report provides a very shrewd 
analysis, and I refer to paragraph 4.43 which 
notes that Turkey allocated 4.4% of its GDP to 
defence expenditure and that Turkey's is there
fore amongst the highest defence efforts in 
NATO. This aspect of the situation should per
haps have been more strongly emphasised to 
give Turkey the full credit due to it. It should 
be noted that Turkey finds itself in an extremely 
difficult socio-economic situation with millions 
of Turks forced to emigrate in search of 
work. It is also true that, in the NATO area, the 
Turks are confronted by all the problems of very 
rapid demographic growth and a population 
comprising an increasing proportion of young 
and very young people, many of them 
unemployed. Notwithstanding this, Turkey is 
Western Europe's staunchest and most faithful 
ally and of such importance as a western bastion 
that it can be expressed by a politico-military 
equation: so long as Turkey stands fast, nothing 
in the area is jeopardised but should Turkey 
cease to stand fast, the entire balance in the Med
iterranean and the security of Europe would be 
terribly compromised. This situation generates 
its own logical and indisputable corollary: we 
must strengthen Turkey and anchor it to West
ern Europe while at the same time avoiding con
tentious issues, especially with regard to Islamic 
fundamentalism, which is also making itself felt 
in Turkey and which it would have been better to 
analyse in depth in the report. 

To strengthen Turkey, we should stand by it in 
the extremely complex situation which has 
arisen in the Aegean and on the no less difficult 
Cyprus question. In the case of Cyprus, a defini
tive solution could be arrived at by recognising 
that the de facto situation described in paragraph 
5.10 of the report has now altered radically and 
irreversibly the earlier situation characterised by 
what the report correctly refers to as the inextri
cable mixture of two peoples. This is the first 
time such a thing has happened in Cyprus: the 
two communities are living apart, each more 
homogeneous in itself and each more able to live 
in security and calm without daily bloody con
flicts born of a tormented history. 

The question is: can the clock be put back on 
Cyprus? No sooner is the question asked than 
it is answered: certainly not. To put the clock 
back would be unthinkable. Here again, the 
logic is inescapable: being absolutely realistic, the 
partition of the island and the creation of a Turk
ish community on Cyprus must be considered 
irreversible facts of life. Whoever has visited 
that area - and I have been there with two fellow 
members of this Assembly, being cordially 
received and free to visit the whole of that part of 
the island as well as people's houses - will realise 
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that the population living thhe feels itself to be 
free at last, secure and peaceful, with a 
hardworking approach to lif9 and possessed of a 
rare honesty. 

Let us then face up to realjities and set up the 
appropriate constitutional and legal structures. 
Let us all make an effort to see that, once the 
problems of detail have be'n solved, the two 
communities on Cyprus can live in peace - each 
in its own politically determined area, but with 
the cultural back-up provided! by centuries of his
tory and vicissitudes and wlith the recognition 
that the Turks of northern Cyprus are fully enti
tled to their own ideas. Th~s will greatly assist 
Turkey in resolving its age-dld and tragic prob
lem. 

I have no further observatibns to make on Mr. 
Kittelmann's report which, considered as a 
whole, has my full approval.

1 

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

! 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, on ~r. Dogu's and my 
own behalf I must say howl pleased and hon
oured we are to be with you today. I would 
assure you that the interes~ we take in your 
organisation, personally and nationally, goes far 
beyond our status as mere observers. 

My congratulations and thanks to the 
Rapporteur, Mr. Kittelmann, who has dealt so 
well and so objectively with ~n extremely com
plicated subject, concerning al region that is diffi
cult to define and even more difficult to 
analyse. He has done a WOlljderful and remark
able job. 

I would also thank him fo~ having referred in 
paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation to 
Turkey's defence efforts in our part of the 
world. Indeed 37% of the 

1

.common frontier 
with the Warsaw Pact countries is defended by 
Turkish forces, at a time when our country is 
faced with economic and soqial difficulties. In 
addition, it is not a region with an easy environ
ment. 

The Rapporteur also referJ in paragraph 5 to 
the need to persuade the Greek and Turkish 
Governments to resume negptiations. Let me 
reassure him. We need· no persuasion! We are 
convinced of the need for dialogue. Our request 
to you is to join us in tryiqg to persuade the 
Greek Government, which sy$tematically refuses 
to hold a dialogue. 

The present Turkish Gove~ment has been in 
power for thirty months and has appealed every 
month to Mr. Papandreou to 1come to a meeting 
in Turkey, Greece, or elsewhere, with or without 
an agenda, in order to negotiate and establish a 
dialogue - but always in vaiin. Last January, 
when the Turkish Prime Mimster was in Davos 
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at the same time as Mr. Papandreou on the occa
sion of an international economic symposium, 
he made every imaginable effort to establish con
tact and begin negotiations. It proved 
impossible. Just a handshake at a reception, 
nothing more, and then a cold shoulder. 

The sources of conflict are set out in Mr. 
Kittelmann's report. In fact, our neighbour, 
Greece, is claiming rights of sovereignty over 
97% of the area of the continental shelf, 78% of 
the Aegean Sea as territorial waters and 70% of 
the region's airspace, based on the Greek view 
that every island should have an airspace of ten 
miles. 

This would be tantamount to making the 
Aegean a closed sea, harking back to Grotius's 
theory of a mare nostrum to replace the mare 
liberum. It also means that our Greek friends 
want to bar the way, to close the natural bridge 
formed by the Anatolian peninsula between 
Asia, Africa and Europe, by building a kind of 
Greek wall on the model of the Berlin wall 
between Turkey and Western Europe. That is 
unacceptable. 

This is not all. In flagrant violation of inter
national agreements - the London, Lausanne 
and Paris treaties of 1914, 1923 and 194 7 - they 
have armed all the islands in the Aegean against 
Turkey. 

On top of that, late in 1984, the Greek Gov
ernment decided to deploy all Greek forces, not 
against those of the Warsaw Pact which it no 
longer considers to be a threat, but against 
Turkey. It set up a ministry for the Aegean 
region and armed a 600,000-strong militia, 
referred to in Mr. Kittelmann's report, again 
with Turkey as the target. That is not the end of 
the list of sources of conflict and crises. The 
very latest is the definition of a new air corridor 
for civil traffic. The old G-18 across the middle 
of the Aegean Sea has been abolished by the 
Greek Government and replaced by a new corri
dor, the G-60, passing just forward of the 
Anatolian peninsula and the Turkish coast of the 
Aegean, so as further to restrict Turkey's out
ward access routes. 

If all these claims were allowed, I assure you, 
and I am not joking, that if you ever find your
selves on the Turkish beaches of the Aegean you 
must not forget to have your passport, complete 
with visa, in the pocket of your bathing suit 
because as soon as you went in to bathe you 
would immediately find yourself in Greek terri
torial waters. This is inconceivable and unac
ceptable, Mr. President. 

We seek dialogue and negotiation. We do not 
want a crisis to break out in the Atlantic 
Alliance. There are already too many of them 

188 

SIXTH SITTING 

in the Mediterranean and elsewhere. Let us not 
have one among ourselves. 

But we have a very difficult neighbour who 
refuses to enter into dialogue with us and prefers 
to visit Warsaw and to make statements in accor
dance with the terms of the Warsaw Pact. He 
refuses to recognise the threat from the Warsaw 
Pact. He refuses to recognise the threat of inter
national terrorism. In a recent speech he 
absolved certain countries known to be responsi
ble for international terrorist campaigns from 
any blame whatsoever. 

Mr. President, the Rapporteur had the 
extremely difficult task of showing that within 
the Atlantic Alliance there is one government 
with which it is even more difficult to negotiate 
than with certain governments in the Warsaw 
Pact. 

fhe PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Freeson. 

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom).- I was in 
doubt about whether I was to be called, Mr. 
President. My observations will be brief. This 
is a good report. Although I could comment on 
a number of details I shall not do so. My pur
pose in speaking is to express my concern that 
the recommendation makes no reference to arms 
trading into the Middle East. I find that sur
prising. 

When one considers what is going on in the 
Middle East and considers the sources from 
which military hardware used by various states 
and by terrorists comes, one considers it aston
ishing that such a report does not deal with it. 

Billions of dollars' worth of equipment each 
year is poured into Middle East states by govern
ments which we represent here, as well as by 
many other governments unconnected with 
WEU. If we continue to make statements and 
to produce good and balanced reports about such 
problems without attending to the specific issue 
of arms trading in which our governments and 
our industries are involved in a massive way -
and in which they have been involved for many 
years - I must be blunt and say that we are being 
hypocritical. 

We shall be hypocritical if we do not pay spe
cific attention to this issue. We are talking 
about something that is criminal. We are 
acceding to something which is criminal. It is 
criminal that we are failing to take action. 

Arms trading, not only in the Middle East but 
in other areas, is no longer marginal in terms of 
threats of law, threats of instability or of aggres
sion from various quarters by different states, 
whether in the Middle East or, potentially, 
elsewhere. It is no longer marginal for our 
economies. Once upon a time arms trading was 
marginal, alongside our own activities concerned 
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with our own national defence arrangements and 
our own economies. Today, arms trading - and 
arms production specifically - is conducted on 
such a massive scale in some instances that if we 
do not do something to redirect resources soon 
we shall risk wrecking our economies when we 
finally come round to reducing arms levels 
throughout the world. 

I do not say that lightly. It is as serious as 
that. The type of economic activity in each of 
our countries and elsewhere is so powerful a gen
erator of economic and research activity that if 
we were to take any significant steps to reduce 
arms production we would do serious damage 
and disrupt our economies. 

I do not say that we have reached that stage 
yet, but we are at serious risk of doing so within 
the decade, and any analysis of the level or the 
nature of arms production in any modem coun
try will show evidence of this. Any study into 
interrelationships between arms production and 
other elements of our economy - that are nor
mally categorised as civil elements - will show 
clear evidence of that. This is very serious for 
us, but more immediately it is serious for peace 
in the Middle East and the Mediterranean. Let 
us take some kind of action in this Assembly - if 
not today, as early as possible on a future occa
sion - to do something about it, otherwise we 
may talk about peace but we shall never achieve 
it. 

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

Mr. BERGER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and gentle
men, a brief comment on what the last speaker 
had to say: as a German representative I can but 
call on all members of this Assembly to join with 
their colleagues at home in considering whether 
it would not be possible for them to introduce 
legislation controlling weapons of war, as we 
have done in the Federal Republic. 

But I do not think that this alone will solve the 
problem of these arms supplies. The interna
tional arms trade today is definitely a buyers' 
market: those engaged in conflicts can obtain 
whatever weapons they want. We shall not be 
able to curb this through government measures 
to the point where conflicts are neutralised. 

I should now like to go back to our report and 
thank the Rapporteur once again for the work he 
has done. In general, it has been very highly 
praised today. I should like to associate myself 
with this praise. I also want to refer to what Mr. 
Muller said this morning. I will try to be as 
brief as possible. 
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A very wise admiral of a N TO unit once said 
to me that, if I wanted to put the cohesion of the 
western alliance to the test, I hould do so not on 
the central front of NATO, our western alliance, 
but on its flanks. I think he was right. The 
whole report on the Meditet1ranean that we are 
now considering reflects the same view. The 
unfortunate thing is that the Soviet Union is try
ing all three things: it is permanently and con
stantly testing the cohesion of the alliance on the 
central front with one initiative after another, 
including arms initiatives, and also on both the 
northern and southern flanks of the alliance. It 
is precisely because of this that we in WEU must 
pay due attention to these problems on NATO's 
flanks and together find solutions to them. 

We can say with genuine r~gret that the Medi
terranean is no longer a westdm mare nostrum as 
it was ten or fifteen years ag~. The presence of 
the Soviet fleet in the Me iterranean has not 
been without repercussions and it has also 
increased the instability tha has always been a 
feature of this region. Convjersely, this instabil
ity has caused the Soviet Ulnion to step up its 
efforts to gain a foothold thtre. 

On the other hand, we c~ say with satisfac
tion that the Soviet Union pas not so far suc
ceeded in creating genuine bases in the Mediter
ranean from which it could operate far more 
effectively than it can at present. 

I should also point out that Europe is, of 
course, partly to blame for some of this instabil
ity, the causes of which I do not want to analyse 
now - this has been done in quite excellent 
fashion in the report. This too gives Europe 
some responsibility. But u9-like Mr. Milani, to 
whom I listened carefully thi~ morning, I believe 
we can only influence these t~1ings within the alli-
ance. 1 

Something that again struf.k me this morning 
was that those who hamper r even reject co-op
eration with the United Sta s of America from 
time to time are evidently t e same people who 
are most outspoken in their qriticism of the inde
pendent decisions taken' by the United 
States. Somehow or o1her that is not 
consistent. You cannot' complain about 
Europe's weakness and at the same time call for 
an increase in its influence outside the 
alliance. That is a contradiction in terms. It 
cannot be denied that there are, always have 
been and will continue to be, conflicts of interest 
within alliances. 

The Soviet Union wants political influence in 
this zone. It shows the military· flag there to 
gain this political influence. As I have already 
said, it has not yet been as successful as it might 
have wished. It has, thank God, not yet suc
ceeded in gaining a real footl)old on the southern 
coast of the Mediterranean. I On the contrary, its 
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position there - in some respects at least - has 
even deteriorated compared with past decades. 

Clearly, the Soviet Union is also uninterested 
in political solutions to the conflict situations in 
that part of the world. Quite the contrary, it is 
keeping all the fires there, all these epicentres of 
conflict smouldering, so that it can fan the flames 
at any time to suit its policy. 

I believe the West must draw two conclusions 
from this situation. First, we must continue to 
maintain an adequate military presence, and in 
this respect Spain's continued membership of 
NATO is to be welcomed - a traditional mari
time power which will strengthen forces in the 
Mediterranean. Second, we must increase the 
co-operation between the navies of the NATO 
countries, which are subject to integration, and 
France. 

And there is something else we must do, as 
Mr. Kittelmann has made very clear in his 
report: we must increase our political influence 
with a view to stabilising this zone. We shall 
not be able to do this without a programme that 
is also capable of solving this region's economic 
problems, lest certain peoples or countries use 
these economic problems as an excuse to seek 
refuge in neutrality or reliance on the Soviet 
Union. 

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

Mr. VERYVAKIS (Observer from Greece). -
Thank you, Mr. President, for giving me the 
opportunity to address the parliamentary Assem
bly of WEU. It is an opportunity to bring to 
you the salutations of the Greek parliament. 
Yours is a unique body, which examines the 
problems of the defence of the world but, in par
ticular, those of Western Europe. 

I confess that in coming to the step of the 
Assembly, I was moved not only by a desire to 
exercise a duty but also for the special interest in 
the discussion on the problems of security in the 
Mediterranean. To my mind many parts of the 
report need to be further discussed and strength
ened by elements. Nevertheless, it is an inter
esting report. I have some questions and per
haps objections about the way in which the 
situation is perceived in the sensitive triangle of 
the eastern flank of the Mediterranean. I want 
especially to examine the local situation and the 
difficulties created over the last few years. I will 
not refer to all of the problems, because I do not 
have the time. However, I wish especially to 
refer to the problem of the Greek islands, 
Athens, FIR and the problem of Greek-Turkish 
relations and so many others. All of these will 
require further discussion. 
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The situation in Cyprus and the possible solu
tions there are at the heart of the problem. 
There is also the complexity of relations between 
Athens, Ankara and Nicosia. The difficulties 
contained in the six to twelve miles of the 
Aegean Sea, the continental shelf of the Aegean, 
and the American bases, need much more 
examination. It is not my purpose to deal with 
all of these matters now, and I will not do what 
my colleague, Mr. Inan, of Turkey, did when he 
seemed to suggest that Greece was a kind of 
friend of war that refused to discuss the 
problems. It is well known that all Greek gov
ernments want only to see respect for interna
tional law. 

I have some questions to put to the 
Rapporteur relating to the topics dealt with in 
the report. The report refers to " conflict or 
conflicts " in the area. I am not sure that in his 
examination the Rapporteur has fully examined 
the legal and moral rights that are involved. It 
is these that are described as conflicts. Here it is 
necessary to ask who is the offender and who is 
being offended. We have to examine the causes 
that create conflict if we are to improve Euro
pean security. 

I come now to consider the recognition of the 
moral and legal rights of a member country and 
its responsibility for national as well as collective 
security. 

Article 5 of the NATO treaty does not provide 
for what would happen in the event of an attack 
against a member state by another member 
state. What would be the attitude of other 
countries? 

Because of political ill-treatment on the part of 
some countries, we lack defenders. Does the 
Rapporteur wish the question of the dialogue 
between Turkey and Greece to be in the frame 
referred to as international law? This would 
give an immediate answer to the problem. 

I want to refer to Mr. Kittelmann's report 
dealing with Cyprus and would like to give some 
facts about the current state of the initiative of 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations. 
The Secretary-General is not acting as a media
tor but is exercising his good offices. Therefore, 
he does not present his proposals for a solution 
but tries to bridge the views of the two sides. 

Many previous documents that he has pro
duced have been rejected by the Turkish 
side. For example, there was the document pre
sented by the Secretary-General in April 1985, 
which was accepted by the Cyprus Govern
ment. 

As to the most recent document of the Secre
tary-General... 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Veryvakis, please bring your remarks to a·close. 
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Mr. VERYV AK.IS (Observer from Greece). -
May I have one more minute please? I do not 
wish to abuse your courtesy. 

The PRESIDENT.- Go ahead. 

Mr. VERYVAK.IS (Observer from Greece). -
In effect, Mr. Denktash, while accepting the doc
ument, has qualified his acceptance in his letter 
addressed to the Secretary-General by insisting 
that Turkish troops should remain in Cyprus, 
that there should be the retention of a unilateral 
right of intervention by Turkey in Cyprus and by 
a refusal to agree to the effective implementation 
of human rights over the whole territory of 
Cyprus. 

The Government of Cyprus considers these 
issues crucial, since the crux of the Cyprus prob
lem is that part of Cyprus is under Turkish 
occupation. In its reply to the Secretary
General it has expressed the wish that before it 
gives its views on detailed constitutional issues 
the following three vital points should be 
resolved - one, the withdrawal of the troops of 
occupation; two, the settlement of the issue of 
the fundamental right of freedom of movement 
and three, the right to property. 

To my mind, the Cyprus Government should, 
with the Greek Government, assist this attempt 
at reaching a solution by accepting these condi
tions. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We wel
come the presence of observers from countries 
which are members and friends of the Atlantic 
Alliance but not members ofWEU, and are very 
interested to hear what they have to say, but 
allow me in simple and friendly terms to ask 
everyone to comply with the rules that the 
Assembly and its members obey and without 
which we would never conclude our work in rea
sonable time. I ask you all, observers and mem
bers of parliament, to make this effort and I 
would be grateful if you would take care to 
respect this. 

I call Sir Frederic Bennett. 

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
On a point of order, Mr. President. It was with 
much difficulty that I restrained myself during 
the speech of Mr. Veryvakis. Those of us who 
are full members of the Assembly and have taken 
an active part in welcoming observers here must 
ask that they observe the same rules as apply to 
all others. That must apply to anyone. On a 
future occasion, unless you say that you have 
granted an exemption from the time-limits to a 
speaker, we shall not be so patient. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The debate 
is closed. 
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We shall now proceed to vote on the draft 
recommendation contained i(n Document 1060 
and amendments. 

I call Mr. Cox. 

Mr. COX (United Kingdom).- On a point of 
order, Mr. President. I wish1to move the refer
ence back of the report under Rule 32. This is a 
major report and all of us who have experience 
of legislation and committee ~eports feel that the 
Defence Committee should be fully in support of 
this report. I am a member :or this committee, 
which met this morning, and I can tell you that 
when it was voted upon there !were no fewer than 
eleven abstentions. That is a clear indication of 
the views of the committee. There have been 
many speeches during this debate, including one 
by my friend Mr. Freeson, clearly outlining the 
feelings of members. He had several points to 
make about the report and !similar comments 
have been made by others. <J>n those grounds, I 
respectfully request a reference back. 

The PRESIDENT (TranslJtion). - In accor
dance with Rule 32 to which you have referred, a 
motion for reference back tq> committee takes 
priority over the remainder I of the debate. I 
shall therefore put Mr. Cox's motion for refer
ence back to the committee tq the vote and give 
the floor to one speaker against before requesting 
the committee's opinion. 

I call Mr. Cavaliere. 

Mr. CA V ALIERE (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlem~n, we could have 
considered Mr. Cox's suggestion if it had been 
made immediately after the presentation of the 
report, but following such a fuJl presentation and 
debate covering the whole sp~ctrum of possible 
reactions I think such a request must be 
rejected. We have before u~ all the elements 
needed to form a judgment on Mr. Kittlemann's 
report and it is immaterial Whether the report 
was approved with eleven abstentions. This is 
the democratic process. I Vl[ould have under
stood if there had been a large number of votes 
against, but an abstention is not a vote 
against. We should therefor~ proceed with our 
consideration of the amendments and with the 
final vote on the draft recommendation. 

The PRESIDENT (Transla~ion). - I call the 
Chairman of the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments. 

Mr. K.ITTELMANN (Federkl Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, although I 
hold Mr. Cox in high regard,l I must point out 
that the report we are now discussing was 
approved in committee by sixteen votes for, no 
votes against and three abst~ntions. What he 
has referred to is a supplem~ntary report, dis-
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cussed early this morning, to the report by Mr. 
van der W erff, which will be considered 
tomorrow. The report on which we are now 
about to vote was unanimously approved in 
committee in Venice. What Mr. Cox refers to is 
an addendum to Mr. van der Werff's report on 
terrorism. I assume that now you have heard 
this explanation you will want to withdraw your 
request that the report be referred back. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - There 
seems to be a misunderstanding, Mr. Cox. 

I call Mr. Cox. 

Mr. COX (United Kingdom).- I note the com
ments by Mr. Kittelmann. I apologise if my fig
ures were wrong, but that still does not detract 
from the motion that the matter be referred back 
which I have moved. I do so on the grounds 
that I have already made clear. Many points 
are critical of the report. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - You there
fore maintain your motion for reference back to 
committee, though this is not supported by the 
committee. 

The Chairman of the committee is entitled to 
intervene in the debate if he so wishes and I call 
him, although an exchange of views has already 
taken place. 

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, I merely 
raised a point of order just now to correct a 
mistake. After explaining that a misunder
standing had occurred here, I had hoped that the 
motion would be withdrawn and we could save 
ourselves this trouble. I would also point out 
that hardly any voices were raised against the 
report during the debate. The only criticisms 
were - as usual - of details, and I therefore 
believe the vote can be taken on the report today. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I put Mr. 
Cox's motion for reference back to the commit
tee of the report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments and draft recommen
dation, Document 1060 and amendments, to the 
vote by sitting and standing. 

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

The motion for reference back to committee is 
agreed to. 

The report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments and the draft recom
mendation are therefore referred back to com
mittee. 
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I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
On a point of order, Mr. President. Under Rule 
26, explanation of vote, I voted not to refer the 
matter back because I had heard the explanation 
and heard Mr. Cox's argument wholly 
demolished. Had Mr. Cox been right and had 
there been eleven abstentions I should have sup
ported him. But it was made clear by the Chair
man of the committee that Mr. Cox had been 
given wholly wrong information, and for that 
reason I voted that we should not refer this back. 

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

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom).- On a 
point of order, Mr. President. I, too, wish to 
make an explanation of my vote under the same 
rule. 

I wish to make it clear that I voted against the 
reference back in support of our Rapporteur and 
his excellent work over a long period of time. It 
is wholly inappropriate that the Turkish-Greek 
dispute should have been brought into the debate 
in the way that it was. It was a discourtesy to 
our Turkish observers that the debate should 
have been turned into a Turkish-Greek 
squabble. I thought that to refer the report back 
would be an insult to our Turkish friends and 
NATO allies and extremely damaging to the 
work of the Assembly. That is why I voted as I 
did. 

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

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - On a 
point of order, Mr. President. Since we are pur
suing the debate by another means, I must 
explain why I did not accept that the only points 
raised today were either matters of detail or mat
ters involving the Turkish-Greek dispute over 
either the Aegean or Cyprus. 

I do not intend to make any comment on 
Turkish-Greek relationships or about Cyprus, 
but I hope that whatever view is taken it will be 
accepted that the omission of any reference to 
massive arms trading into the Middle East by 
our member governments as well as others from 
this important report is extremely serious. 

I must urge that, the vote having been taken 
with the matter going back to the committee, at 
least that major omission will be given serious 
study ·and reported upon when the subject is 
again before the committee. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The debate 
is closed, the report having been referred back to 
committee by duly recorded vote. 
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5. Canadian-European co-operation 
in high technology 

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and 

AerosJHICe Questions and vote on the draft recommendation, 
Doe. 1053 and amendment) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the presentation of and debate 
on the report of the Committee on Scientific 
Technological and Aerospace Questions o~ 
Canadian-European co-operation in high tech
nology and vote on the draft recommendation, 
Document 1053 and amendment. 

In the absence of the Rapporteur Mr. Hill 
Mr. Wilkinson, the Chairman of the ~ommittee' 
has agreed to take his place. ' 

I call Mr. Wilkinson. 

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom). - I 
must apologise for the absence of our 
Rapporteur, Mr. Hill, on important parliamen
tary business in the United Kingdom. In his 
absence, he has requested me to present Docu
~en~ 1053 on Canadian-European co-operation 
m hi~ technology - a report which was passed 
unammously by the Committee on Scientific 
Technological and Aerospace Questions. ' 

After the previous debate it is a pleasure to 
have the opportunity to present to the Assembly 
a report which I hope will be wholly uncontentious 
and which will not lead to prolonged difficult 
and acrimonious debate. I am deeply aware 
that during this part-session our order of busi
ness has suffered because many of the items have 
proved to take far longer to deal with than had 
been intended. I am also aware that we have 
further important business to discuss, especially 
some amendments to Mr. Amadei's report on 
disarmament. 

The visit of the Committee on Scientific 
Technological and Aerospace Questions to Can: 
ada from 22nd October to 1st November last 
year encompassed a journey from Newfoundland 
right through the country to Vancouver. It was 
an extremely timely visit. Following the elec
tion of Mr. Mulroney's government we were 
keen to estabish contact with our opp~site num
bers in Canada and to seek to advance the cause 
of co-operation with our Canadian allies in the 
NATO alliance. 
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cially in space, communications and sea 
sciences. That is why we "fent, and the visit 
was extremely successful. In that connection I 
must pay tribute to the work of our retiring 
Clerk, Mr. Huigens, for his ~dministration and 
organisation of the visit. · 

The main body of the report speaks for 
itsel£ It is essentially descri~tive, it has all the 
facts relevant to the visit, and there is nothing 
contentious in that part. I simply refer to the 
preamble of the recommendation and to the 
recommendation itself. First, Canada is a 
member, as we are, of a number of organisations 
such as NATO, OECJ? and t4e European Space 
Agency. I have mentiOned th~t Canada is in the 
forefront in a number of technical subjects. 
One tha~ should be mentionecJ is nuclear power, 
because Its Candu reactors ha~e been operational 
for some time. 

We have been especially gl~d in our Commit
tee o~ Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Qu~stwns that for so many years, especially fol
lowmg the successful Municlh symposium on 
space, we have promoted an active, vigorous and 
expanding space programme, and we have 
valued the contribution whiqh the Canadians 
with their associate status, llave made to th~ 
work_ of the European Space Agency. Therefore, 
the VISI~ to Spar Aerospace, foil example, which is 
responsible for the procuremept and integration 
of all spacecraft hardware, was a particularly 
fruitful part of our visit. 

Moving to the recommend~tions proper I do 
not believe that members of the Assembly' need 
!O take issue with any of thlm. We are very 
mterested in the possibility - nd we go no fur
ther - of the participation of · anada in projects 
sponsored by the IEPG. 

I 

We are conscious that shch participation 
should be favoured with reciprocity from our 
Canadian friends. We do no~ want the transat
lantic two-way street to be further imbalanced by 
lack of reciprocity by the Canadians. We want 
the association of Canada wfth the European 
Space Agency to be enhance« and prolonged. 
A~ove ~ll, we want ~he range of programmes 
with which Canada might be involved to be sub-
stantially enlarged. I 

We also mentioned the potential benefits to 
our Canadian friends of the I Ariane launcher 

We have all felt for a long time that it would sy~tem: Lo_oki~g _beyond that system, the corn-
be in Canada's interests and in our own if Can- mittee IS active m Its encouragement of the Euro-
a~ w~re able to achieve a balanced relationship pean Space Agency and its 'tudies into land 
With Its large and powerful neighbour to the space vehicles. I am talking of reusable vehicles 
south, the United States, and with its Western such as Hermes which will be carried on Ariane 
European allies. We, too, have long been 5 and Hotol - horizontal takeroff and landing. 
enthusiastic about the idea of forging closer We are also interested in the possibility of 
co-operation with the Canadians, to our mutual Canadian co-operation with Eureka, but we 
a~vantage, because they have a number ofindus- realise that this is a so111ewhat sensitive 
tnes that are at the forefront of technology, espe- issue. We do not want to upset member coun-
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Mr. Wilkinson (continued) 

tries of the organisation which are at the fore
front of the promotion of Eureka by suggesting 
that the Canadians should have too large a share 
in what is an essentially European high techno
logy generating strategy. 

Our Canadian friends are active in hydroelec
tricity, telecommunications and nuclear 
power. We want them, as a matter of routine, 
to procure more hardware from Europe than 
they have in the past. 

I congratulate my colleague Mr. Hill on his 
work. The Canadians have now issued a space 
strategy which provides $123 million in funding 
to science and technology via the communica
tions agencies to the year 2001 for expanding 
participation by the Canadians on the earth 
resources remote-sensing satellite system -
ERS-1 - L-Sat, now known as Olympus, and the 
French Hermes programme. 

Interestingly, our Canadian friends are to pro
vide, under the new strategy, $55 million in 
funding for the Canadian astronaut programme 
and $70 million for space science. The second 
Canadian payload specialist, Mr. MacLean, is to 
test the space vision system on a future shuttle 
mission. A Canadian crew is envisaged for a 
third mission to focus on life sciences. The 
names of the individuals have not yet been 
designated. As you will know, Mr. President, 
the Canadian astronaut, Mr. Garneau, was the 
first Canadian payload specialist to fly on a shut
tle back in October 1984. 

The visit was thoroughly worthwhile. I hope 
that our Canadian friends might be able to come 
here on occasions to attend and observe our 
debates. They were most hospitable to us in the 
federal parliament in Ottawa and in provincial 
parliaments such as Quebec and Toronto. 

Mr. Mulroney's administration, now that it 
has decided to enhance its contribution to Euro
pean defence by an extra battalion of men for the 
defence of Western Europe and the modernisation 
of its air component by the entry into service of 
the F-18 Hornet aircraft and the withdrawal of 
the F-104 units, shows that Canadian-European 
co-operation in terms of security policy and of 
high technology is alive, well and active. I hope 
that you, Mr. President, and members of the 
Assembly, will feel that our committee played its 
part. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
for presenting the report, Mr. Wilkinson. May I 
join you in congratulating Mr. Hill, to whom I 
would ask you kindly to convey the thanks of our 
Assembly. 

The debate is open. 

I call Sir John Osborn. 
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Sir John OSBORN (United Kingdom).- I con
gratulate the new Chairman of the committee 
and I thank him for introducing Mr. Hill's report 
in a constructive and positive way. If I catch 
your eye later, Mr. President, I shall try to define 
what should concern a science, technology and 
aerospace committee of WEU as against the sci
ence and technology committee connected with 
the Council of Europe. 

It would be valuable if some ofthe recommen
dations, including the modification by Mr. Hill 
and Mr. Spies von Biillesheim - Amendment 1 -
were to be discussed by Canadian members of 
parliament who are concerned about defence 
issues. Obviously Canada has its own relation
ship with the United States of America and its 
own relationship with European countries 
through its traditions and history. 

I much enjoyed the informative visit by the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aero
space Questions to Canada in the early 
autumn. We were rather surprised to land in 
snow when we arrived at Newfoundland. 

The Canadians forgot that we were a Western 
European Union committee concerned with 
those aspects of science which are directly and 
indirectly connected with defence. Some mem
bers of the committee were disappointed at the 
emphasis on science and technology matters at 
the expense of aerospace matters and technical 
aspects of defence strategy. 

I confess that as Chairman of the Joint Com
mittee for Scientific Co-operation of the Council 
of Europe and as Chairman of the British parlia
mentary group for energy studies I found the 
visit constructive and informative and fully illus
trative of the importance of committees from 
WEU and the Council of Europe visiting the 
United States and Canada, which I first visited 
in an industrial context thirty-five years ago. 

I shall concentrate on the non-defence issues 
of the visit rather than on the defence issues. 
Canada has bountiful sources of energy. It has 
surpluses of coal, natural gas and electricity, par
ticularly hydroelectricity. As the committee 
learnt in its discussions with Dr. Stuart, Chair
man of the Science Council of Canada, the coun
try has come to realise the importance to its 
future prosperity of science and technology and 
of the role that it can play in restoring the com
petitiveness of Canada's traditional industries. 

Canadians have attended the Council of 
Europe's debates on OECD. Under Mr. 
Thacher, who was with us in Tokyo, and under 
Mr. Jack Ellis, they have been in close touch with 
the Science and Technology Committee of the 
Council of Europe. It is not beyond the bounds 
of possibility that the next European scientific 
conference will be held in Canada. There are 
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Sir John Osborn (continued) 

difficulties, but if they were overcome that might 
be possible. 

Obviously, oil is an important subject, and the 
huge reserves in the Arctic Circle off Newfound
land were one of the main points of our visit. 
But Canada is also interested in synthetic fuel 
development be it from coal or natural gas or 
even from the growth of alternative crops to 
grain which are in surplus. This was important 
ten years ago on a committee visit that I then 
attended, although it is obviously less important 
now at a time when there are oil surpluses. 

I want to concentrate on the James Bay project 
of Hydro-Quebec. This was talked about in 
1974. The first phase of some 25,000 MW has 
now been completed, and at the turn of the cen
tury Quebec will be producing for about six mil
lion people enough electricity by hydroelectric 
means - that is, cheap means - as is required for 
the population of the United Kingdom. 
Obviously, the sale of electricity is of impor
tance. 

The one problem that we should look at in Mr. 
Hill's report is the recommendation on " a most
favoured attitude to European research, develop
ment and production". In science and techno
logy, there is a need to clarify the extent to which 
Canada wishes to co-operate with European 
friends as against the United States. There is a 
relationship that only they can understand. 

The second matter about which I am con
cerned relates to the implications for European 
scientific manpower. We discussed Canada's 
requirements for some 20,000 young scientists, 
of whom about only 8,000 were obtained 
locally. I hope that this will not lead to a brain 
drain. But this has always been a danger. 
Indeed, about forty years ago, I might well have 
been part of the European brain drain in the first 
instance had not other circumstances prevented 
me from emigrating to Canada. 

The impression that I gained during the com
mittee's visit to Canada, which I have been seek
ing to convey in this speech, is that Europe could 
gain much from collaboration with Canada in 
respect of advanced technology. Canada's 
defence policy is governed by the policy of self
interest, as outlined by Mr. Hill in paragraph 151 
of his report. Such a concept should inspire 
Canada and Europe to come together in relation 
to advanced technology to the benefit of each 
other. As the red light is on, I shall end on that 
theme. 

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

I call the Chairman of the committee. 
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Mr. WILKINSON (Unit~d Kingdom). - I 
thank my colleague Sir John tsborn for filling in 
areas that I had not fully des ribed. He has put 
the report in the context of uropean high-tech 
co-operation as a whole, in V{hich he has played 
an active and leading part. ;That said, I simply 
wish to commend the repprt. We shall, of 
course, later consider an amendment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Com
mittee on Scientific, Techn~logical and Aero
space Questions has presented a draft recom
mendation contained in Document 1053. 

Mr. Hill and Mr. Spies van Biillesheim have 
tabled Amendment 1 which reads: 

1. Leave out paragraph !3 of the operative 
text of the draft recommendation and insert: 

"To consider favourably cqnnections of Cana
dian firms and research! institutions with 
Eureka projects; " · 

I call Mr. Wilkinson, Chairman of the com
mittee, to move the amendrrtent. 

Mr. WILKINSON (Unitedlx.ingdom).- In the 
absence of Mr. Spies von Biillesheim and Mr. 
Hill, I have been asked to introduce Amendment 
1. It is designed to tidy up the wording and to 
make it clear that we wish nqthing formal other 
than that consideration should take place of con
nections between Canadian firms and research 
institutes with such projects as may emerge 
under the Eureka programm~. The sponsors of 
this amendment feel that the1 wording would be 
more appropriate, and I gather that this is the 
view of the Governments of the Federal Repub
lic of Germany and the Un~ted Kingdom. In 
that sense I commend the amendment to the 
Assembly. 

The PRESIDENT (Transl~tion). - Does any
one wish to speak against thf amendment? ... 

I assume that the committee, represented by 
its Chairman, is also in agreement with the 
amendment. 

I now put Amendment 1 bbled by Mr. Hill 
and Mr. Spies von Biillesheim to the vote. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and stand-
ing) 1 

Amendment 1 is agreed to. 

The Assembly now has to vote on the draft 
recommendation contained ir Document 1053 
as amended. 

In accordance with Rule 34 of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly vo~es by sitting and 
standing unless five represe~tatives or substi
tutes present in the chamber! request a vote by 
roll-call. 

Does anyone request a vote by roll-call? ... 
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No. We shall therefore take the vote by sit
ting and standing. 

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

The amended draft recommendation is 
adopted 1• 

6. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first annual 
report of the Council 

(Resumed debate on the report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments, 

Doe. 1059 and amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the resumed debate on the 
report of the Committee on Defence Questions 
an.d Armaments on disarmament - reply to the 
thtrty-first annual report of the Council, Docu
ment 1059 and amendments. 

Yesterday evening, the representatives down 
to speak in the debate withdrew their requests 
but since then I have received a request from Sir 
Frederic Bennett whom I now call. 

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
My remarks shall be very brief. I draw atten
tion to what I shall say in the context of what I 
could not have said before we heard the 
ministers. During five ministerial speeches we 
have been totally unable to obtain any definite 
information in relation to the NATO force goals 
on . chemical warfare. As I am speaking, I 
beheve that a debate on this subject is continuing 
in the parliament of at least one member 
state. Yet in this document we are being asked 
to come to some definite conclusions - in some 
cases quite contrary to what our own govern
ment have decided. 

Secondly, questions from myself and my col
leagues from all political parties have failed to 
elicit any specific answer from any minister 
about whether we do or do not believe that the 
Soviet Union has breached the provisions of the 
non-ratified SALT 11 treaty. Each time one has 
pursued the argument one has received an eva
sive answer, because no one is sure whether 
breaches of this non-ratified treaty have occurred 
by the Soviet Union that would excuse the 
United States from pursuing the SALT 11 
agreement. I am not pursuing the argument 
whether it has or has not. Even with the benefit 
of hearing more ministerial speeches than I have 
heard in eleven years in WEU, many of us still 
do not know the answer to very simple questions. 
In those circumstances, and, I hope, to prevent a 
second speech being necessary, I should like to 

I. See page 45. 
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recall that, last night, we spent many hours on 
procedural matters considering whether there 
was a quorum and how it would be met. 

Paragraph 2 of Rule 36 states: 

" All votes other than votes by roll-call shall be 
valid, whatever the number of representatives 
or substitutes present, unless, at the request of 
a representative or substitute before the voting 
has begun, the President has ascertained that 
the number of representatives or substitutes 
who have signed the register of attendance is 
less than a quorum. " 

In a single short speech, I must say that, to the 
best of my knowledge, there is no such 
quorum. Therefore, we cannot proceed with 
the vote either on the amendments or on the 
recommendation. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
Sir Frederic. I have noted your request about 
the quorum which I shall answer at the end of 
the debate which is not yet closed because I now 
have to ask the Chairman and the Rapporteur of 
the committee if they wish to answer all mem
bers who have spoken on the draft recommenda
tion. 

I call Mr. Kittelmann. 

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, my apolo
gies, please give me a moment, because I had to 
leave quite suddenly and did not expect the 
report to be called so quickly. 

I believe the Rapporteur, Mr. Amadei, 
explained his report in detail this morning, that 
the debate which took place was a heated one 
and that certain major sections were approved 
while others were not. Consequently, as the 
majority of the committee recommends the 
adoption of this report, the committee has 
nothing further to add. 

The P~ESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Mr. Chatrman. 

I now come to the question raised by Sir 
Frederic Bennett about the quorum. A check 
shows that thirty-seven members are present and 
have signed the register of attendance in accor
dance with the Rules of Procedure. I therefore 
announce, as is my duty, that there is no quorum 
and that, in accordance with the Rules of Proce
dure, I cannot put the amendments or the draft 
recommendation to the vote. The text never
theless remains on the order of business for this 
part-session and I therefore propose to include it 
in the orders of the day for tomorrow morning. 
I will therefore call upon members of the Assem
bly to vote on this draft at that time. 

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg. 
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Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
On a point of order, Mr. President. Paragraph 3 
of Rule 36 states: 

" In the absence of a quorum, the vote shall be 
postponed. It may be taken at any time once 
there is a quorum. Any matter on which it 
has not been possible to vote before the end of 
the part-session in the absence of a quorum 
shall be referred to the Presidential Commit
tee. " 

Are you saying, Mr. President, that you will put 
the vote tomorrow morning and, in the absence 
of a quorum, the matter shall be referred to the 
Presidential Committee? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - With the 
assistance of the members of the Assembly who 
will help him to find the necessary wisdom in his 
judgment, the President will take a decision 
tomorrow, Sir Geoffrey. 

I call Mr. Milani on a point of order. 

Mr. MILAN! (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Presi
dent, I would ask you to check the exact wording 
of the rules. On the point of order raised by Sir 
Frederic Bennett, you considered it proper to 
check that there was a quorum by consulting the 
signatures in the register, and noted that there 
was no quorum. However if this applies to the 
debate in progress, it must also apply to the pre
vious debate and vote. It follows that the vote 
on the previous recommendation is invalid. I 
do not believe that the signatures were with
drawn specifically for the vote we were preparing 
to take - the signatures in the register were the 
same all the time! I ask you to give a proper 
ruling on this point. If it is sufficient to raise a 
point of order in order to cause all the docu
ments presented to fall we shall all adopt that 
procedure and there will no longer be any need 
to pursue the work of the Assembly ... ! 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Milani, 
you are an experienced parliamentarian and you 
. know that the Rules of Procedure are the same in 
all parliaments. At the previous vote, no mem
ber asked for the quorum to be checked and it 
was therefore wholly valid. The quorum is 
checked only if a member asks for it prior to 
voting. Unfortunately, this has now happened 
for your amendments. I am sorry but the vote 
cannot take place. 

Mr. Milani, I have applied the Rules of Proce
dure, that is all. 

Mr. MILAN! (Italy) (Translation). - I am not 
worried about my amendments, for goodness 
sake! It is enough to know the procedure 
because like that no work will get done from now 
on! 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Please, Mr. 
Milani, be reasonable. The rules are clear and 
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precise. The quorum has been challenged and 
we do not have one. 

Mr. MILAN! (Italy) (Translation). - For 
goodness sake, I am an advocate of order. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Milani, 
I do not want to have to call you to order. A 
moment ago I listened to you when you were 
speaking. I am now answering you and you pre
tend you cannot hear. This is not very polite 
towards a President who is trying to apply the 
rules and at the same time to be helpful as I was 
a moment ago when I decided that the question 
would stay on the orders of the day for the part
session and put it down for tomorrow. You 
might possibly have asked me for your business 
to come at the end of this part-session which 
would also have been possible but you did not do 
so. I cannot accept being accused of ulterior 
motives when I apply the Rules of Procedure. 

It has been so decided and the decision of the 
Assembly is correct. 

I call Mr. Cavaliere on a point of order. 

Mr. CA V ALIERE (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. 
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President, I agree with your decision, but I would 
like to point out that the present situation places 
the Assembly in the difficult position of not 
being able to decide anything further. That 
being the case, it would be a good idea to adjourn 
the sitting this evening. 

We have had the pleasure of listening to five 
members of government, ministers and under
secretaries and all that followed. It is indeed a 
great pleasure to have so many ministers and 
under-secretaries in our midst, but in these cir
cumstances we should arrange for some addi
tional sittings and organise things so that govern
ment personalities address the Assembly at 
night. This would ensure that the majority of 
delegates were present and would enable the 
Assembly to proceed regularly with its own work 
according to the normal timetable . 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I note what 
you say and thank you, Mr. Cavaliere. 

7. Scientific, technological and aerospace 
questions and Western European defence 

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 

Questions, Doe. 1055 arul amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The orders 
of the day now call for the presentation of and 
debate on the report of the Committee on Scien
tific, Technological and Aerospace Questions on 
scientific, technological and aerospace questions 
and Western European defence, Document 1055 
and amendments. 
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I call Mr. Fourre, Rapporteur of the Commit
tee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions. 

Mr. FOURRE (France) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, allow me, 
before beginning the presentation of my report, 
to thank Mr. Huigens in particular, one of the 
most active members of the staff of our Assem
bly and our committee, who has to leave us to 
take a well-earned retirement. I am seizing this 
opportunity to thank him publicly because he 
helped me very actively in drafting this report 
and the one before it. With these words of grati
tude, I associate all the members of the commit
tee and, I am sure, those of this Assembly. 

The report I have to present today is entitled 
scientific, technological and aerospace questions 
and Western European defence. A few months 
ago it did not have that title. At that time the 
intention was to reply to the thirty-first annual 
report of the Council. Unfortunately, as you all 
know, that annual report was not submitted to us 
and the committee was therefore unable to reply 
to it. However, in scientific, technological and 
aerospace questions you all know that something 
new can happen every day: success or failure, or 
a decision that obliges us to face a number of 
questions. For this part-session, the committee 
wished to tackle the problem of European co-op
eration in a number of fields. That is the pur
pose of the report I have the honour to present to 
you and the draft recommendation attached to 
it. 

The object of this document is to review 
efforts at co-operation, in other words to take 
stock of our vital collaboration in the most cru
cial fields, and in particular to try to identify 
future prospects. 

A few months ago, I presented a report on 
information technology in the military field, a 
difficult, wide-ranging subject but a significant 
example of essential European co-operation in 
high technology. One fact is inescapable: infor
mation technology is becoming the biggest indus
trial activity in the West. 

If Europe wants to carry its full weight, it must 
also have a unified attitude and a sustained pol
icy of fundamental and applied research in this 
sector. It must bear in mind that the military 
use of computers cannot be dissociated from 
their civil applications, and there is a divergence 
of views on this in some western countries. 
Europe needs to study the conditions for 
interoperability of computer systems in Western 
European countries. 

We are then faced with a fundamental ques
tion: are we convinced that bringing the eco
nomic decline of Western Europe to a halt 
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depends on achievements in high technology? 
If so, then we have to face the question of the 
successes, but perhaps even more of the weak
nesses, or indeed failures of European co-opera
tion in those fields. 

We should be proud of our achievements: 
Esprit, a programme covering most branches of 
information technology in spite of the budgetary 
difficulties that have arisen in the EEC; 
Megachip, a programme aimed at mastering 
submicronic technology; Race, a programme of 
research and development in advanced commu
nications technologies for Europe; and ECRC, 
the creation of a common computer research lab
oratory for Europe working on computer-assisted 
decision-making. 

Nor should we forget the projects endorsed for 
Eureka, a vital and promising initiative now 
comprising twenty-six projects already approved 
at meetings in Hanover and London. 

Let us, at the same time, be alert to the diffi
culties that still exist, whose causes we know and 
which, though they apply directly in most cases 
to the civil market, affect military applications as 
well. 

The brain drain from Europe is still exces
sive. 

The Americans and the Japanese still make 
intensive use of the results of European univer
sity research. Are we capable of doing the 
same? The fragmentation of European industry 
puts us at a permanent disadvantage. What can 
we do about it? Do governments really want to 
encourage transnationallinks? For the moment 
there are unfortunately no answers to any of 
these questions. 

In the military computer field, we have already 
begun to make proposals to cope with the situa
tion; let me mention two pointing in that 
direction. One is to facilitate the creation of a 
European market for military computers that 
would stimulate the civil market and the other is 
to strengthen our independence in the 
supercomputer field. 

This does mean, of course, that we ought to 
take our thinking on the use of information tech
nology in the military field further by producing 
a second, more detailed and fuller report high
lighting what is at stake, which is not yet realised 
by parliamentarians and their governments. 
However, production of that report is so far 
ruled out because, up to now, it has been impos
sible to establish the necessary contacts for the 
Rapporteur, given the apparent difficulty of cer
tain travel arrangements. 

Clearly, under the heading of scientific, tech
nological and aerospace questions, we must also 
refer to our European co-operation: the configu
ration of the Ariane 5 launcher, for example, 
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European participation in NASA's international 
space station, the Hermes manned space plane, 
the horizontal take-off and landing vehicle, 
Hotol and the Franco-German helicopter. 

Ariane today, unfortunately, has suffered its 
fourth failure, but with fourteen successful 
launches behind it this is no shameful record for 
the engineers, on the contrary. But now, follow
ing the series of American disasters - Challenger 
in January 1986, the Titan rocket in April 1986 
and the Delta rocket in May 1986 - the whole of 
the West is in a parlous plight in space, so we 
have to keep a close watch on this new situa
tion. 

Recently a leader-writer on a French daily 
paper commented: "The United States is per
haps beginning to pay for its insistence on going 
so fast - getting ahead of schedule, in 
fact. Yesterday it wanted to build enormous 
satellites to capture the sun's energy. Today it 
has decided to equip itself with a space defence 
system that all scientists hold to be at the very 
limits of the realistic. " Made in this case about 
the United States, the comment could also be a 
challenge to European countries. 

Europe's best reply is probably not to become 
dispersed, to have clear objectives and to 
mobilise all the energy available. But this also 
depends on our support for common projects 
and even complementary projects and our firm 
opposition to rival projects. From this stand
point there are at least three issues that could 
have serious repercussions on our desire for 
European co-operation. 

The first is illustrated by the questions, con
tinuously on the table in at least two of our coun
tries, but perhaps in others too: Hermes or 
Hotol? Hermes and Hotol - to which my per
sonal answer is: Hertol or Hormes. 

The point is that to achieve the objective of 
space independence, everyone accepts that, on 
top of new developments in the Ariane rocket, 
whose payload lift capabilty has to be increased, 
we have to develop a piloted space launcher and 
a manned space station. So let us have 
resources in proportion to our ambitions in the 
case of the space vehicle and let us demand the 
kind of independence, in the framework of Euro
American space station activities, calculated to 
serve our interests in the future. 

The second issue concerns the European 
fighter aircraft. In my report I noted that this 
project was not progressing as expected. Since 
this report was written things have changed, but 
unfortunately for the worse. 

Everyone here knows about the situation cre
ated by the confirmed existence of two European 
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programmes: the EF A project which is the result 
of the agreement signed in ~urin between the 
Federal Republic of Germanr, the United King
dom, Spain and Italy; and the ACE project - the 
French programme. This universally damaging 
situation has at least had onf positive effect. 

On 28th April last the ministers of the IEPG 
agreed, in order to initiate a special effort of 
co-operation in military aviation, on the need for 
early consultation on operat~onal requirements 
and equivalent replacement I schedules, the de 
facto need for joint research at the earliest stage 
possible and the need to promote co-operation 
among the companies concemed. 

By intensifying the effort o~co-operation in the 
whole of the sector concerned, from research to 
manufacture, via capital equipment and - this is 
the essential thing - by a vi~orous policy drive, 
we could, I am sure, ride out! the " failure " with 
regard to the European fighteli aircraft by keeping 
open" cross-participation" by the EFA and ACE 
programmes. 

I 

The third point relates to tlhe Franco-German 
combat helicopter, where ehormous problems 
remain in terms of cost, delivery times and tech
nical characteristics. Do we have to allow the 
European helicopter industry 1to disappear, to the 
greater profit of its Americah competitors who 
have already got one foot in the door with 
Sikorsky's participation in Westland capital? 

In fact, in European co~op~qttion, particularly 
in armaments, everything $ill remains to be 
done, as , I think these thitee points demon
strate. 

Happily, we see today tha~ defence decision
makers are increasingly awate of the fact that, 
with the potential of science, a close relationship 
is being established between technology and 
strategy: technology in the ~ervice of strategy, 
which is itself defined in terlns of the facilities 
offered by science. 

Defining strategy is not the direct responsibil
ity of your committee. On tpe other hand, con
stantly reminding our colleagues of the impor
tance of technological developments and 
informing ourselves about the ways in which 
they may be harnessed coui be the common 
focus of the work of the Corn ittee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospac Questions. 

That leaves the question ofwhat to do in addi
tion to our own reports and; recommendations. 
There the simple answer is tq ask the Council to 
instruct Agency Ill, the agency for the develop
ment of co-operation in armaments, to initiate 
studies on all these points and do what it usefully 
can under the heading of cofrdination. 

That, Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, is 
the sense of the draft recommendation put before 
you. 
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(Mr. Soe/1, Vice-President of the Assembly, took 
the Chair) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
Mr. Fourre for your very concise report. 

In the debate I call Sir John Osborn. 

Sir John OSBORN (United Kingdom). - I 
want first to congratulate Mr. Fourre not only on 
his report but on his work for the Committee on 
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques
tions, to say nothing of my appreciation of the 
work that he will be doing. I have taken part in 
some of the meetings concerned with his 
report. Unfortunately, however, he was not 
present when I discussed some of his recommen
dations with other members of the com
mittee. That was because of his own personal 
transport problems. But I have made some of 
my views known to him. 

I want also to congratulate the outgoing Chair
man on three years' useful work. I also add my 
thanks to the Clerk, Mr. Huigens, whom I first 
met in 1970 during a visit of members of 
national parliaments to Latin America. For 
that reason, I greatly value some sixteen years of 
close co-operation with him, and his work for the 
committee. 

I congratulate the new Chairman, Mr. 
Wilkinson. I hope too to give some new 
thoughts to our Chairman and to Mr. Fourre on 
the future work of the committee, especially in 
connection with Mr. Fourre's future work. I 
draw their attention especially to my question 
yesterday to Mr. Tindemans on the military 
aspects of space. In my view, WEU should take 
greater interest in these aspects, bearing in mind 
that ESA and Arianespace are, according to the 
terms of their charters, confined to the peaceful 
uses of space. 

The committee's recommendation urges that 
the Council instruct Agency Ill - the agency for 
the development of co-operation in armaments 
set up after the Bonn meeting in April last year -
to carry out certain inquiries. However, I 
should have thought that we ought to know more 
about the terms of reference of the agency and, 
indeed, of the other agencies. I hope very much 
that there will be informal meetings between the 
new Clerk, Mr. de Gou, Mr. Wilkinson and the 
Director of the agency so that we can know about 
its terms of reference and it can perhaps guide us 
on the aspects of science and technology that we 
should study in terms of defence. 

In arms procurement, standards and specifica
tions, WEU will have an increasing role. This 
suggests increased links with NATO. Mention 
is made in the report of participation in IEPG 
and CNAD. In my view the committee should 
have a clearer idea of what we mean by this. 
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The second part of my question to Mr. 
Tindemans referred to the fact that the Commu
nity, through the Commission, was having an 
increasingly active involvement in the industrial 
aspects of the production of armaments - per
haps on standards and procurement. In reply, 
Mr. Tindemans said that this was not the case, 
but in this Assembly a number of members, 
including myself, have been involved in the 
industrial aspects of the provision of arma
ments. Therefore I think that our committee 
should have a clearer idea of where the EEC ends 
and where we take over. 

Then again, there is a Science and Technology 
Committee of the North Atlantic Assembly. Its 
Chairman happens to be a British member of 
parliament, Sir Peter Emery. I have been in 
close touch with him about the parliamentary 
scientific committee of the United Kingdom. I 
should have thought, therefore, that at parlia
mentary level a comparison with what each of· 
the other committees was doing might be a prior
ity that our Rapporteur and Mr. Wilkinson 
would take on. 

This Assembly marks a turn in the affairs of 
WEU, because a reactivation will mean that 
every committee will have to redefine its 
role. In my view, WEU has been reactivated 
because I and others have asked what is our role 
vis-a-vis the other European institutions. I 
share the Minister's view that it will take time. 

I congratulate Mr. Fourre on his report. I 
accept his amended recommendation because it 
highlights our difficulty in competing with the 
United States of America. Therefore, I shall 
fully support the first report on the continuing 
work by Mr. Fourre. 

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

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

I call the Rapporteur. 

Mr. FOURRE (France) (Translation). - I was 
aware of the content of the statement by Sir John 
Osborn, whom I wish to thank for his kind 
words. I also join in his congratulations to our 
ex-Chairman and our new Chairman. 

Sir John Osborn made a number of sugges
tions and I agree with him on the three main 
points he raised. 

He spoke about the need for contact with the 
European Space Agency. Actually that link 
already exists but we need to improve it, even 
though ESA's work is mainly in the civilian 
sphere. In this report as in the previous one, I 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. Fourre (continued) 

note that there is a direct connection between the 
applications of the new technologies in the civil
ian and military fields. I would also stress the 
role of Agency Ill whose activity is also of a prac
tical nature. Like him, I hope that it may be 
even more effective and, perhaps, receive more 
support from the Council. 

As to the suggestions about liaison with the 
other committees of the European institutions, 
we still need to define new opportunities for 
identifying major trends in the context of com
mittee work. In terms of geographical, techni
cal, civil and military delimitation, we need to 
meet and have joint discussions. 

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

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom).- I take 
this opportunity of congratulating the Rapporteur. 
He said: " N'ayons pas peur d'etre fiers de nos 
reussites ". That means that we should not be 
afraid of being proud of our successes. I believe 
that he was successful. He has been one of the 
most consistent members of our committee in 
producing well-researched and forward-looking 
reports. 

I pay tribute too, to my predecessor, Christian 
Lenzer, who was in every way an admirable 
Chairman of our committee, as well as being one 
of the finest linguists in this Assembly. 

Last, but not least, I pay tribute on behalf of 
our committee and personally to our Clerk, Mr. 
Huigens, who, sad to say, is retiring at the end of 
this month. He has been Clerk of the commit
tee for twenty-one years - since its inception in 
1965. He has provided wisdom, expertise, 
unfailing good humour and great patience. He 
has been a pleasure to work with and we have 
been very lucky to have had him associated with 
our work. 

We wish Mr. Huigens and his family well for 
the future. We know that he has a pleasant 
house to go to in the south of France. He most 
assuredly deserves a long and happy retire
ment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We shall 
now proceed to vote on the draft recommenda
tion on scientific, technological and aerospace 
questions and Western European defence, Docu
ment 1055 and amendments. 
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I call Mr. Cavaliere. 

Mr. CA V ALIERE (Italy) (jrranslation). - Mr. 
President, I ask that the quorum be checked. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Your 
request is in order. 

I note that only forty-one members are 
present. There is therefore no quorum and 
there can be no vote. 

As on the previous occasion, I shall retain the 
item on the orders of the day for the part-session 
and I propose that it be postponed to the next 
sitting. The orders of the day for tomorrow will 
therefore include the consideration of two addi
tional reports. 

8. Date, time and ordJrs of the day 
of the next sitting , 

The PRESIDENT (Transl~tion). - I propose 
that the Assembly hold its I next public sitting 
tomorrow morning, Thursd*y, 5th June, at 10 
a.m. with the following orders of the day: 

1. Security and terrorism . - the implications 
for Europe of crises in other parts of the 
world; Opinion of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments (Pres
entation of and debate on the reports of the 
General Affairs Committee and of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments and vote on the draft recom
mendation, Documents 1057 and amend
ment and 1 066). 

2. Scientific, technological and aerospace 
questions and Western. European defence 
(Vote on the draft recommendation, Docu
ment 1055 and amendrents). 

3. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first 
annual report of the C uncil (Vote on the 
draft recommendation Document 1059 
and amendments). 1 

Are there any objections?.;. 

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

Does anyone wish to spealk? ... 

The sitting is closed. 

(The sitting was closed at 5.50 p.m.) 
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3. Change in the membership of a committee. 

4. Security and terrorism - the implications for Europe of 
crises in other parts of the world; Opinion of the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments (Presentation of 
and debate on the reports of the General Affairs Committee 
and of the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments and vote on the draft recommendation, Does. 1057 
and amendment and I 066). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. van der Werff(Rapporteur), 
Mr. Kittelmann (Chairman and Rapporteur of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments), Mr. Berger, 
Mr. Stokes, Mr. Milani, Mr. Freeson, Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg, Mr. Close, Mr. Jessel, Lady Jill Knight, Sir Paul 
Hawkins, Mr. Antretter, Mr. Inan (Observer from Turkey), 
Mr. Reddemann, Mr. van der Werff (Rapporteur), Mr. 
Kittelmann (Chairman and Rapporteur of the Committee 

on Defence Questions and Armaments), Mr. Dejardin, Mr. 
van der Werff, Mr. Close, Mr. van der Werff, Lady Jill 
Knight, Mr. Stoffelen, Mr. van der Werff, Lady Jill 
Knight, Mr. Close. 

5. Scientific, technological and aerospace questions and 
Western European defence (Vote on the draft recommen
dation, Doe. 1055 and amendments). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Wilkinson, Mr. Stoffelen, 
Mr. Fourre, Mr. Stoffelen, Mr. Wilkinson, Mr. Fourre, 
Mr. Wilkinson, Dr. Miller, Mr. Wilkinson. 

6. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first annual report of 
the Council (Vote on the draft recommendation, Doe. 1059 
and amendments). 

Speakers (points of order): Sir Dudley Smith, Mr. 
Stoffe1en, Mr. Wilkinson, Mr. Milani, Sir Geoffrey 
Finsberg, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Freeson, Mr. Cox, Mr. 
Kittelmann, Dr. Miller. 

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

The sitting was opened at 10.10 a. m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

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

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In accor
dance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? 

I call Mr. Milani. 

Mr. MILAN! (Italy) (Translation). - I wish to 
refer to the official report, which suggests that I 
queried a presidential decision and that the Pre
sident replied with some warmth on the subject 
of the proper application of the Rules of 
Procedure. It also suggests that I objected to a 
point of order raised by Sir Frederic Bennett. 

These were not my intentions. I merely 
wanted to raise a political point and call atten
tion to the futility of our efforts over the last few 
days to make the problem of the reactivation of 
WEU the central issue of the present 
session. The moment an occasion arose to dis
cuss policy and take some significant action in 
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this area, that is during our consideration of the 
Council's annual report, a procedural point of 
order was raised. 

This does nothing for the prestige of our 
Assembly and restricts our ability to intervene 
just when policy matters are under discussion. 

I do not question the substance of the point of 
order raised by Sir Frederic, but I do not believe 
it possible to accept the argument that a vote 
could not be taken on the report because the 
United States had not yet supplied written evi
dence concerning the alleged violations of 
SALT II by the Soviet Union. This is like ask
ing the United States to provide evidence ofthe 
acts of terrorism committed by Libya. There 
can never be any such documentation. It is 
merely a facet of the verbal exchanges between 
the superpowers; in these circumstances a Euro
pean initiative ~s needed. 

This was the substance of the debate and the 
amendments on yesterday's orders of the day, 
and postponing consideration of this issue 
reflects on the utility of the Assembly itself. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Mr. Milani. I note your comments, which inci-
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dentally relate to the official report, not the 
minutes. At the moment we are adopting the 
minutes. 

As to the report, I read it while you were 
speaking and I therefore confirm, in the light of 
your statement, that the words I used when 
answering you in the exchange that took place 
between us should be treated as a comment of a 
general nature not applying to you personally. I 
also note what you say regarding your acceptance 
of the President's decision. 

Are there any other comments? ... 

The minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance register 

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

3. Change in the membership 
of a committee 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Italian 
Delegation proposes the following changes in the 
membership of the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments: Mr. Cifarelli as a titular 
member in place of Mr. Masciadri, Mr. 
Masciadri as an alternate member in place of Mr. 
Cifarelli. 

4. Security and terrorism - the implications 
for Europe of crises in other parts of the world 

Opinion of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments 

(Presentation of and debate on the reports 
of the General Affairs Committee and 

of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments and vote on the draft recommendation, 

Does. 1057 and amendment and 1066) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the presentation of and debate 
on the report of the General Affairs Committee 
on security and terrorism - the implications for 
Europe of crises in other parts of the world and 
vote on the draft recommendation, Document 
1057 and amendment. 

The Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments was required to give its opinion on 
this report. That opinion is contained in Docu
ment 1066; it contains two amendments. 

1. See page 49. 
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After we have heard Mt. van der Werff, 
Rapporteur of the General Affairs Committee, I 
shall ask Mr. Kittelmann, thci Rapporteur of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments, to speak. ' 

I call Mr. van der Werff, Rapporteur of the 
General Affairs Committee. 

Mr. van der WERFF (Netherlands). - The 
main theme of this paper is the strengthening of 
Western Europe in areas where other interna
tional or supranational organisations seem to fail 
or lack sufficient initiative, dash and push. We 
all know that the Common Market gives our 
European agriculture and industry, as well as all 
the people who work in those sectors, a certain 
protection against competit~on and dumping, 
and in that way a better staridard of living. 

We all agree that it is reniarkable that peace 
has been maintained on thi~ !continent for more 
than forty years, and a vast 1majority of people 
attribute this safety to the exi~tence of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisatiofl. But even when 
NATO sometimes shows its interest in out-of
area challenges to its securit)1, some of its mem
bers suddenly recall at the same moment that the 
treaty area is sharply and clearly defined -
because the United States iJII.sisted on such an 
area demarcation during the formation and 
drafting period of the alliance. Therefore, even 
when NATO members are aware ofthe fact that 
their common interests can be seriously affected 
by developments outside the treaty area, their 
unity most of the time- perhaps it is regrettable, 
but it is true - ends with that conclusion, and the 
members differ and disagree about the ways and 
means of handling or tackling such events. As a 
result, either nothing is done or something is 
done half-heartedly. 

I 

The sense of unity in the 1 EEC, even in eco
nomic matters, is not very~· trongly developed. 
Its unity and cohesion as a olitical body may 
only be qualified as un erdeveloped. For 
example, the chance that t e members would 
agree to a system of economi sanctions against a 
state in the Mediterranean, and that they would 
implement such a system whGle-heartedly, seems 
very slight. 

My colleagues in this Assembly could retort: 
" What's your alternative? In your report you 
showed " - and I did - " that France's involve
ment in Chad against Libya, Britain's involve
ment in the Falklands or the deployment of Brit
ish, French and Italian troops in Beirut -
participation by the forces of member states -
were neither officially brought to the attention 
of, nor discussed in, our union. " 

I also draw attention to tQe deplorable aspect 
of paying lip service to restrictions on the supply 
of arms to belligerents while in practice selling as 
much as possible, without even trying to 
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harmonise the legal conditions covering the arms 
trade, informing each other, or opening up possi
bilities of co-operation and eo-production. 
However, I am convinced that WEU, restricted 
as it is to seven member states of the same men
tality, could really stand for something. The 
opening for the Council is there. It has only to 
apply carefully Article VIII (3), and that is what 
is recommended. 

The third part of this report deals with the 
Gulfwar. Even if the energy problems ofWest
ern Europe as a result of the war are not as grave 
as they would have been ten or fifteen years ago, 
we should continue to feel involved and not be 
blind to the underlying current of uncompromis
ing ideological fundamentalism, which exerts an 
enormous influence on the whole Moslem 
world. However, I feel stricken and dumb
founded most by the human suffering, which 
may even be compared to the trench warfare in 
the first world war. 

It is doubtful how far Europe or this 
organisation may play a role in restoring peace in 
that area. The only way that I see is by strong 
support for the mediation by the Secretary
General of the United Nations. That does not 
mean that we should not follow the conflict very 
closely; it is far more dangerous than just a local 
conflict between two parties. 

The last part of the report deals with 
terrorism. It may seem absurd, even tragic, but 
nevertheless it is true, that the followers of the 
only three monotheistic religions in the world are 
fighting each other relentlessly. I could start 
with Bakunin or Netsjajev; I could start with all 
the terrorist killings on both sides of the Atlantic 
seaboard; I could deal with American presidents 
or Russian tsars and so on. However, I will just 
recall three individual cases of the deaths of ordi
nary people who were doing their duty. 

Mervin Pace was only a British soldier - a ser
geant, I think - ordered to keep the peace in the 
turmoil of the Palestinian-Israeli strife. He was 
brutally murdered by the Jewish terrorist under
ground half a century ago. In 1977, the Dutch 
policeman Kranenburg was killed in action dur
ing a fierce gunfight in Utrecht to apprehend the 
well-known German terrorist Knut Folkerts. 
The man was captured. Some years ago, the 
English policewoman Yvonne Fletcher was shot 
down from the Libyan People's Bureau in 
London. I could add hundreds of names. 
There are, however, two differences to notice 
between the cases that I have mentioned and 
present-day terrorist developments. 
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railway and underground stations, even in disco 
bars and department stores. The second is that 
some governments wilfully not only train terror
ists but order and directly subsidise terrorist 
actions, thus officially endorsing this internation
ally illegal system of warfare. 

I should like to make some comments on the 
character of terrorism. A fierce competition 
exists between all terrorist groups. It is not the 
group or the leader with the most convincing 
ideological arguments - whatever they may be! -
but the man or woman with the most daring and 
bloody action to his name that takes the lead or 
is recognised as chief. That is one of the main 
reasons for the escalation of terrorist violence 
and not, as has been alleged, repression by gov
ernments. 

The other element of escalation is the 
media. As people get more and more used to 
news about terrorist activities - even a little 
blase - and since the goal of the terrorist is wide
spread attention, so his or her actions escalate in 
brutality and horror. Some self-restraint by the 
media would enormously lessen the feeling of 
success in terrorist groups and deal a severe blow 
to their egos. Thirdly, if society handled the 
cases of terrorism in a more offhand and matter
of-fact way, its main goal - making propaganda 
and instilling feelings ofterror - would be lost. 

On the other hand, our governments have 
over the last decades dealt quite efficiently with 
Euro-terrorism; the Mediterranean version now 
demands a new approach. Perhaps WEU could 
help to find the appropriate means. To be can
did, I had vaguely hoped that the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments would, in 
expressing its opinions, have studied a strategic 
and tactical approach to terrorism- but perhaps 
that is for another time. Also, I have not had 
time to study in depth the paper that Mr. Bruce 
George of the United Kingdom submitted in 
Luxembourg last month to the Political Commit
tee of the North Atlantic Assembly; it makes 
some valuable contributions to the discussion. 

Another question is whether the superpowers 
are involved. The Soviet Union undoubtedly 
benefits from actions which disrupt western soci
ety and strength and perhaps, sometimes, indi
rectly provides armaments and training -
although a direct link is difficult to prove and 
seems to me rather improbable. The United 
States is involved, because its citizens and sol
diers form one of the prime targets. 

The tension between Tripoli and the United 
States is of long standing. Directly after the 
Declaration of Independence, the United States 
lost the protection of the British navy. Ame-

The first is that, nowadays, totally innocent rican merchant ships and citizens were captured 
citizens, or even tourists, including children and on the coast of North Africa. The first Amen-
women, are the targets- in planes, at airports, in· can fleet arrived in 1801 in the Mediterranean to 
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safeguard United States trade, but the Libyans, 
under Admiral Murad Eis, originally a Scot -
Peter Lisle- took the frigate Philadelphia. After
ward, the American fleet bombed Tripoli; that 
event was the beginning of the Marine Corps. 

In American circles, the irritation against 
Libya is great. In the eastern Mediterranean it 
is growing. In particular, the statement of the 
Italian Government that another attack on Ital
ian territory would lead to direct retaliation 
could result in a commitment for us all. 

I emphasise a last very difficult problem. 
France has a different judicial system, and other 
treaty obligations, from my country, but in both 
cases the extradition of people wanted elsewhere 
for terrorist activities has to be arranged before a 
court of independent judges. Professor Helm ut 
Rumpf showed in an article in Aussenpolitik last 
year the international judicial problems involved 
both in this aspect and on the narrow dividing 
line between the partisans/franc-tireurs and 
terrorists. I suggest that the appropriate com
mittee would oblige not only this Assembly but 
our governments if it could study this problem in 
depth. 

When that committee makes a recommenda
tion to the Council of Ministers, it should also 
ask the Council to find ways and means to acti
vate the moderate Arab powers. They exist, 
and they should feel sustained by Western 
Europe. Perhaps that is something which WEU 
could follow up. We as democracies should not 
over-react and thereby jeopardise our cherished 
laws and principles. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Kittelmann, Rapporteur for the opinion of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments. 
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new paragraph (iv) inserted in the preamble, 
recalling Recommendation 396, which WEU 
adopted on 15th May 1984 d · ring the debate on 
Document 959 drawn up y Mr. Wilkinson. 
We noted in our discussions hat the main prob
lem we have found painful in recent months is a 
lack of consultation among t e alliance partners, 
although it was clearly dec· ed on numerous 
occasions that there should b close, prompt and 
detailed consultation. In its eport the Commit
tee on Defence Questions an Armaments took 
the opportunity to recal and list these 
decisions. Anyone who reads the list cannot fail 
to be surprised. Our appeal - to the Council 
and others - is that we should take ourselves 
seriously as regards the essential conditions we 
have laid down and - if a critical situation 
occurs - should implement only those decisions 
which we have already taken, so that we may 
meet very quickly and consult. 

We also considered it advisable to recall 
WEU's recommendation in the context of the 
general problem connected wj.th the controversy 
over the assistance the Unite<J States expected to 
receive. '! 

We should also like to see~ reference made in 
the recommendation to what the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Ar aments regards as 
the clear stand at last taken in Tokyo. We of 
the Committee on Defence Q\lestions and Arma
ments did, of course, have thel advantage of being 
able to discuss this once ag~n after the Tokyo 
summit. If we consider the bodies that met 
after the attack on Libya and after the 
Rapporteur had completed the report, it is surely 
gratifying to note that the Committee of Minis
ters of the Council of Europe, for example, used 
very clear language on 23rd and 24th April in 
Strasbourg. We also welcome the fact that the 
ministers added a few words on terrorism at 
their meeting in Venice on 29th and 30th 
April. And we were extremely pleased to see 

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic ofGer- that the communique issued after the meeting of 
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, ladies the ministers of the seven ipdustrialised coun-
and gentlemen, the Committee on Defence tries in Tokyo on 5th May 1 ~86 inCluded a pas-
Questions and Armaments originally intended to sage which, had it been stated in equally plain 
include the aspects of terrorism that directly con- terms in the preceding months - it transpired, 
cern us in our report on security in the Mediter- after the Tokyo summit, th4t it could actually 
ranean, which we discussed yesterday. The have been put into practice!- might have ren-
debate on this present, excellent report, on which dered unnecessary the event that subsequently 
I should like to congratulate the Rapporteur on occurred. This is only an as umption and natu-
behalf of the Committee on Defence Questions rally I cannot prove it, but th re is a great deal to 
and Armaments, revealed that our committee be said for it. I 

would do better not to draw up a report of its ' 
own but instead to table two amendments to this The fact that the probleiQ of state terrorism 
report. Our reports are very often closely was at long last tackled straightforwardly in 
related in both form and subject matter. I hope Tokyo and that Libya was mentioned by name 
that the arrangement we have chosen will also be when state terrorism was condemned by all pre-
acceptable to the General Affairs Committee. sent, has helped to bring all the countries closer 

together. If we consider developments since 
I should like to keep my comments on the that time, we see that the many declarations were 

report as brief as possible. As I have said, we also taken seriously by those who must have felt 
have two proposals to make. Firstly, we want a they were being addressed. The situation has, 
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after all, become far less tense in the last few 
months. 

We of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments have noted your positive criti
cism that we might have carried out a more thor
ough investigation with regard to tactical and 
strategic attitudes and we will bear this in mind 
in future reports. The Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments calls on the General 
Affairs Committee to approve the amendments 
we have proposed. 

(Mr. Soe/1, Vice-President of the Assembly, took 
the Chair) 

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

I call Mr. Berger. 

Mr. BERGER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and gentle
men, today's report on security and terrorism -
of which I believe the Assembly can be proud -
and the additions envisaged by the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments give me 
the opportunity to present to you a few ideas that 
I recently presented to the Council of Europe. 

I think some Europeans behave as if they were 
not affected by the Libyan crisis, and that is 
wrong. The Libyan crisis is not, as some people 
have tried to claim, a Libyan-American problem: 
it is taking place on our own doorstep. 
Europeans too are targets of the terrorism origi
nating in Libya. 

However, as Mr. Kittelmann has just made 
clear again in his capacity as Rapporteur, the 
Europeans were by no means prepared for com
mon action. I noted with regret that those who 
were not prepared to act were subsequently all 
the more vociferous in dissociating themselves 
from the American action in Libya. 

That, in my opinion, is not only wrong: it is 
also dangerous. If the terrorists could distin
guish between civilised countries which give in 
to them and those which do not, the whole of the 
free West would be the loser. In other words, 
terrorism is a challenge to the whole civilised 
world and that is a synonym for the countries 
whose legal systems are capable of guaranteeing 
the safety of their citizens and enabling them to 
develop in humane and decent conditions. 

If, then, fanatical terrorism is a challenge to 
the whole civilised world, the solidarity of that 
world is the best and probably the only chance 
we have of repelling terrorism. Terrorists must 
understand that the path of violence, as Shim on 
Peres put it in the Council of Europe, leads 
nowhere. 
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This solidarity must have an impact on the 
places where terrorism is nurtured. Where 
terrorism is instigated by states, these states are 
beyond the pale of international law, without 
which there can be no peace. They have made 
themselves outlaws vis-a-vis the international 
community and must be branded as 
such. Those who train, feed, finance and equip 
terrorists do not belong to the civilised world, 
nor should they be allowed to share its bless
ings. 

There are quite a few conventions designed to 
protect facilities particularly in need of protec
tion, but the silly thing is that most of these con
ventions have not been converted into national 
legislation in the acceding countries. We must 
do something about this. 

I therefore fully endorse the call in the report 
for a charter which would contain a catalogue of 
the co-ordinated measures that the civilised 
countries will take against countries which them
selves plan and carry out or allow others to plan 
and carry out terrorist attacks. This convention 
must be clear and practicable. It must be capa
ble of deterring - and I use the word quite delib
erately - those who are prepared to make 
uncompromising use of violence. 

This charter must therefore also answer the 
question whether and how the civilised world is 
prepared if necessary to use force to maintain the 
peace. 

I saw the United States military action in 
Libya as an act of self-defence committed after 
negotiations, proposals for boycotts and attempts 
at political solutions had come to nothing. 
Who else but the United States, the guarantor of 
peace in the world, with its monopoly of power, 
is in a position and thus under an obligation to 
defend the freedom and lives of its citizens in 
this way if necessary? 

But I should add clearly that defence must be 
allowed only where it is necessary. The aim is 
to repel violence, not to spread it. It must be 
used as a deterrent, to restore peace. The means 
used and the scale on which force is applied must 
be optimised to this end and limited in such a 
way that the means are commensurate with the 
end, and do not thwart the political objective of 
curbing and deterring terrorism. 

This Assembly should unanimously demand 
and encourage the production of such a 
charter. May the governments of our free and 
democratic countries succeed in establishing a 
system of genuine provisions for peace and so at 
last put an end to the scourge of terrorism that 
has threatened our freedom and peace for twenty 
years. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Stokes. 
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Mr. STOKES (United Kingdom).- I congratu
late the Rapporteur on his excellent report on 
what is a very difficult subject. I also greatly 
appreciated his speech today. What is more, I 
agreed very much with Mr. Berger. 

Terrorism presents the governments of 
civilised countries with a new challenge and one 
which is difficult for civilised countries to 
combat. Much, but not all, terrorism has been 
concerned with the problems of the Middle East 
and the desire of the Arabs there to have their 
homeland in Palestine. Nevertheless, President 
Reagan made his stroke against Libya not, I 
believe, in that context but simply because of 
Libya's state-aided terrorism against the United 
States throughout the world. That action wor
ried some people in Europe. Perhaps it worried 
the intellectuals more than the broad mass of the 
people who have a very robust attitude towards 
terrorism. But in the event the stroke has 
proved highly successful. The other Arab 
nations have not made any organised protest, the 
USSR has been anxious to distance herself from 
Libya, and Colonel Kadhafi himself seems to 
have been shaken by the United States action 
and is obviously concerned about the loss of a 
considerable amount of his military hardware. 

It now looks likely that Libya will not, at least 
for the time being, organise any further terrorist 
activities. 

I believe that Syria also has been anxious for 
some time to have nothing more to do with 
terrorism. That was certainly my impression 
when I was in Damascus a few months ago and 
had discussions with the Syrian Foreign 
Minister. The situation therefore does not look 
too bad in terms of terrorism in Europe- at least 
actions initiated by Libya and Syria. 

As the Rapporteur said, however, it is most 
important for the countries of the West to con
tinue to give help and to show friendship 
towards the moderate Arab countries, especially 
Egypt, Jordan and the Gulf states. That is espe
cially important since, unfortunately, United 
States foreign policy in the Middle East is not 
even-handed in the Arab-Israeli dispute but 
shows a heavy bias towards Israel. 

The threat from other terrorist sources 
remains formidable and sinister. In the Middle 
East, the situation in Lebanon - a country that I 
know well - continues to be appalling and shows 
no sign of improvement. The recent cruel and 
horrible car bomb explosions in the centre of 
Beirut show how devastating and callous terror
ism can be. 

I am afraid that the terrorist movements in 
Germany and France continue underground, and 
the activities of ET A, the Basque terrorist 
organisation, continue unabated. It is interest
ing that the bombing of holiday resorts in Spain 
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has not lessened the flow o£ British tourists to 
that area, whereas it is noticeable that American 
tourists still hesitate about coming to the United 
Kingdom where there has not been a similar 
spate of bombings. 

However much people may criticise President 
Reagan for his style and possibly for the way in 
which his counterstroke against Libya was 
organised, he is the head of the country which is 
the foremost ally of the We* and which keeps 
330,000 troops in Germa~y. It would be 
unthinkable for the allies not to back him. 

All the other institutions ~ NATO, the EEC 
and the Council of Europe 1- have not, I am 
afraid, gone far enough to s).lpport the United 
States in the fight against terrorism. It is no use 
our just wringing our hands and condemning ter
rorism but doing not muclJl else. Terrorism 
threatens the very foundatiqns of our society, 
and only the most determined action, especially 
by our intelligence services, Interpol, the police 
and the security organisation~, can help to com-
bat the evil of terrorism. I 

WEU has a vital part to play. I welcomed 
President Caro's initiative, and I am sorry that it 
was not taken up by the foreign ministers. I 
believe that we must continue! to put pressure on 
our own governments to do all they possibly can 
to fight terrorism at every stage. 

I strongly support Lady Ji]J Knight's amend
ment about improving the arlangements for the 
extradition of terrorists. Everyone in the 
United Kingdom hopes that the United States 
will do this in respect of the IRA. But with all 
the other countries of Euro~ there should be 
better extradition methods. I 

In the end, combating terrorism is a matter of 
national will. The free world must defend itself 
and use every possible endeayour to do so. 

The PRESIDENT {Translation). - I call Mr. 
Milani. 

Mr. MILAN! (Italy) (Tran~lation). - I must 
say frankly that, within the time allowed, I 
intended to speak at some length on the question 
of terrorism. However, from what happened 
yesterday I gather that this A~sembly is not dis
posed to engage in a debate on political problems 
as they are but prefers instea to put off discus
sion of the issue. In some respects I have there
fore lost interest in taking part in the present 
debate. On the other hand, f~llowing the meet
ing in Venice and also as a result of the initiative 
taken by the President of this Assembly, and 
considered questionable in some quarters, a 
trend has manifested itself which favours 
militarising the fight against ~errorism; and all 
this has happened without ' any preliminary 
attempt to define carefully a phenomenon due to 
entirely disparate and specific causes linked to 
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the internal circumstances of individual coun
tries. 

For its part, Italy has in the past conducted an 
effective fight against terrorism while respecting 
the constitution of the Republic and the laws 
governing the internal life of the country, and 
this has been achieved without recourse to mili
tary solutions. While some traces of terrorism 
still persist, it must be borne in mind that the 
situation was one of extreme gravity, but, in any 
case, no proposals have ever been made in our 
country - or not yet at least - which in any way 
suggest the adoption of some other method of 
dealing with the problems of terrorism. 

Consequently, the idea of invoking Articles V 
and VIII of the Brussels Treaty to create a co
ordinated military structure to deal with terror
ism strikes me as quite absurd and impractic
able. The co-ordination of police forces, also 
touched on here a short time back, is obviously a 
different matter. Careful examination of the 
phenomenon with a view to formulating political 
responses dispensing with any form of police 
intervention is likewise something quite differ
ent. 

Reference has been made here to the Tokyo 
meeting and to the position ofthe United States, 
but it should be noted that, even in the United 
States, there has recently been growing opposi
tion to the Reagan administration's intervention 
in Libya. It is therefore incomprehensible that, 
after some time, the European countries should 
be incapable of more thoughtful and calmer 
deliberation now that - I repeat - the action of 
the American administration is being questioned 
in its own country. Furthermore, action of this 
kind by the major powers or by countries with 
powerful military resources encourages other 
countries to follow the same path to the point 
where a country like South Africa uses the term 
" terrorist " to describe a movement embracing 
the black majority and claiming the same rights 
as whites. More generally, there is a tendency 
to apply the term " terrorism " to certain types of 
behaviour and certain movements in order to 
justify intervention in violation of international 
law. Such a position seems unacceptable and 
outside the rule oflaw, the more so when used as 
grounds for the use of force. 

For these reasons, I consider that the recom
mendation before the Assembly fails to meet the 
need for careful and deliberate weighing of the 
problem, and the proposals put forward also 
appear to me to be inadequate. 
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tion Organisation. The Italian Government has 
in any event made no official declaration sug
gesting any readiness on our country's part to use 
force against Libya. The Italian Prime Minister 
did make a statement in Tokyo - subsequently 
modified - in which allusion was made to the 
possibility of a "first strike", and there has also 
been a statement by the Defence Minister, 
although we learned yesterday what the attitude 
of the Italian Defence Minister would be if Arti
cle 6 of the North Atlantic Treaty were invoked 
to call on other countries to intervene in the 
event of an attack. We are dealing here with 
matters not within the jurisdiction ofthe govern
ment, let alone of individual ministers. Under 
the constitution of the Italian Republic it is par
liament which has authority to decide on partici
pation in acts of war. It is therefore unaccept
able that statements by individual ministers 
should be quoted as authority for a supposed 
Italian position on terrorism, especially of the 
international variety. 

For these reasons, I oppose the draft recom
mendation and will vote against it. 

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

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - First, 
may I, like others, put on record my strong sup
port and commendation of the initiative taken 
by our President, Mr. Caro, although it did not 
produce all the results that he and we 
wished. That is an understatement. The 
majority of us endorse the spirit and content of 
what he attempted to do following the Libya cri
sis. 

I have no prepared notes. I have scribbled 
down a number of points which I shall try to pur
sue in order. Just as we need to analyse and dif
ferentiate between the different types of crime in 
our home territories and to differentiate between 
different types of warlike actions in international 
affairs, we must look a little more closely at the 
terms that we use in connection with 
terrorism. If we do not do that we shall indulge 
too much in rhetoric and not deal with reality 
and when we attempt to act in specific terms we 
shall be in danger of acting in a confused and 
muddled way. 

I have two points to make on that score, 
although many more could be made. I am not 
trying to make an academic point. State
sponsored terrorism, as we have come to 
describe it in association with Libya - and also 
to a lesser degree with some of the Syrian Gov
ernment's actions- is an act of war. Generally, 
other types of terrorism should not be described 

In passing, I should mention that the Italian by means of a special label when we try to formu-
parliament yesterday placed the government in a late conventions and actions. Terrorism is a 
minority by approving a motion calling on it to crime. Terrorism is an international crime and 
grant official recognition to the Palestine Libera- should be treated in law accordingly. We 
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should not specially categorise people who have, 
for example, escaped from gaols in Britain and 
arrived on the continent. Attempts have been 
made to extradite some such people. They are 
convicted criminals who have maimed and 
killed over one hundred people on the mainland 
of Britain, but they are treated as political ani
mals by some European courts. The same hap
pens in the United States. 

I am not concerned today about getting 
involved in the detailed arguments between the 
President of the United States and his Congress, 
but it is extremely difficult to bring convicted 
criminals back to the United Kingdom. I am 
not concerned about views on the future of 
Ireland. I happen to have a great deal of sympa
thy with, and have acted politically in, the cause 
of reuniting Ireland. I know that others take a 
different view, and I do not wish to pursue the 
argument today. However, we should not, in 
any one of our courts, treat such terrorists as if 
they were some kind of political animal. They 
are criminals. The same applies in the Middle 
East, North Africa and South Africa. Let us 
make it clear that we are talking about interna
tional crime. 

Through our governments we should be press
ing for more resources for Interpol. Let us not 
bother about setting up other arrangements. 
Let us put more money into Interpol and get our 
governments and the police forces to co-operate 
more closely through Interpol - based in Paris -
so that more is done to combat international 
crime of which terrorism is a powerful 
element. There is terrorism that is closely con
nected with other forms of international 
crime. For example, it is not unconnected with 
drug trafficking or with the Mafioso from which 
Italy suffers so badly and from which there are 
echoes in other countries. There are other kinds 
of crime that we all categorise very clearly for 
what they are. 

I have two other points to make. We can 
condemn or express our concern - and we 
should rightly express our concern - about the 
action of the United States Government. I do 
not intend to pursue that argument any 
further. There are different points of view 
about it, but it is right to express our concern 
about it. One could put it more strongly if one 
were debating what happened some months ago 
in North Africa. 

But we must also accept - as has been indi
cated a little too politely from time to time - that 
our governments in Europe are not in a very easy 
position to condemn too vigorously what was 
done by the United States when we know that at 
the time we failed to act. If we are honest with 
ourselves, we know that if a similar situation 

209 

SEVENTH SITTING 

arose tomorrow or next mon~, we would not be 
in a much better position, cause despite the 
declarations - be they in V nice or Tokyo -
there are things that we could ave done, and we 
could still be doing, which because of great diffi
culties we have failed to do. 

Why were international flifts to Libya not 
stopped a few months ago - or example, from 
European countries? Why h ve we not com
mitted ourselves clearly and s cifically to cease 
trading in military materials, whether it be with 
Libya or governments such as Syria? Why has 
it taken so long for us to take action to put a stop 
to the training of personnel in our countries -
including the United Kingdocr - in things that 
could be applied for military purposes? Even 
more specifically, why have w not put a stop to 
the training of military personnel? Why has 
there been no action specifically - not by 
chance - to cease new investment in any country 
that we know from the evidence, or strongly sus
pect, to be indulging in state 1 terrorism? Why 
has there been no attempt so rar as we know -
even with all the difficulties t~at it entails - to 
try to phase out major trad~ with Libya, for 
example in the oil industry? '(Jnless we are pre
pared to take these difficult decisions and spe
cific actions, we are merely indulging in far too 
much rhetoric. 

My last point relates to pwgraph 35 of the 
report. There are a number of details in the 
report that I would query, b t basically it is a 
good report except in one important respect. I 
find paragraph 35 to be wrong'in its essence and 
muddled in its formulation. Why is it unrealis
tic to seek to control and reduce arms trading in 
areas such as the Middle Easi? It is not even 
discussed. We know why it i considered to be 
unrealistic, although I do n t consider it to 
be. It is because our industries, governments 
and parliaments want that trade to continue. 
Let us be honest about it. 

I said this yesterday, I shall say it again today 
and I shall continue to say it I whether or not I 
bore people - unless we are prepared in real 
terms to bring down the level <>f major, massive 
arms trading in areas such as the Middle East, we 
are indulging in hypocritical rhetoric. I am not 
prepared to accept that paragraph. It is not 
unrealistic to bring down - in~ed to cease - the 
level of arms trading in the liddle East which 
amounts to billions of dollars, ounds sterling or 
any other currency one wishes o mention. This 
is happening on a massive scale. How then can 
we genuinely state our objective of peace and 
combating terrorism when our countries as well 
as others are supplying the very military hard
ware that state terrorists and international terror
ists are using? Until we rea.ly take this seri
ously, we are doing no more than those whom 
we criticise, because we are ~ndulging in fine 
words but little action. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir 
Geoffrey Finsberg. 

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom).
I begin by congratulating my old friend Mr. van 
der Werff. on a balanced and informative 
report. It is perhaps sad that he was persuaded 
not to become Chairman of that committee. 

He rightly draws attention in the appendix to 
the determined initiative of Jean-Marie Caro 
some six weeks ago to ask for the formation of a 
European group to fight against terrorism. 

What is terrorism? Is it a way of life? Is it 
morally justified? Is there a difference between 
terrorism and freedom fighters? Incidentally, I 
have no intention of referring to the Libyan
United States incident, but having heard the 
comments of Mr. Milani, the fact - and I 
emphasise this - needs to be put on the record 
that at the time, and since, the action of the 
United States Government has received the 
overwhelming support of the American people. 

The answer to my first question is that I 
believe that many terrorists get hold of children 
at a very young age when they know nothing 
about the rights and wrongs of the cause and 
mould their minds so that they become wholly 
fanatical and no compromise seems acceptable. 
I also believe that very many profess terrorism in 
order to achieve financial gain. 

Secondly, I do not believe that terrorism, 
whether state-inspired or individual acts, can 
ever be morally justified, particularly if one reads 
the literature of any of our major religions. 
Anyone who professes to be a practising member 
of any of our major religions and who says that 
he can justify terrorism will have to answer 
before his God when the time comes. 

There is all the difference in the world between 
terrorists and freedom fighters. Who would 
dare to mention the maquis, the resistance or 
freedom fighters in the same breath as 
terrorists? The former do not operate for 
money, nor do they callously murder innocent 
people, as Mr. van der Werff made clear in his 
opening remarks. 

Taking all these points together, we are bound 
to come to the same conclusion as Mr. Freeson -
that terrorism is a crime that should know no 
national boundaries. I endorse what he said 
about the courts, whether they be in America or 
in Holland, where British politicians take a view 
that those terrorists are political prisoners and 
should not be extradited. I hope that the name 
of the politician - Mr. Livingstone - will be 
remembered for what he tried to do to sabotage 
the efforts of the courts. 

Therefore, if we do accept this, we have to say 
that no honest, no honourable, person can call 
terrorism anything but a crime. It is a crime 
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which calls upon those of us who love democracy 
and freedom to work together to ensure that no 
haven is provided for terrorists. But I ask you, 
Mr. President - I will speak very deliberately 
now - how seriously do our governments take 
this issue and this Assembly? As Mr. van der 
Werff said, terrorism is surely of major, of vital, 
importance. 

Might not such a debate as this have warranted 
the attendance of at least one minister from our 
governments? I see none. How many full 
ambassadors are __ here today? I will not 
embarrass them by asking them· to stand up, but I 
doubt whether they could make up one table at 
bridge. I wonder now how many of our seven 
governments are physically represented here at 
this moment. 

Their absence is a monstrous disgrace. I only 
wish that we had the names of those who are rep
resented and who are not represented here, so 
that we, as members of our national parliaments, 
could say to our foreign secretaries: " Why were 
we not represented at the terrorism debate? " 
As someone who likes diplomats, I will not be so 
undiplomatic as to ask where are the representa
tives of seven governments here present 
today. But it is no good their saying: "We can 
read it all. " They cannot read in cold print the 
feelings that flesh and blood are expressing. I 
hope, Sir, that you will convey to the President 
the suggestion that he might wish to make this 
point at the next Council of Ministers. 

So what do we· have to do to wake up effec
tively those responsible? If we do not act 
together in an effective manner, we have no right 
to blame or to attack those who act 
individually. That also was mentioned by Mr. 
Freeson. That too we must remember very 
clearly. 

I therefore ask - with little hope, but I am an 
optimist - that we should try to make a fresh, 
determined and concerted start, and show that 
democracy- it is no less than that- can win this 
battle against terrorism in a democratic 
manner. If we do not do so, future generations 
will condemn us for our vacillating cowardice. 

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

Mr. CLOSE (Belgium) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, let me say 
immediately that I am not speaking on behalf of 
the General Affairs Committee but on a strictly 
personal basis. 

I read Mr. van der Werffs report with the 
greatest possible interest and I must congratulate 
him for the seriousness and the exhaustive and 
topical nature of the document he has presented. 
I also share some of Mr. Kittelmann's 
conclusions. Let me explain. I shall deal with 
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two subjects: the first concerns out-of-area 
threats and the second the American strike in 
Libya. 

As to out-of-area threats, it is stating the obvi
ous to say that the Soviet Union's strategy now 
embraces the whole world and that NATO has 
recognised that it is no longer solely interested in 
Central Europe but also in areas not covered by 
the treaty, including the Middle East and south
ern Africa, for two main reasons: the energy sup
plies and the strategic raw materials on which we 
so vitally depend- as does Japan, incidentally
and without which we could lose a war before we 
had fired a shot. 

So I fully support the recommendations of this 
report and I am not therefore criticising the 
Rapporteur but adding a further contribution 
because his recommendations seem to me rathe; 
high-flown, up in the realm of principles. What 
I want to know is what means are available to 
this Assembly and to our governments to move 
us on from these fine principles that we trot out 
in profusion, to concrete and precise measures 
enabling WEU to be more than just a forum for 
the exchange of fine phrases. Let me explain. 

When we point to WEU's interest in outside 
areas, what is the secular arm, the practical capa
bility available to us, quite apart from consulta
tions and exchanges of views? Here I would 
resurrect an idea that has been put forward. on 
several occasions: a European external interven
tion force, to serve primarily as a deterrent. 
This does already exist at national level: France 
has its FAR, Italy has acted in Lebanon and Bel
gium in Shaba, and there are other examples in 
the report. But there is no European co-ordina
tion in this field, although it is feasible because 
there is a precedent. Under SACEUR we have 
the ACE mobile force set up by Norstad with the 
precise object of demonstrating the out-of-area 
solidarity of the allies, whether in the north or 
the south, and our determination in the face of 
threats in those areas. 

:Why .sh~mld it not be possible to set up some
thmg stmilar among European allies all with 
outside interests? ' 

Secondly, the report refers to Recommenda
tion 402, which underlines the interest shown in 
Africa by our governments. Would it not be 
possible to give material expression to this by 
set~ng up an international training centre in an 
African or other country, with that country's 
agreement, of course? It would give physical 
expression to our determination, should the need 
arise, to support out-of-area our American allies 
who deplore our passive, laissez-faire attitude. ' 

Is it feasible? Of course, because the 
Bundeswehr already has training areas in 
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Canada. I do not see why th' same should not 
be possible at African bases w ich would merely 
have to be reactivated. . 

My conclusion on this first aspect is clear: we 
need to move from a Euroqe of debates and 
recommendations to a Eurppe of decision. 
Otherwise we shall never be 11aken seriously by 
public opinion. 

That brings me to my secoi· d subject: Ameri
can intervention in Libya. A er the first reflex 
various reactions were observ d in public opin: 
ion, including cries of shame ai Europe's incredi
ble cowardice: three hundred Eillion Europeans 
against three million Libyans ho were already 
planning horrible reprisals on ur continent. It 
reminds me of attitudes towatds the end of the 
thirties. I was pleased to note that there was no 
criticism or extreme views r.r·th regard to the 
Ameri~n action in the repo~, unlike what took 
place m the European Parh ment - which I 
deplore - and I give two grounds for my opinion. 

The first is historical precrt.d nt. If there had 
been a military intervention · 1936 when the 
Rhineland was being remili sed, Hitler would 
not have been encouraged to go through with the 
Anschluss, to march into l}te Sudetenland 
Czechoslovakia and Poland anli finally to start ~ 
war that cost us fifty million ~ves. 

Second, there is the mounting anti-Ame
ricanism observable in certai~ circles over the 
last few years. The gap betwe n Europe and the 
United States is widening bee use of misunder
standing, differences of opinion and a lack of 
co-ordination among Europeans. By letting this 
gap widen we are playing iq.to the hands of 
Gorbachev who, watching on ~he sidelines, will 
see the achievement of the Soviet Union's pri
mary objective - that of separating the United 
States from Europe. If we w:i· t that to continue 
we have only to go on as we a e now doing and 
the result will be achieved, to e great advantage 
of the Soviet Union. · 

The PRESIDENT (Translat~on). - I call Mr. 
Jessel. • 

Mr. JESSEL (United Kingdom). - The 
speeches so far have been m~st impressive in 
dealing with the terrible scourse of terrorism. I 
warmly congratulate Mr. van lder Werff on his 
excellent report and on his in1!roduction. 

Although we are concerned ~bout terrorism in 
general - its various aspects lve been carefully 
defined by my colleague Sir eoffrey Finsberg 
and others - I want to deal th one particular 
point. To cope with terrorism. we need to tackle 
it in every feasible and effec~e way, and that 
includes reducing access by ~errorists to their 
targets. Some of the terrorists come into 
Europe from outside Europe, and we must try to 
prevent them from doing so. 
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Yesterday, I put a question to the Minister of 
State from the Federal Republic of Germany 
about the movement of immigrants via East 
Berlin and West Berlin into West Germany and 
thence into various parts of Europe. That flow 
of immigrants is uncontrolled and could include 
some terrorists. The traffic of immigrants is 
brought to East Berlin systematically and com
mercially by the Russian airline, Aeroflot, the 
East German state airline and, I am told, some
times by the Polish state airline. The immi
grants are from Sri Lanka, the Middle East and 
other parts of Asia. 

Some of those immigrants, whose numbers 
have been increasing, have tried to go from East 
Germany to other parts of Europe such as Swe
den, which traditionally has had a liberal immi
gration policy and which has had to take sharp 
action to control that flow. Now the over
whelming majority of those arriving in East 
Berlin go by the underground railway - what we 
in Britain call the tube - into West Berlin and 
from there they are able to move freely and 
uninhibitedly into West Germany and from 
there to other parts of Europe. 

One can understand and sympathise with the 
deep feelings in West Germany about the consti
tutional unity of East and West Germany and 
hence its refusal to accept any boundary between 
East and West Germany. But it is hard for 
those of us who are not German to accept the 
logic of allowing that constitutional fact in mod
em conditions when we are dealing with terror
ism to give rise to uncontrolled immigration 
which could include terrorists. That argument 
can be translated to other countries. Take my 
own country. Suppose Kent, which is between 
London and the English Channel, were occupied 
by a foreign power and large numbers of undesir
able immigrants arrived in Kent. Suppose the 
British Government said: "Sorry, we shall not 
impose any check on people crossing from Kent 
into the rest of Britain because we do not 
recognise the foreign occupation of Kent. " That 
would let undesirable immigrants, perhaps 
including terrorists, into the rest of the coun
try. 

The same is true of Gibraltar. Spain lays 
claim to Gibraltar, but no one would think that it 
would be sensible for Spain to say that, because 
Gibraltar should be part of Spain, it will not 
check any immigration on the border. 

In these days of terrorism we should press 
either our German colleagues or the occupying 
authorities in West Berlin- the Governments of 
the United States, Britain and France which con-
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German Government. We know that, within 
the past few days, the East German Government 
and the Soviet Government had stated that they 
flatly refuse to take any action to deal with this 
illegal and unchecked flow of immigrants. 

Of course, there are other aspects of the immi
gration problem, such as unemployment and the 
social problems to which it gives rise, but in the 
context of this debate it is right to confine my 
remarks to the risk to Western Europe from ter
rorism which can arise from this deep hole in our 
security arrangements. 

The PRESIDENT. - I call Lady Jill Knight. 

Lady Jill KNIGHT (United Kingdom).- Inter
national terrorism is an endemic disease in the 
world today. It is also relatively new. Twenty 
years ago it would have been unthinkable that 
innocent civilians in a country at peace - I am 
not talking about war when virtually anything 
can happen to innocent civilians - would be 
blown to smithereens while shopping at Marks 
and Spencer or Harrods, eating a meal in a res
taurant, listening to a band in a park, waiting for 
a flight at an airport or, indeed, while on a 
flight. Yet in recent times hundreds of people 
have been killed in those ways while merely 
going about their normal peaceful activities. It 
horrifies me that we have almost become accus
tomed to it. We take it almost for 
granted. Too many excuses are made for 
terrorists. We are far too weak and ineffective 
in our actions to stop them. Indeed, it is often 
claimed that human rights and individual free
dom of conscience prevent us from taking all 
effective actions against terrorists. But ordinary 
law-abiding members of the public have their 
fights, too. Surely the primary human right is 
to live one's life without the danger of being 
killed or wounded by people who claim that they 
have a right by conscience to do so. 

Paragraph 3 (e) of the draft recommendation 
in Mr. van der Werfrs excellent report states that 
we should seek to " deter effectively any country 
from affording assistance or encouragement to 
organisations practising terrorism". Exactly 
what is to be done to further that aim? Elsewhere 
the report contains some useful and important 
suggestions. It suggests that a decision should 
be taken not to export arms to countries clearly 
implicated in terrorism, that security at airports, 
ports and railway stations should be stepped up, 
that there should be control by member states of 
people leaving or entering their countries - that 
is very much Mr. Jessel's point - and that there 
should be an end to the abuse of diplomatic 
immunity, which we all know has gone on on a 
wide scale. 

trol West Berlin - to take early action on this I strongly feel that one of the biggest encour-
matter. I am not entirely clear about the legal agements to terrorists is that they are able to 
position of those three powers and of the West commit an act of terrorism in one· country and 
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are then given sanctuary in another. I could 
understand that if a country that was hostile to 
the West afforded a bolthole for terrorists who 
had harmed people in one of our countries - that 
may be reprehensible but at least it would be 
understandable - but it is monstrous for us to act 
~gainst each other in that way. I am afraid that 
It negates all that a united Europe stands for. 

The Secretary-General of WEU wrote recently 
that the free nations of Western Europe must 
now draw closer together. That is splendid, but 
I do not feel that we draw closer together when 
we condone terrorist actions against each other 
and make it easier for murderers and bombers to 
escape punishment. 

Unless we make it clear that none of us will 
grant a hiding place for terrorists, we permit 
encourage and facilitate terrorism. That is why 
I tabled an amendment to the report which I 
hope will be agreed to later this morning. In 
that amendment I urge all the member countries 
of WEU to agree that their courts in their indi
vidual countries will not refuse applications to 
extradite convicted terrorists on the ground that 
their terrorist acts were carried on for political 
motives. It really is a blank cheque to say to 
terrorists, " You may murder, maim or bomb to 
your heart's content so long as you do it only for 
political motives. " That is what the Americans 
have said for years and it is, I am afraid what a 
Dutch court is currently saying. It has aiso been 
said by French courts about Italian terrorists. I 
agree whole-heartedly with Mr. Freeson that a 
crime is a crime is a crime. It is an affront to 
common justice that we should act on any other 
basis. 

I end by warning again that all those who cre
ate a. sanctuary for tel!orists are encouraging 
terronsm. They have mnocent blood on their 
hands. Let us at least agree among ourselves to 
fight terrorism and not to sustain it. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir 
Paul Hawkins. 
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Finsberg's speeches both of ~hich brought out 
points which should be made ~o the Council on 
our behalf. 1 

Terrorist actions - or, as ~e should all now 
have learned to call them, these criminal acts of 
murderers - must be suppres~d. I am glad to 
see that at long last Britis newspapers are 
describing these people as urderers. Their 
actions are the most co ardly form of 
war. They attack women anc!t children as well 
as policemen and soldiers who1are trying to keep 
the peace between communities and ensure the 
safety of civilians in all our c~untries. 

I have a small flat within on~ hundred yards of 
the site where Yvonne Fletc er was killed. I 
heard the shooting. As I walk round that square 
and see the fresh flowers on tlhe site where she 
died, I still cannot believe that it happened in 
Great Britain in the course of a peaceful demon
stration attended by a few people escorted by a 
small number of policemen a;d policewomen. 

Many members of my o d regiment, the 
Anglian regiment, which is se mingly always on 
duty in Northern Ireland, haveldied as a result of 
these actions. But even more harrowing was 
the sight of a recent parade where a former NCO 
was present who had been blinded and made 
legless as a result of one of t~se attacks. Our 
news media, including the B C, should bring 
these horrifying incidents to eople's attention 
more than they do. But we must not 
overdramatise terrorist attacks. We must not 
make terrorists heroes, which some sections of 
our community and some religious leaders seem 
to try to do. 

We must not allow our ci!iens to be fright
ened by terrorists. We must rovide protection 
and step up co-operation bet een states. We 
ought to give far more money and strength to 
Interpol in its fight against international terror
ism, which knows no boundaries. 

We must also agree among*. rselves about the 
extradition of convicted crimi als. I hope that 
my Dutch friends will not mi d my mentioning 
the apparent leniency of the Dutch courts. 

Sir Paul HA WKINS (United Kingdom). - As I 
have been listening to the debate I have scribbled Those of us in Great Britain who supported 
down a few remarks that I wish to make. I President Reagan in his attack on Libya after try-
doubt whether I can add a great deal, but I want ing again and again to persuade the West to take 
to congratulate our President on behalf of us all united action without any phy~ical attack find it 
on his initiative, and I hope that the report of difficult to understand the cri,icism of our gov-
this debate will be read by the Bureau and by the ernment's support in allowing !'American aircraft 
President and that he will feel heartened to carry to fly from near my home to carry out the 
on the fight, for such it is, with the Council and attack. But I am extremely angry that the 
urge it to take note once again of the feelings of United States Congress and people still support 
this Assembly. the right to refuse the extradition of convicted 

I commend every speech to which I have criminals so that they may b~ brought back to 
trial in Great Britain. ·I 

listened. I must congratulate Mr. van der Werff 
on his excellent speech and report. I also It is vitally important to malintain the morale 
enjoyed Mr. Freeson's and Sir Geoffrey of our people whom we, as members of parlia-
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ment, must support. The media are often to 
blame for the worries of ordinary citizens. After 
the attack on Libya by aircraft based near my 
home, the BBC broadcast a long programme 
which was concerned chiefly with showing pic
tures of the deaths of civilians in Libya. There 
was no attempt to show the other side of the coin 
and to explain why the action had to be 
taken. In this way the media can greatly 
encourage terrorists. In my view the media 
have had a lot to do with our troubles in North
em Ireland and those between the north and the 
south of Ireland. They show pictures of small 
boys who want to get into the act by throwing 
stones and bottles. The young are encouraged 
to believe those people to be heroes. 

I was shocked by a few letters that I received 
from constituents as a result of that attack. They 
attacked my government because they were 
frightened for themselves and their children. 
They expressed a human feeling, but it was 
rather ridiculous when one thought about it and 
considered whether Libyans would attack the vil
lages around our airport. 

I was reminded of an occasion at the beginning 
of the last war. I was in church with my com
pany of territorials. When I came out of church 
the police were waiting. They asked me to send 
some men at once to the police station to sand
bag the entrance. At the time I thought that the 
suggestion was sensible, but then I thought more 
deeply and asked myself whether Hitler was 
really planning to drop a bomb on a little town in 
Norfolk. When I returned from lunch I was 
called away again because a police sergeant was 
too large to get out of the exit that we had created 
by sandbagging the entrance. 

I commend the excellent speeches that have 
been made today. Let our organisation go to 
town on the question of terrorism. There is a 
lot of meat in the debate on which to hang 
another approach to the Council so that it might 
take what we say more seriously. I hope that as 
a result Mr. Caro's initiative will at long last bear 
fruit. 

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

Mr. ANTRETTER (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, the debate 
so far has shown that not one of the freely
elected parliamentarians who go to make up this 
Assembly takes terrorism lightly and there is not 
one who would not be prepared to fight terror
ism. 

The report - and here I express my warm 
appreciation to the Rapporteur, Mr. van der 
Werff- has approached this subject in a respon
sible and thoughtful manner. 
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Nevertheless, I feel we need to discuss this 
subject with more discrimination than some of 
the speeches here have indicated; otherwise we 
may find that just because of short-term deci
sions in the fight against terrorism, we end up 
pursuing a policy which no one wants and which 
spawns new terrorism. 

I feel that this of all subjects shows that com
mon action by the Europeans is essential. It is 
no surprise, of course, that we here are all in 
agreement as regards the fight against terrorism, 
because the spirit of individual terrorism and 
state terrorism is not the spirit of those who meet 
here as the freely-elected representatives of the 
parliamentary democracies. 

We have every sympathy for the apprehen
sions of the United States Government, which 
wants to protect its citizens against criminal 
attacks. We support, and must support, the 

·United States in this struggle. But I believe, Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, that we must 
also be at pains not to avenge innocent victims 
with other innocent victims. Our goal must be 
to arrive at a successful policy against terrorism 
in co-operation with the Arab states, which have 
themselves been victims of terrorist attacks. 

The future of the Arab countries lies primarily 
in their friendship with the Europeans. It is 
therefore essential that the European countries 
should speak to the Arab countries with one 
voice. But it is also essential that any action 
against international terrorism should be agreed 
between the allies. 

What depresses us in this connection is not so 
much the possible danger of disagreement among 
the European countries as the United States 
Government's unwillingness, which is already 
much in evidence, to give a reasonable hearing to 
legitimate demands and wishes expressed by the 
majority of European countries. 
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The action taken against Libya was inappro
priate in various respects. It was inappropriate 
because it punished only one country that mani
festly supports international terrorism. And yet 
we know that other countries are doing this, and 
are fishing in troubled waters here. The action 
was inappropriate because the innocent victims 
outnumbered the legitimate targets. It was 
inappropriate because there was no agreement 
with the friendly countries of the European Com-
munity. · 

I feel it is now important that we should use 
the largest platform we have, the Council of 
Europe for example, to fight a successful cam
paign against international terrorism. 

Like the protection of the environment and 
the abuse of drugs, this is further proof of the 
obsolescence of national frontiers. These prob-
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lems can only be successfully solved through 
international co-operation. 

But, ladies and gentlemen, this will also entail 
a common policy on arms exports, among other 
things, since anyone who seriously intends to 
combat international terrorism must also advo
cate that countries willing to fight terrorism 
should not at the same time supply weapons to 
countries that support terrorism. Otherwise all 
our fine words today are pure hypocrisy. 

I agree with the representative who said that 
terrorists, if they have any faith, would have to 
account to their maker for their actions. I 
would add that everyone else, and especially 
those responsible for policy in recent years, will 
have to ask themselves if they have done every
thing possible to create a world which does not 
force anyone to do what terrorists are now doing; 
whether as politicians they have done their share 
in seeing to it that thirty thousand children no 
longer die each day, because in the time we 
spend here debating, we have squandered many 
millions of marks, dollars, roubles - what you 
will- on armaments. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Inan, Observer from Turkey. 

Mr. INAN (Observer from Turkey). - I am 
conscious that an observer should not be heard 
too much and should probably not be too 
visible. However on a subject such as terrorism 
from which my country, I am sad to say, has suf
fered so much I cannot remain silent. 

My country has lost 6,065 lives as well as its 
democratic system as a result of international 
terrorism. And we have still not finished. 

Turkey is situated geographically in direct con
tact with the Warsaw Pact countries. It is in 
direct proximity to the terrorist-producing region 
of the world to which we have restrained 
access. It is amazing that in the western media 
one never reads about what happens in my 
country. We experience the infiltration of ter
rorism from the south, from the south-east and 
from Syria in particular. Iran and Iraq are at 
war and there is a weakening of the central 
authorities, liberating negative forces. Even 
when three, four or five people are assassinated 
we hear not a word about it on television, on the 
western radio or in the western press. I find 
that extremely sad. 

International terrorism is a new kind of 
war. Western countries within NATO are each 
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trying to destabilise democtacy, because they 
know from experience that thts is the best way of 
cutting Turkey off from he~ western partners, 
and once a democratic syste~ collapses, one is 
cut off from one's democratic family. These 
terrorists also know as a resplt of a recent sad 
experience that the western world is much more 
interested in the absence of democracy than in 
defending democracies. ! 

In the past, when we suffered from the collapse 
of our democratic system or '!Vhen it was in dan
ger of collapse, we were not heard by our western 
partners. But once democracy became a victim, 
interest was shown and it is ~till being shown -
for example, at the Council of Europe in 
Strasbourg and in other organisations. 

On behalf of all the democfatic systems in the 
western world I urge Europe to defend its demo
cratic society against th~s new kind of 
war. Much is being said in tnany quarters, but 
very little is being done. In ~his context, I con
gratulate the French Goven)ment on its firm 
attitude to terrorism. However, that is not the 
case in all Western Europea9 countries. 

Resolution after resolution has been passed by 
the Council of Europe, but tiere has been very 
little implementation. Ther have been very 
few ministerial meetings to laborate on those 
resolutions. When the u~·ted States asked 
Europe to act together, Euro said," No- wait 
a little", and when the Unite States acted on its 
own it was criticised. No on~ really knows how 
and when Europe will finally decide to defend 
herself. 

Unfortunately, when one ~ountry decides to 
do something, other countries increasingly stay 
in the background as spectators. It gives me no 
pleasure to say this in Paris, but sadly there are 
still capitals in Western Europe that are havens 
for international terrorists. Some prime minis
ters still say that terrorists shbuld not be distin
guished from freedom fighters, but who are those 
freedom fighters? They are t*ople who kill men 
in the street, who assassinated the Prime Minis
ter of Sweden, who assassinated the former 
Prime Minister of Turkey, at}d who assassinate 
innocent families at airports such as Orly, Rome 
and Vienna. They are considlered to be freedom 
fighters, and they are given al haven. 

The politicians in Brussels or Strasbourg may 
take collective decisions, but <j)nce they return to 
their own parliaments they do not urge imple
mentation of those decisions., How can we be 
credible if we do not take coll~ctive measures to 
defend ourselves? 

year spending billions of dollars on defending International terrorism is n~w a major danger, 
their societies, way of life and freedoms, but very not only to human life but to our democratic 
little, if anything, is done to defend our societies institutions and freedom. 11he western world 
and democracies against this new kind of and Europe should react, alnd should do so 
war. Once again, the terrorists in Turkey are urgently. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr. 
Reddemann. 

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and 
gentlemen, my friend and colleague Mr. Toby 
J essel referred to the specific problem of West 
Berlin just now. He felt that because of the lack 
of frontier checks in Berlin the present situation 
might result in terrorists crossing the frontier, 
not only into West Berlin but via the Federal 
Republic of Germany into other countries of 
Western European Union. In order not to leave 
the impression that the Federal Government, 
which has always been committed to the fight 
against terrorism, might be guilty of omissions 
on sentimental grounds, I should like to make 
four brief points to explain the actual situation in 
West Berlin. 

First, forty-one years after the end of the war 
Berlin is still governed by occupation law, albeit 
with the full approval of the population, because 
of the threat posed by the Soviet troops in the 
surrounding areas. This means that supreme 
power in West Berlin is exercised by the three 
western powers. But it also means that both the 
governments of the three western powers and the 
Federal Government continue to operate on the 
basis that the whole of Berlin, including the 
Soviet sector, which is designated as its capital 
by the German Democratic Republic, is gov
erned by the special law and that there are there
fore no checks by the western powers on the 
boundaries between the sectors of Berlin. 

Second, there is a Berlin statute which was 
negotiated by the governments of the western 
powers and the Government of the Soviet Union 
in 1971. It states explicity that West Berlin is 
not a constituent part of the Federal Republic of 
Germany and merely has certain links with 
it. This provision, which we understandably 
did not welcome, has meant that the clause in 
our constitution which says Berlin is a Land of 
the Federal Republic of Germany remains in 
abeyance, and that, of course, means that the 
Federal Republic of Germany cannot introduce 
frontier controls in Berlin even if it wanted to. 

Third, laws passed in the Federal Republic of 
Germany do not automatically apply in Berlin: 
what is known as a transition law first has to be 
passed and only then does legislation apply 
equally in the Federal Republic and Berlin. The 
Federal Republic's generous right of asylum thus 
applies in Berlin too and binds us to grant asy
lum, or at least the relevant hearing, to anyone 
who comes to West Berlin requesting asylum 
there as much as in West Germany, that is to say 
in other parts of the Federal Republic. 

Fourth, the Soviet Union and the Government 
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East Berlin because they want the rights of the 
three western powers in East Berlin to lapse, 
bringing them a step closer to their goal of desig
nating West Berlin as a kind of free state or third 
political entity in Germany. 

In these circumstances, I would ask you to 
appreciate that it is not quite so easy to solve the 
asylum problem as Mr. Jessel may think. I can 
assure you, however, that both the governments 
of the three western powers and the Federal Gov
ernment are at present engaged in crucial negoti
ations with the Government of the German 
Democratic Republic, aimed at their restricting 
the outward flow of people seeking asylum. 

I ask your indulgence for having felt compelled 
to explain this rather complicated matter but I 
felt I should do so to avoid any false conclusions 
on this particular issue. 

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

I call Mr. van der Werff, Rapporteur of the 
General Affairs Committee. 

Mr. van der WERFF (Netherlands). - I thank 
members for their valuable speeches. One of 
the most important effects of this debate is the 
declaration of solidarity, as Mr. Kittelmann 
said. The existing conventions are not specifi
cally directed to ways and means of action, 
whether preventive or retaliatory. That is the 
reason for the report and for this debate - in the 
hope of urging the Council and the governments 
to take a strong stand and do something. 

I do not think that I should answer all the 
points raised, with which on the whole I 
agree. As Mr. Berger said, it is the duty of the 
western world to safeguard its civilisation and 
way of life. He emphasised the necessity for a 
sort of catalogue, which would be a good system, 
to give more attention to the different possibili
ties. 

Mr. Stokes concluded - I agree - that Libya 
has been directly warned by the Soviet Union 
against further overt terrorism or support for ter
rorist action. 

I was sorry about the intervention by Mr. 
Milani. He advocated the study of possibilities 
of political action and said that we should take a 
moderate view and assess the situation before 
doing anything. I agree, but I regret that he felt 
that the recommendation made no sense. 

Mr. Freeson emphasised very well the neces
sity for closer analysis of different kinds of 
terrorism. I liked his comment on paragraph 
35; he took up very well the provocative element 
there. 

of the German Democratic Republic would like Sir Geoffrey Finsberg referred to the human 
us to close the frontier between West Berlin and and democratic principles of our society and the 
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chances for that society in future. That is one of 
the important points in the report and I was 
happy to have his endorsement. As both Mr. 
Freeson and Lady Jill Knight said, one of the 
principles of our democratic society is the inde
pendence of the courts, and this produces a sort 
of tension. I am sure that the recommendation 
on which we are to vote supports the idea of the 
independence of the courts, because that is one 
of the real principles of the western world. 

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg's demand, as an experi
enced member of parliament, for closer contact 
between the Assembly and the Council on this 
subject is one that I whole-heartedly second. 

Mr. Close said that the recommendation was 
too academic. I confess that I refrained from 
advising concrete measures, because paragraph 
11 of the recommendation would put before the 
Council the suggestion that it should assess the 
situation and try to get on with these matters. I 
agree with Mr. Close that our generation has one 
syndrome but that succeeding generations will 
have others, but we should relieve them of the 
syndrome of terrorism. 

Mr. Jessel's speech was fully answered by Mr. 
Reddemann. I am happy that Mr. Reddemann 
spoke on this matter, because it is one of the 
important aspects of the unity of Western 
Europe that we should stand behind the Federal 
Republic over West Berlin, which is one of the 
pivots of our existence as a group offree nations. 

However, Mr. Jessel did not point out - this 
may be more important - the difficulties that we 
all have - in London, in Rome, in Milan, in 
Amsterdam - with air traffic. People take a 
plane, sometimes with false tickets, and arrive 
from all over the world. 

Lady Jill Knight said that we faced two prob
lems with what she described as the " endemic 
disease " of terrorism. The first is that the ter
rorist groups are small and well-trained, so it is 
very difficult to uncover them. Secondly, she 
discussed the question of diplomatic immu
nity. Western Europe is currently doing some
thing in this regard. She also discussed the way 
in which terrorists can hop from town to town 
with a blank cheque. 

Sir Paul Hawkins gave examples of the human 
tragedies which flow from terrorist action. His 
sense of reality and humour made it clear that we 
have to take action in our own way; Mr. 
Antretter also stressed this. He said that we 
have to act in a balanced way and should involve 
the moderate Arab countries. I fully agreed 
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European organisation, ha. perhaps the best 
chance of achieving unity and co-operation and 
of safeguarding democracy, which is the most 
important factor. 

In Holland when I was a boy, we played the 
game of the elephant, the man and the flea. The 
man could kill the flea and the elephant could 
trample the man to death, but the flea could 
drive the elephant crazy by running around in 
his ear. We should not behave like the ele
phant, because it cannot crush the flea; we 
should act like the man and hunt and kill the 
flea. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does the 
Rapporteur for the opinion qf the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Alrmaments wish to 
speak? : 

Mr. KITTELMANN (Fed ral Republic of Ger
many) (Translation). - Mr. resident, on behalf 
of the Committee on De~ nee Questions and 
Armaments I too should lik to express very sin
cere thanks for the debate, 1 which has happily 
revealed a very high level of agreement in the 
condemnation of acts of terrorism and in the 
intention to do more to prevent them. I believe 
the problem of state terrorism in particular, and 
its consequences, will be discussed here on very 
many more occasions in the future. The more 
intensively and purposefully we act and call on 
our governments in the national parliaments and 
elsewhere to consult each other and to take joint 
action, the less chance tqrrorism will have. 
That, I believe, is what today's debate has 
shown. I am sure that the contribution from 
the Rapporteur and the Gen~ral Affairs Commit
tee represents a major step towards providing 
governments with recommendations for consis-
tent and successful action. ~ 

The PRESIDENT (Trans ation). - Does the 
General Affairs Committee · sh to speak? ... 

Mr. CLOSE (Belgium) ( ranslation). - No, 
Mr. President. . 

The PRESIDENT (Tran~ation). - We now 
come to the vote on the dtift recommendation 
contained in Document 10~7. 

I have three amendments: two tabled by the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments and included in its report expressing the 
committee's opinion, Document 1066, and 
Amendment 1 tabled by Lady Jill Knight. 

We shall first consider the amendments of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments, followed by that tabled by Lady Jill 
Knight. 

with Mr. Antretter, but then he asked why we The first amendment tabl by the Committee 
maments given in 

ocument 1066, is 
should not involve the Council of Europe. We on Defence Questions and 
have discussed this, but we have chosen to take that committee's report, 
the initiative here because WEU, as the smallest worded as follows: 
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The President (continued) 

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

" Recalling however its Recommendation 396 
concerning the alliance machinery for dealing 
with developments beyond the NATO area, 
and reiterating its belief ' that in the case of 
such developments which the allies jointly 
recognise as directly threatening the vital inter
ests of the alliance the ready assistance of all 
allies must be forthcoming within the area to 
facilitate United States deployments beyond 
the area '; " 

I call Mr. Kittelmann to speak to the amend
ment. 

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation).- Mr. President, ladies and 
gentlemen, this amendment merely recalls 
Recommendation 396 adopted by WEU and 
does not contain anything new. The Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments thus 
simply wants to recall a recommendation already 
passed by WEU. 

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

I call Mr. Dejardin. 

Mr. DEJARDIN (Belgium) (Translation). -
The text of this amendment does, of course, 
repeat wording already agreed to earlier by our 
Assembly, but in a different context. I spoke 
against it at the time, because it is too easy to 
refer to out-of-area threats to NATO in order to 
flout the treaty itself and to extend the de facto 
area of intervention beyond the boundaries 
drawn and accepted by our countries in 
NATO. In addition, the presence of this text in 
a report against terrorism cannot fail to be read, 
as I pointed out at the first meeting of the com
mittee, as legitimation of the American action 
against Tripoli. The words: " such develop
ments which the allies jointly recognise as 
directly threatening the vital interests of the alli
ance " may seem a joke in the sense that recent 
history has shown how many times the United 
States, the main ally in the alliance, has inter
vened, particularly in the Mediterranean area, in 
spite of any prior consultation with its allies. 

I would not like such a text, adopted by the 
Assembly, to be used to support the argument 
that our countries, and mine in particular, could 
be required to lend their assistance to an inithi
tive justified on the grounds of urgency. 
Because of the context of this report, I cannot 
accept the reintroduction of this paragraph into 
the recommendation. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- What is the 
General Affairs Committee's opinion? 
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I call Mr. van der Werff, Rapporteur. 

Mr. van der WERFF (Netherlands). - The 
problem is that the General Affairs Committee 
has not discussed that opinion and the first 
amendment proposed by the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments. Mr. 
Dejardin has referred to a different context. He 
was right on that point, but the Assembly has 
agreed to the text. I as a member may have 
some doubts about the automaticity involved in 
it, but that was the expressed aim of the Com
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments. 
It was concerned with the joint action and initia
tives of the allies. That point is in my report, 
also. Personally, I could accept the recommen
dation. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does the 
General Affairs Committee wish to speak? ... 

I call Mr. Close. 

Mr. CLOSE (Belgium) (Translation). -There 
would seem to be a misunderstanding in Mr. 
Dejardin's interpretation of the wording of the 
amendment to the draft recommendation. The 
primary motivation had nothing to do with the 
American action in Libya, since that event had 
not yet taken place, but was simply that, in the 
event that the United States found it had to 
recover or divert part of its forces assigned to 
NATO for an out-of-area mission, the allies 
should be ready to shoulder their obligations and 
replace those forces, for example in the central 
European defence area. 

Although this point is very clear, for even 
greater precision I would add that if, in the sector 
held by the American Seventh Army, one or two 
divisions were withdrawn for out-of-area com
mitments, it would be up to the NATO allies to 
fulfil their obligations and replace those forces to 
ensure the defence of the sector. 

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I now shall 
put the first amendment of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments to the 
vote. 

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

The first amendment by the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments is agreed to. 

The Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments has tabled a second amendment 
which is given in its report, Document 1066. It 
reads as follows: 

At the end of paragraph (x) of the preamble to 
the draft recommendation add " and the firm 
diplomatic and juridical measures agreed at the 
Tokyo summit on 5th May 1986; ". 
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The President (continued) 

I call Mr. Kittelmann to speak to the amend
ment. 

I note that the spokesman for the committee 
does not wish to speak. 

Does anyone wish to speak against the amend
ment? ... 

What is the opinion of the General Affairs 
Committee? 

I call Mr. van der Werff, Rapporteur. 

Mr. van der WERFF (Netherlands). - I fully 
endorse the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I now put 
the second amendment by the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments to the 
vote. 

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

The second amendment by the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments is agreed to. 

Lady Jill Knight has tabled Amendment 1 
which reads: 

1. At the end of paragraph I.3 of the draft 
recommendation proper, add: 

"(f) seek an agreement between member 
countries that their courts will not 
refuse extradition applications for 
convicted terrorists on the grounds 
that the act (or acts) of terrorism was 
carried out from political motives. " 

I call Lady Jill Knight. 

Lady Jill KNIGHT (United Kingdom).- I was 
a little sorry to hear the comments of my friend 
Mr. van der Werff. Of course, I completely 
agree that the courts must remain independent of 
political manipulation, but all our parliaments 
direct their courts on maximum and minimum 
sentences, on how juries are arranged, and so 
on. After all, courts act on laws that are made 
in our parliaments. 

I draw the Assembly's attention to the fact that 
I am asking not that suspects should be brought 
back but that convicted criminals - those whom 
the courts have already convicted - should ·be 
brought back. I am not telling the courts how 
they should judge a conviction. I very much 
agree with what Mr. Freeson said. 

SEVENTH SITTING 

at the moment are finding sanctuary. It is the 
principle of affording san~tuary that I am so 
much against. It is a slenc!ler reason for voting 
against the amendment to s•y that it might mean 
that we were leading to manipulation of the 
courts. That is not my view. 

I also stress to the Asselllbly that I am asking 
that we seek an agreeme~t between member 
countries, and that is all. If member countries 
say that they cannot do it for x, y or z reason, 
that is another matter. Hc!>wever, the situation 
as it is encourages terrcl>rism and protects 
terrorists. Therefore I ur'e the Assembly to 
vote in favour of Amend~~mt 1. 

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

I call Mr. Stoffelen. · 

Mr. STOFFELEN (Netherlands). - I suspect 
that Lady Jill Knight know$ what I am about to 
say. There has been no final verdict. That 
being so, I urge that we wait until the legal out-
come has been decided. ! 

The amendment is not good enough. It gives 
rise to three problems for me. The first prob
lem is its wording. If it m~ans that other coun
tries should change their legislation, it is wrong 
to speak about seeking an, agreement between 
democratic countries, whic~ of course they will 
not refuse. The problem is not the courts but 
the legislation. 

My second problem is a l~gal objection. The 
sad fact is that many member states of the Coun
cil of Europe have not si~ed or ratified the 
European convention on eJttradition. It would 
be a great help, if, for instance, the United King
dom and other countries di4 so. What is more, 
some member states have qot signed or ratified 
the European convention on the suppre'ssion of 
terrorism. That is an extremely effective instru
ment in the fight against terrorism. 

My third problem is a personal one. Lady Jill 
Knight will know that the ~gal Affairs Commit
tee of the Council of Europe is preparing a report 
on the fight against terro sm. I suggest that 
Lady Jill Knight's idea be i~luded in that report 
in order to avoid a re battle about her 
amendment. I suggest th t Lady Jill Knight 
should withdraw her amendment here to enable 
the Legal Affairs Committ~e of the Council of 
Europe to work it out. 

The PRESIDENT (Trans~~tion). - What is the 
opinion of the General Aff*rs Committee? ... 

I call Mr. van der Werff, Rapporteur. 
I must say in support of my amendment that 

in the Dutch case there were two criminals- one Mr. van der WERFF (Netherlands).- Perhaps 
a convicted murderer and the other a convicted it would be better first to ask Lady Jill Knight 
bomber. They were convicted in fair trials and what she thinks about Mr. Stoffelen's idea that 
the court was not in any way manipulated by she should reconsider her a~endment because of 
anyone. Those people escaped from prison and its legal implications. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady 
Jill Knight. 

Lady Jill KNIGHT (United Kingdom). - In 
my view, it involves a little too much hair
splitting. If we are against terrorism, we are 
against terrorism. I do not accept that I would 
do better if I tabled an amendment in a different 
Assembly, the Council of Europe. It is this 
Assembly, and this report is before it. In all 
conscience I cannot fail to press my amendment 
because I genuinely believe that it would be of 
great advantage in combating terrorism. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - What is the 
opinion of the General Affairs Committee? 

Mr. CLOSE (Belgium) (Translation). - In 
these circumstances, the committee is in favour 
of Lady Jill Knight's amendment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I put Lady 
Jill Knight's Amendment l to the vote by sitting 
and standing. 

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

Amendment 1 is agreed to. 

The Assembly will now vote on the draft 
recommendation contained in Document 1057 
as amended. 

No one has requested a vote by roll-call. We 
shall therefore vote by sitting and standing. 

I put the draft recommendation to the vote. 

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

The amended draft recommendation is 
adopted'. 

5. ScientifiC, tech110wgiclll tuldaerospace 
questions tmd Western European defence 

(Vote 011 tu drtl/t ncommellllation, 
Doe. 1055 IIIUI tun~lldme11t:r) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the vote on the draft recom
mendation on scientific, technological and aero
space questions and Western European defence, 
Document 1055 and amendments. 

There are four amendments: Amendment 1, 
tabled by Mr. Fourre, Amendment 3 tabled by 
Mr. Gansel, Amendment 2 by Mr. Fourre and 
Amendment 4 by Mr. Gansel. 

1. See page 50. 
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Amendment l tabled by Mr. Fourre reads: 

1. Leave out paragraph (vi) of the preamble 
to the draft recommendation and insert: 

"-Considering that the importance of this 
role demands an independent European 
effort within the framework of certain 
activities such as those relating to the 
space station but also requires effective 
co-operation with the United States;" 

I call Mr. Wilkinson, Chairman of the com
mittee, to speak to Amendment 1. 

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom).- In the 
absence of Mr. Fourre, I shall move Amendment 
1. 

Our Rapporteur, who was not able to be pre
sent at the meeting of the committee that dis
cussed his report, has advised me that creating 
an autonomous, independent European capabil
ity is the ultimate objective that he thinks we 
should pursue. 

On the subject of the space station, he means 
to imply that within the overall context of a joint 
effort between Europe and the United States on 
the NASA space station, our activities as Euro
peans should be so organised as to enhance our 
capability for independent and, ultimately, 
autonomous action. Therefore, Mr. Fourre's 
amendment has the full support of the commit
tee. 

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

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

I put Amendment 1 to the vote. 

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

Amendment 1 is agreed to. 

Mr. Ganse1 has tabled Amendment 3 which 
reads: 

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

" Noting with concern differences in poli
cies of member countries with regard to 
armament exports to non-member coun
tries, especially those in conflict areas and 
even those which support international 
terrorism, which may seriously obstruct 
progress towards improved defence co
operation; " 

I call Mr. Stoffelen to speak to Amendment 3. 

Mr. STOFFELEN (Netherlands). - There is 
hardly any need to explain the effects of the 
amendment after the debate which we have just 
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Mr. Stoffelen (continued) 

had about the fight against terrorism. It is clear 
that there is a relationship between the export of 
armaments to areas in conflict and ter
rorism. For that reason I am sure that the com
mittee and the Assembly will have no problem in 
supporting the amendment. 

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

What is the committee's opinion? 

Mr. FOURRE (France) (Translation). - The 
committee has not had an opportunity to con
sider this amendment. Personally, whilst I 
agree in substance, I do not think that this word
ing can apply to the objectives we have set our
selves in the context of the draft recommenda
tion I have presented. It would be better to 
make it the subject of another report, which is 
why I, personally, am not in favour of it. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. 
Stoffelen, in view of the explanations given by 
the Rapporteur would you be prepared to with
draw your amendment in order to submit it in 
committee? 

Mr. STOFFELEN (Netherlands). -It would be 
illogical to do so because there is such a clear 
relationship between the problem mentioned in 
the amendment and the report. It would be 
illogical to withdraw the amendment, especially 
after the debate that has just ended. That would 
be just paying lip-service after the Assembly has 
just adopted such a good report. I cannot 
believe it. The amendment is logical and con
sistent. 

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

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom).- As the 
Rapporteur has clearly stated, I must make it 
clear that the committee did not have the oppor
tunity to discuss this amendment. It is note
worthy that it is signed only by Mr. Gansel, with 
no other signatures. 

The amendment is worthy of attention and I 
do not dispute the intentions behind it, but it is 
plain that it is not in accordance with the general 
direction of the report which is directed towards 
high technology matters. Armament exports 
are a matter for the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments not for the Commit
tee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions. We should not be addressing our
selves to an issue which is material to the halting 
of international terrorism. Mr. Gansel should 
have introduced his amendment in relation to 
the report which we discussed earlier. I support 
my Rapporteur. I do not want the amendment 
to be adopted. 
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The PRESIDENT (Tr~nslation). - The 

Assembly being fully infoqned, I put Amend-
ment 3 to the vote. 1 

(A vote was then taken 6Y sitting and stand-
ing) , 

Amendment 3 is agreed to. 

Mr. Fourre has tabled Amendment 2 which 
reads: 

2. Leave out paragraph 1 (a) of the draft 
recommendation proper and insert: 

" the establishment of a European civil 
and military comput~r market" 

I call the Rapporteur. 

Mr. FOURRE (France) <Translation). - In the 
initial form of the proposal, we stressed the need 
for a civil computer mark t which would have 
repercussions in the mili ry field and vice
versa. That prompted so e of us to consider 
the idea of an integrated m rket. I do not think 
we can go that far. Wheth r or not that is to be 
regretted I do not yet kno , but I think that we 
have first to pass through 

1

a preliminary stage, 
that is the definition of common objectives with 
a view to setting up a Eurowan market. That is 
the purpose of my amend111lent. 

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

I call the Chairman of the committee. 

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom). - We 
support the advice given by the Rapporteur that 
the amendment be adopted. 

The PRESIDENT (Tr~nslation). - I put 
Amendment 2 to the vote. 

(A vote was then taken ~Y sitting and stand-
ing) 1 

Amendment 2 is agreed ~o. 

Mr. Gansel has tabled 4mendment 4 which 
reads: 1 

4. After paragraph 2 of ~he draft recommen
dation proper, add a new paragraph as follows: 

" Elaborate joint criteria for armament 
export policies of mePtber countries, with 
preference in the field of defence co-opera
tion, ensuring that no weapons or defence 
equipment be exported to non-member 
countries when this would be against the 
security interests of the alliance; " 

I call Dr. Miller to speak to Amendment 4. 

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - If I under
stood the Chairman of the committee aright 
when discussing Amendment 3, he said that he 
considered that the amendment was not 
relevant. I appreciate that1Amendment 4 has a 
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similar flaw and that it would be better applied 
to another report. In view of the powerful 
speech by Mr. Freeson yesterday about arma
ments I ask the Rapporteur and the Chairman of 
the Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions to consider the amendment 
and to see whether it is possible for them to com
mend at least the spirit of it to the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments. I should 
be obliged if they would do that and then with
draw the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT (TranSlation). - Do~s any
one wish to speak against the amendment? ... 

What is the committee's opinion? 

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom). - I 
understand and respect Dr. Miller's motives and 
I am sure that our colleagues in the Assembly 
were impressed by Mr. Freeson's speech. Dr. 
Miller is right to suggest that it would be appro
priate to withdraw the amendment. I agree that 
the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments should pay more attention to armament 
exports. The subject is worthy of further 
study. I support Dr. Miller's decision to with
draw the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Amend
ment 4 is withdrawn. 

We shall now proceed to vote on the draft 
recommendation contained in Document 1055 
as amended. 

Since no one has requested a vote by roll-call, 
the Assembly will vote by sitting and standing. 

I now put the draft recommendation to the 
vote. 

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

The amended draft recommendation is 
adopted 1• 

I thank the committee and in particular Mr. 
Fourre for their great patience. 

6. Disarmament - reply to the thirty-first 
annual report of the Council 

(Yote on the draft recommendlltion, 
Doe. 1059 and amendments) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order of the day is the vote on the draft recom
mendation on disarmament - reply to the thirty
first annual report of the Council, Document 
1059 and amendments. 

1. See page 52. 

222 

SEVENTH SITTING 

I call Sir Dudley Smith. 

Sir Dudley SMITH (United Kingdom).- On a 
point of order, Mr. President. As it is now get
ting close to lunch time, and as a number of peo
ple have gone, surely it is in the interests of 
everyone, whatever their views, to postpone the 
votes on the various amendments until the 
beginning of this afternoon's sitting. Perhaps 
you would consult the Assembly about what its 
feelings are. 

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

Mr. STOFFELEN (Netherlands). - On the 
same point of order, Mr. President. I under
stand the reason for the request, but I fear that I 
must predict that there will be no quorum this 
afternoon. At least, that has been so on every 
such occasion as this in the last ten years. I per
sonally believe in miracles but not in political 
miracles. Postponing the issue until this after
noon would mean that this Assembly would not 
be able to vote on a relevant and important 
report. Therefore, we must either proceed now 
or postpone the matter until our next session. 

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

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom).- On a 
point of order, Mr. President. I support the 
intervention of my colleague, Sir Dudley 
Smith. We have before us a long series of 
amendments of considerable complexity that 
deserve to be dealt with in detail. We could be 
doing a disservice to the work of this Assembly if 
we tried to rush them through before lunch. I 
whole-heartedly support Sir Dudley Smith. 

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

Mr. MILAN! (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre
sident, I am unhappy about this attempt to post
pone the vote on the amendments until the after
noon as I have to leave and will be unable to sup
port them. I must point out that the absence of 
a quorum yesterday was engineered to prevent 
discussion of this recommendation and therefore 
of the amendments. What is more, Sir Frederic 
Bennett in his intervention stressed that it would 
have been impossible to deal fully with the 
recommendation and the amendments because 
none of the five ministers who had spoken dur
ing the current session had been able to state 
Europe's position on chemical weapons. In 
addition, there was the argument, based on the 
absence of documentation to substantiate 
whether there really had been violations ofSALT 
11 by the Soviet Union, that it was therefore 
impossible to make an informed judgment as to 
whether President Reagan's statement on the 
subject was based on facts - or should be 
excused as we have heard here. In conclusion, 
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Mr. Milani (continued) 

we either go ahead now to discuss the amend
ments and the recommendation, or we postpone 
the vote until the Assembly receives from either 
the Council of Ministers or the North Atlantic 
Assembly the necessary documentation on the 
SALT II violations. At this juncture a post
ponement would be wise. 

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). -
On the same point of order, Mr. President. The 
easiest way to test the feeling of the Assembly is 
for me to move Rule 32, paragraph 1 (d). I for
mally move the reference back to the commit
tee. 

Sir Dudley SMITH (United Kingdom). - Can 
we have the bells rung? 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir 
Frederic Bennett. 

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom).- I 
support Sir Dudley's suggestion that the bells 
should be rung. Secondly, I support what Sir 
Dudley and others have already said. If Mr. 
Stoffelen is suspicious of some form of plot, I 
give him my word of honour that I shall be here 
this afternoon to contest each and every one of 
the thirteen amendments. He need have no fear 
that I shall not be here to contest them. 

For the moment, I presume that. .. 

Mr. MILANI (Italy) (Translation). - So you 
have private information. 

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
Oh, be quiet. I ask that my words be heard in 
silence, as that will enable me to make my points 
all the quicker. Presumably, Mr. President, at 
your discretion you will take Sir Geoffrey's point 
first so that we can have a formal vote on it 
before we vote on the amendments. 

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

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - We do 
not need to hear Sir Geoffrey Finsberg 
again. We know what he wishes to move, and I 
support him. By postponing this matter for 
whatever reason and by whatever devices, we are 
moving to the situation where, to say the least, 
this Assembly will come into disrepute. Many 
members, for reasons of their own parliamentary 
duties and other related matters, have already 
planned to depart this afternoon and if the votes 
are taken then we shall not have behaved in a 
responsible manner, whatever points of view 
there may be about the amendments. 
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given that day after day this 'fleek this matter has 
been put off for one reason 9r another, the only 
sensible thing to do is to ref~r all papers back to 
the committee so that we can consider it on a 
future occasion. I shall certainly support Sir 
Geoffrey. 

The PRESIDENT (Transbttion). - I call Mr. 
Cox. 1 

Mr. COX (United Kingdot). - I also support 
the reference back proposed y Sir Geoffrey, but 
I should like to add two points. Your youself, 
Mr. President, have been in the forefront of try
ing to reactivate WEU, and lam sure that air of 
us support you. But this ~ort and the vote 
must be the key to how the people in our own 
countries regard us. Our ople want us to 
tackle matters that are of de p concern to them, 
and irrespective of party, l am sure that we 
would all agree that disarmament is one such 
issue. 

I am sorry, Mr. President~'ifl am putting you 
on the spot, but if Sir Geoffi y's proposed refer
ence back is carried - and th indications appear 
to be along those lines - can you try to use your 
influence to ensure that this l'ery important item 
will be included in our December session, if not 
on first day most certainly on the second day? 

Although we were all inf4;rmed that this ses
sion would continue into t e afternoon, many 
members have gone, for hatever reason. I 
support Sir Geoffrey, but in view of the impor
tance of this matter, I ask you as President to try 
to use your good offices to ensure that we have a 
very early debate in December. 

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

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of Ger
many) (Translation).- Mr. President, ladies and 
gentlemen, as Chairman of the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments I would not 
be particularly happy if yet •nother report were 
not taken today, because - i~ I may be permitted 
to make a personal commenl- unlike the previ
ous report, it might give rise to arguments. 

None of the amendments that have been 
tabled has been considered by the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Arm1ments. There was 
no time to discuss them. s Chairman of the 
committee I should like to ay that I shall per
sonally oppose all amendments because Mr. 
Amadei's report, which show~> some consistency, 
was approved. Further changes would be 
unlikely to have the support of the majority of 
the Committee on Defence Q~estions and Arma
ments. 

I 

I would have preferred the matter to have been The PRESIDENT (Transl.tion). - I call Dr. 
resolved - naturally in the way that I think - but Miller. · 
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Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - It is pre
cisely because the amendments have not been 
considered in committee that I recommend sup
port for Sir Geoffrey's motion. Amendments 
fall into two main categories - those which fit 
simply into a text and are easily understood 
when one is deciding whether to agree or dis
agree; and those, like some of these amendments, 
which require considerable thought to discover 
their exact meaning and how they fit into the text 
of the recommendation. For these reasons, I 
strongly recommend that the matter be referred 
back so that we can consider the whole thing. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Everyone 
has had an opportunity to speak. 

So I have Sir Geoffrey Finsberg's formal pro
posal for reference back to the committee under 
Rule 32, paragraphs 1 (d), 2 and 3 ofthe Rules of 
Procedure. 

Does anyone wish to speak against this request 
for reference back to committee? ... 

I now put Sir Geoffrey Finsberg's proposal to 
the vote by sitting and standing. 

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

The motion for reference back to committee is 
agreed to. 
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The report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments and the draft recom
mendation are therefore referred back to the 
committee. 

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

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

Emerging technology and military strategy 
(Presentation of and debate on the report of 
the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments and vote on the draft recommen
dation, Document 1052). 

Are there any objections? ... 

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

Does anyone wish to speak? ... 

The sitting is closed. 

{The sitting was closed at 12.55 p.m.) 



EIGHTH SITTING 

Thursday, 5th June 1986 

SUMMARY 

I. Adoption of the minutes. 

2. Attendance register. 

3. Emerging technology and military strategy (Presentation 
of and debate on the report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments and vote on the draft recom
mendatiOn, Doe. I 052). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. van den Bergh (Rappor
teur), Mr. Berger, Mr. Close, M~. Baumel, Mr. Wilkinson, 
Mr. van den Bergh (Rappol'(eur), Dr. Miller (Vice
Chairman of the committee); (points of order): Sir Paul 
Hawkins, Mr. Stoffelen. 

4. Adjournment of the session. 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Cox. 

The sitting was opened at 3.05 p.m., with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair. 

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

1. Adoption of the minutes 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - In accor
dance with Rule 21 of the Rules of Procedure, 
the minutes of proceedings of the previous sit
ting have been distributed. 

Are there any comments? ... 

The minutes are agreed to. 

2. Attendance register 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The names 
of the substitutes attending this sitting which 
have been notified to the President will be pub
lished with the list of representatives appended 
to the minutes of proceedings 1• 

3. Emerging technology and military strategy 

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments 

and vote on the draft recommendation, Doe. 1052) 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next 
order ofthe day is the presentation of and debate 
on the report of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments on emerging techno
logy and military strategy and vote on the draft 
recommendation, Document 1052. 

I call Mr. van den Bergh, Rapporteur for the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments. 

I. See page 54. 
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Mr. van den BERGH (Netherlands) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, Mr. Reddemann has just 
confided to me that he will not be taking part in 
the debate so as not to prol~mg this afternoon's 
proceedings. I must say t~at I am grateful to 
him for this and I am also ateful that so many 
members will be taking pa in the debate this 
afternoon. I hear someone sk how many, but I 
cannot say because I have ot counted them. 

I intend to be very brief! because this rather 
important subject was dis~ussed in depth in 
committee. I am pleased that, although there 
are considerable political differences in the com
mittee from time to time, it has been possible to 
adopt a recommendation on this subject almost 
unanimously. I very much hope that the mem
bers who take part in this debate will be just as 
unanimous. 

I should just like to comment very briefly on 
the substance of the matter because I feel that 
emerging technology will be debated not only by 
WEU, NATO and our various governments but 
also by our national parliaiJ1ents for many years 
to come. It will be a continping debate because, 
while not a new problem i* the history of our 
defence efforts since the lsecond world war, 
emerging technology may w~ll be new in terms of 
its nature and its importanc in the conventional 
sphere in the years to corn . 

I believe - as I have said I in the report - that 
the introduction of emer8ing technology, as 
defined by Secretary of Defence Weinberger two 
years ago, may - I will be aautious here - have 
major tactical and also strategic implications for 
the way in which we organise our defence efforts, 
and it may also have a considerable bearing on 
two other aspects, firstly, the way in which we 
handle nuclear resources and, secondly, the 
financial and economic aspects of defence 
efforts. 



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 

Mr. van den Bergh (continued) 

As regards nuclear resources, I believe that, 
subtle differences aside, this Assembly generally 
agrees that, with the deterrence of nuclear 
resources retained, dependence on nuclear wea
pons should possibly be reduced because of the 
risks involved. Consequently, the conventional 
resources we have in NATO have always been 
very important, and that must continue to be the 
case. Leaving aside the question of the precise 
level of the nuclear threshold, to which there is 
no accurate answer, I am sure that the impor
tance of our conventional effort can be consoli
dated in the next few years through the introduc
tion of new technology, in the sense that 
dependence on nuclear resources and also the 
moment at which they will perhaps be used can 
be changed. 

An aspect which is closely associated with this 
but which I do not want to discuss further at this 
time is that the introduction of new technology 
may, I believe, strengthen the defensive nature of 
NATO depending on the type of technology we 
choose. I think this is very important. 

My second comment on this point concerns 
the financial and economic aspects. In the 
report the committee has used figures I obtained 
in the United States as Rapporteur to try to esti
mate the additional financial resources needed to 
introduce technology into the arsenals of the 
Western European countries as the Americans 
would like to see it done. The amount quoted -
many tens of billions - will entail an increase in 
our current financial effort and we feel, or at least 
a number of countries feel, that the present 
financial effort is not enough to maintain at an 
adequate level what is now considered necessary 
in the conventional sphere. This, I believe, will 
be a major source of political tension in the 
future - in fact it is one even now because I am 
firmly convinced that important political choices 
have to be made in this respect. 

The question then is whether we should do 
more at this time than we are really capable of, 
possibly neglecting what we consider necessary 
in the short term, or say that we intend doing 
first what we find necessary in the short term and 
then introduce, selectively and as part of a con
ceptual framework, which is of the utmost 
importance, all manner of modern technologies 
in such a way- I feel Germany, the Netherlands, 
the United Kingdom and Belgium in particular, 
countries which perform a task in the central sec
tor of the Federal Republic, are concerned about 
the way we introduce new technologies and 
about the possible implications for military tac
tics, meaning the kind of concept which will fol
low - that they have the support of all the coun
tries. 
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Mr. President, the report presents a number of 
ideas on this aspect that have been put forward 
in committee. My experience tells me that they 
can generally count on political support in the 
Federal Republic and the other countries that 
play an important military role in the Federal 
Republic. This doubtless means that in the 
years to come we shall be introducing all kinds of 
new technology, which I have described in the 
report. I also emphasise that it is absolutely 
essential for the various reasons I have just 
briefly mentioned, which are also discussed at 
length in the report - military reasons, reasons of 
political strategy and also financial reasons - to 
adopt a highly selective and critical approach to 
emerging technology, without underestimating 
or overestimating its importance. 

Mr. President, this was the line followed by 
the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments in drawing up this recommendation. I 
am sure we shall be continuing this debate in 
many forums and in many forms in the years to 
come, if only because I am inclined to the view 
that increasing emphasis will be placed on Euro
pean interests, however they may be defined, in 
the introduction of new technology in the future, 
not least for economic and industrial reasons. 

Mr. President, that is why we have drawn up 
this report. I hope, of course, that the many 
members who will be taking part in this debate 
this afternoon will support the committee in its 
wisdom. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
very much, Mr. van den Bergh, for your report 
and for the hope you have expressed. Coming 
at the end of the part-session as it does my 
impression is that it will be met. 

In the debate, I call Mr. Berger. 

Mr. BERGER (Federal Republic of Germany) 
(Translation). - Mr. President, ladies and gentle
men, it is probably no coincidence that a Ger
man is speaking first in this debate. As the 
Rapporteur has himself said, this subject has a 
particular bearing on the security of the Federal 
Republic of Germany. 

Before I say anything about the very intelligent 
analyses in his report on the new weapons sys
tems that may be introduced in the future and 
about the new technologies - the hardware, so to 
speak - I should like to make a general com
ment. 

There is an ideologically fairly charged debate 
on what " follow-on forces attack " means and 
what the Rogers plan entails. Many analysts 
deduce from these plans our intention to aban
don the strategic defensive, to pursue plans for a 
strategic offensive in the future, and, what is 
more, to combine this with other elements of 
specific policies, which might result in propa-
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ganda against the alliance as well. Hence my 
basic comment just now. 

We shall only ever fight follow-on forces, 
which are also discussed in this report, as a 
response to an attack against us, that is, only in 
our own defence. But we must fight them 
before they make the breakthrough, before they 
join in the battle. We have perhaps been far too 
thoughtless in leaving this to nuclear weapons, 
rather overlooking the fact that this would leave 
it to our opponent to decide on the need for 
nuclear escalation. 

That is roughly the opposite of what we intend 
with the NATO doctrine of deliberate escala
tion. 

That is why we must find better answers today 
than in the past. The Rogers plan or the plans 
to make better provision for the follow-on forces 
attack are not intended as a replacement for for
ward defences but to reinforce them, and - the 
most important aspect, I feel - to increase the 
credibility of our forward defences in the eyes of 
a potential aggressor and so make an independ
ent contribution to the preservation of the state 
of non-war. 

Following on from what the Rapporteur has 
said, I should like to propose a few criteria relat
ing to the modern systems. I believe we must 
align these criteria with the decision that will 
need to be taken in the future in the alliance and 
in Western European Union and, of course, with 
the establishment of the long-term structural 
plans of the individual member countries. 

There is no denying, in my opinion, that per
sonnel and resources will be in short sup
ply. The first criterion therefore is that we need 
new systems and must use new technologies in 
order to keep the number of soldiers employed as 
support personnel to a minimum. 

Second, we need to be particularly effective 
against attacking armoured troops and also -
this is a new element - against helicopters and 
airborne troops reinforcing them. We need -
and this follows from what I have just said - to 
be particularly effective against follow-on forces 
before they appear on the battlefield. I feel we 
should concentrate on achieving this at the short
est possible distance. The shorter the distance 
to the target, the greater the effect on it and the 
cheaper the transport systems required. 

Third, we naturally need - as the Rapporteur 
has made clear - a high level of cost
effectiveness. But that always raises the ques
tion of co-operation, because co-operation in 
Europe can improve cost-effectiveness. 

Fourth, we need to be particularly effective 
against likely targets, with a realistic assessment 
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of the future threat. I repeat, therefore, that the 
future threat will be characterised by stronger 
armour, greater mobility of targets, particularly 
in the air, and new electronic protective 
measures. We must regard all this as being 
equally important. 

Fifth, we must use the ·new technologies to 
find systems which favour the defender, because 
this will remove an incentive to a potential 
aggressor. The anti-tank helicopter has an 
important part to play in this respect, as have 
mines laid over long distances using a new tech
nology. 

Sixth, for economic and other reasons we need 
to take the greatest possible advantage of civilian 
technology. Too often -and I see this happen
ing in all the alliance armies - the military 
manufactures something that the civilian sector 
can already supply. We must counteract this 
trend. 

Seventh, we must use the new technologies 
to create more political room for manoeuvre. 
This means, for example, that we need far better 
reconnaissance to give us the early warning we 
really need if we are to co-ordinate our reac
tions. 

Finally, I should like to say a few words about 
what is already emerging in the field of new tech
nology. 

First, there are the means of improving recon
naissance, in digitalised camera technology, for 
example. There are unmanned aircraft, which 
we already have, but in future they will need to 
be equipped with jamming-resistant communica
tions systems that transmit their results in real 
time. And soon there will presumably be scat
ter sensors and cable sensors, which in the more 
distant future could be linked to the civilian glass 
fibre networks that will probably exist by then. 

In the field of highly-effective means of inter
diction, to which I referred just now, there have 
also been certain advances that could, for exam
ple, greatly improve strike probability over con
ventional and non-terminally-guided weapons 
and non-targeted means of interdiction to the 
benefit of forward defences and to the detriment 
of follow-on forces in specific zones, increasing 
the effectiveness of defence against an aggressor 
to what I should say is an unprecedented 
level. This would go a long way towards offset
ting NATO's present deplorable inferiority in 
conventional fire-power compared with the 
Warsaw Pact. 

This would help to raise the nuclear threshold 
and so respond to a demand that is widely heard 
in public. But here again I should like to make 
my opinion clear. I sometimes have the 
impression that those who like to see the nuclear 
threshold raised to infinity are the same people 
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who place major obstacles in our way when we 
encourage and agree on such alternatives. 

A final contribution here, and probably the 
most expensive - which is why I refer to it last -
would be what might be called intelligent 
submunitions. 

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, I 
apologise for having been rather technical. But 
I feel we must think about these things in good 
time with a view to harmonising the national 
plans, some of which cover the period up to the 
year 2000, within Western European Union and 
elsewhere, so that armaments co-operation 
becomes possible without the constant need to 
agree on every new detail, every new 
system. This would presumably pave the way 
for closer co-operation than we have had in the 
past. 

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

Mr. CLOSE (Belgium) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, it seems to me 
that this very thin attendance is no tribute to Mr. 
van den Bergh's very sound and detailed report 
from which, for my part, I have learned a 
lot. The question of the emerging technologies 
is important and the strategy that we are follow
ing at the moment with its gaps and its potential 
for improvement is important too. I shall 
therefore speak about both. 

With regard to strategy, everyone agrees that 
now the Soviet Union has achieved nuclear par
ity at the strategic level with Europe and at the 
tactical level with the United States we have 
entered a new phase. It is quite clear that, 
when, in order to make up for our inferiority in 
conventional weapons, we introduced tactical 
nuclear weapons towards the end of the 1960s, 
when the Soviets had none, things became com
pletely different. The second aspect is the 
American strategic defence initiative announced 
by President Reagan in March 1983, picked up 
by Mr. Gorbachev, of course, with the object of 
reducing or even eliminating nuclear arsenals. 

Here there is a convergent action which ren
ders the automatic nature of an American 
nuclear response in the event of conflict infi
nitely less credible. I am merely paraphrasing, 
in other words, the thinking of many strategists 
like Mr. Lellouche and others. The erosion of 
the credibility of the American response brings 
us into the post-nuclear era where we need to 
rethink NATO strategy in depth without neces
sarily changing its terms, but asking ourselves 
whether there is not a complete imbalance 
between nuclear weapons considered as the all
embracing deterrent and conventional forces 
which are in a sad plight as you know. It would 
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seem there is a consensus in this field with every
one agreeing that we have to strengthen conven
tional forces. 

Where the argument begins is on how. The 
purpose of this report is to explain to us that 
future technologies will put us into a position 
where, once again, we will be able to counterbal
ance our potential enemies by higher quality 
technology. 

Allow me to have my doubts. Let me 
explain. First of all, generally - and this is 
something I have found to be true- every tech
nological advance on one side is matched by 
similar technological progress on the other. So 
we cannot regard recourse to increasingly sophis
ticated and expensive gadgets as a pan
acea. What surprises me, however, is that in 
our study of the various components of strategy 
no one or practically no one makes any reference 
to the state of our armed forces. 

Now, during our recent discussions with Gen
eral Rogers in the North Atlantic Assembly, this 
was one of our concerns. We have a linear 
strategy, a thin curtain eight hundred kilometres 
long between the Elbe and the Alps and nothing 
behind it. As Canby and Luttwack, known as 
first-class American strategists, have said, a lin
ear strategy is the best recipe for disaster. A 
breakthrough on the line and you then have 
nothing else to throw in against a possible aggres
sor. 

What is the remedy? Obviously, by increasing 
our forces, but there are only two ways to do 
that. 

The first is to extend military service, which 
my country has just accepted, with difficulty, for 
demographic reasons which have nothing to do 
with strategy. I could remind you that Article 
72 of the treaty of the defunct European Defence 
Community specified a uniform period of eight
een months' service for countries in the 
alliance. That is far from being the case. 

The second is to make more· intelligent use 
of the millions of reservists we have 
available. But are they equipped - they are 
motivated - are the recalls sufficient and can the 
mobilisation plans respond adequately in the 
event of a threat to our security? My reply is 
firmly no. We are neglecting this considerable 
potential which represents the biggest part of our 
human defence forces. 

I think I have said enough on this subject and 
will sum up by repeating that sophisticated gadg
ets are all very well, because we have to keep up 
with our adversaries in the technological race, 
but we would not look upon them as a 
panacea. For we have to be realistic: they are 
extremely expensive. In this period of crisis 
and of austerity all defence budgets are being 
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pruned and there is no hope, ladies and gentle
men, that our governments will go in for this 
expensive list at a cost of ten, twenty or thirty 
billion dollars. That would be drea~land. 

First of all we have to define priorities and I 
am surprised that there is no particular reference 
in the report to chemical weapons, which are 
very much to the fore at the moment when the 
fact is ~hat we are completely outstripped, with 
~o eqmvale~t potential and without the protec
tive gear which would be absolutely essential -
we do not even refer to it - as primary equip
ment for the reserve forces I have just referred 
to. 

A last point is that if there were better co-ordi
na.tion between the North Atlantic Assembly and 
this Assembly each of us would have on his table 
the report on force strengths produced by the 
North Atlantic Assembly whose findings are 
extremely enlightening. 

For example, if you work out the ratio 
~etween figh~ing or defence forces and popula
tiOn for the mne European countries the result is 

· 0. 7 to 1.1% whereas the figure for Switzerland is 
10%. Take a moment or two to think over these 
surprising figures. 

I now come to the emerging techno
logies. When I consider this impressive list I 
am reminded to some extent of the advertise
ments you see in the shops in Texas: " If you 
don't know what you want, come in, we've got 
it. " 

The European countries again need to agree on 
reasonable priorities in the light of their defence 
budgets and not to toy with the idea of buying a 
Rolls-Royce when they do not even have enough 
to get to the end of the month. Secondly, let us 
not forget that central European defence is a 
mixed operation made up of eight army corps of 
different nationalities. It is of little use for the 
Bundeswehr to be tough and for the American 
forces to be equipped with the latest improve
ments if the British, Dutch and Belgians do not 
have them and therefore represent so many weak 
points - potential Sedans. Co-ordination and 
homegeneity are therefore just as necessary in 
the case of conventional forces that we make 
available to NATO as they are, I insist, for mili
tary service periods and for military equip
ment. 

That is the price we must pay to ensure the 
necessary security of the peoples who demand 
that we act as statesmen, and in other words do 
not sacrifice the future for the present. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you 
for your contribution, Mr. Close, that the Assem
bly has listened to with close attention. 
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I call Mr. Baumel. 

Mr. BAUMEL (France) (Translation). - Mr. 
President, ladies and gentlemen, at the end of 
this debate and the days we have spent consider
ing our reports, I shall be brief. I have nothing 
to add to the excellent contributions of previous 
speakers, but would like to draw attention not 
just in this Assembly, but even outside the WEU 
institutions, to the growing problems that access 
to the new scientific technologies will bring and 
in particular to the problem of the conquest of 
space that will be vital for our continent. 

The Challenger disaster, followed by the fail
ure of the American rockets and that of Aria ne a 
few days ago, are severe blows to the technologi
cal and strategic future of the West. Make no 
mistake, for at least six months, probably a year 
to a year and a half, the western sky will be des
perately empty by comparison with the increas
ing resources of Soviet might - even if it has 
arrears to make up, although we are not really 
sure of that. This is a matter for serious con
cern. 

I doubt whether, apart from certain specialised 
units in the government organisations of certain 
great powers, the policy makers of the European 
countries in general, including the members of 
WEU, are as aware as thev should be of what this 
future essentially holds. · 

For fully justified reasons. the objective has 
been to try. cost what it may, to find ways of 
improving the defence of central Europe. We 
have tended, perhaps, to forget all other possible 
forms of conflict, to say nothing of the war with
out war waged against us day in and day out by 
terrorism, disinformation and destabilisation 
and the regional conflicts, which are no doubt 
part of a strategy for bypassing Europe. 

Even at the purely European level we are 
still basing some of our assumptions on the pos
sibilities of conventional aggression. We are 
right to think about them and to make provision 
~or th.e appropriate response, including the use of 
mtelhgent weapons and the reinforcement of the 
defence resources both of NATO and certain 
European powers like France. But we must not 
forget those possibilities which are crucial in the 
longer term. The space chaUenge is an essential 
one for Europe, not only for civil applications 
but als<? for mili~~ry pu~poses but I have a feeling 
that neither pohtical will nor public opinion has 
been mobilised to meet that challenge. The 
effort has to be made. Unfortunately, I am very 
sad to say, the few opportunities are not taken. 

~he idea of a European satellite, for example, 
which coul~ be built as a co-operative venture by 
the countnes of Europe, primarily France and 
Germany, is still shut away in its file. As to the 
European shuttle of the Hermes type, only 
France seems to believe in it. although Germany 
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has also shown some interest. There seems no 
real possibility of this being built before 1995. 

I shall not even mention the manned orbital 
station. The only time the President of the 
French Republic referred to this possibility was 
in a speech in the Netherlands when it was 
greeted wi.t4. frosty silence. No one took it 
up. It suggests we are afraid of tackling the 
problem. Why? 

Are we so underdeveloped a continent that we 
cannot pool our scientific, technical and indus
trial resources to achieve such an objective? 
France managed to equip itself with a nuclear 
weapon on its own at a time when the whole 
world thought it was impossible. 

We can advance at a European level by pool
ing our resources, co-ordinating our laboratories 
and research centres. I am using this opportu
nity to speak in order to make this point very 
clearly because Europe cannot leave the sky to 
the two superpowers. Its future, its destiny, are 
involved. If Europe loses this battle it will, by 
twenty-first century standards, be an underdevel
oped continent. We must act and it would be 
appropriate and perfectly normal for WEU to 
participate, within its sphere of competence and 
the means available to it. 

That is the call I wish to send out at the end of 
our session. 

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

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom).- I had 
not intended to take part in the debate, but, hav
ing heard the two stimulating and well-informed 
speeches from Mr. Close and Mr. Baumel, I 
wanted to add one or two brief observations. 

First, in the defence of Western Europe, we 
have become over-preoccupied with the role of 
armour in defence and ignored the potential of 
intelligent munitions for the security of the 
member countries of WEU. I say that because 
my country is spending a vast amount on 
re-equipping its armoured formations in BAOR 
and, I feel, not doing enough to deploy intelligent 
anti-armour munitions. 

Since this is a defensive alliance and we there
fore will not have the advantage of surprise or be 
able to initiate a pre-emptive attack to secure our 
nations, it will be very necessary to deploy our 
resources in defence rapidly and at the decisive 
point. We will know- we can be certain- that 
our potential adversaries in the Warsaw Pact, on 
the other hand, will have the advantage of sur
prise and will have ensured that they concentrate 
their already preponderant numbers at the point 
which they believe will afford them the opportu
nity of a decisive breakthrough. 
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It is part of our treaty, which of course we 
whole-heartedly support, that my country should 
station 55,000 men and a tactical air force on the 
continent of Europe in time of peace. I do not 
dispute that, but in military terms it could be 

·argued that the political necessity of forces in 
being in the Federal Republic Germany has 
rather more importance attached to it than actu
ally providing a credible defence were war to 
break out. 

In this regard, I was particularly struck by the 
observations of Mr. Close, because what we lack 
is defence in depth. What we lack is mobility 
and flexibility, and what we lack is man
power. For defence in depth, we look to the 
French. For manpower, we look to the Ger
mans and the French. But I think that Mr. 
Baumel, who has often been eloquent on these 
subjects, will agree that we look to the United 
Kingdom in any rational division of responsibili
ties for the ability to reinforce at the critical 
point; to provide the air power and the sea power 
to make sure that the forces in being in central 
Europe have the capacity to sustain operations 
for as long as it is necessary to halt the Warsaw 
Pact offensive; or if necessary to make the awe
some decision to go nuclear. 

From the point of view of my country's 
defence and the contribution that we can make 
to the future of Western Europe, I should like us 
to place more emphasis - as Chairman of the 
Committee on Scientific, Technological and 
Aerospace Questions, I am bound to say this -
on the potential of intelligent munitions and 
guided weapons of the fire-and-forget variety 
against the preponderant armoured formations 
of the Warsaw Pact rather than keep a very costly 
force in being, with all the attendant parapherna
lia of swimming pools, married quarters and 
NAAFI shops that go with a peacetime pres
ence. 

I do not want to unravel in any sense the polit
ical commitment of our alliance, and this would 
be the last place to make such suggestions. But, 
before we spend too much money on a new gen
eration of battle tanks, we should examine more 
closely the potential of intelligent munitions -
the fire-and-forget airborne weapons - and 
should not underestimate the importance of 
space technology for reconnaissance and, above 
all, for early warning. 

Key decisions will have to be made on early 
warning, both in the United Kingdom and in 
France, for our air defences. We have had a 
report on that subject from Mr. Spies von 
Biillesheim, and I do not want to enlarge on that 
now. I whole-heartedly support the comments 
of Mr. Baumel on a European space programme. 
It has the very greatest strategic significance. I 
wish that my country were able to do more. I 
hope that we will. 
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Launchers are critical, as we have seen with 
the two recent failures - I am sad to say - of 
Ariane. We are looking to Hermes for a 
manned system and to support European partici
pation in the space station. I hope that, as well 
as Hermes, Europe will be able to put money 
into Hotol, if the concept is proved to be 
valid. In the longer term, we shall want hori
zontally taking off and landing vehicles because 
they afford the most cost-effective long-term 
option for a European space programme. 

I support this stimulating report. I have been 
immensely encouraged by previous speakers in 
the debate. 

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

I call the Rapporteur. 

Mr. van den BERGH (Netherlands) (Transla
tion). - Mr. President, I thank the four members 
who have taken part in the debate. All four 
approve the contents of the report. 
Consequently, all four have made comments 
which touch on the crux of the matter. What 
they said was also stimulating. The word 
" stimulating " was used by Mr. Wilkinson ear
lier on. I see that he is leaving, and I wanted to 
say a few friendly words to him. 

I will begin by saying something that may 
sound rather provocative. I recall last 
December's debate on SDI very clearly. It was 
one of the debates in this Assembly which was 
genuinely political in nature, with political 
groups engaged in political wrangling over the 
significance of SDI. That was extremely inter
esting and extremely stimulating. 

What was the gist of the report and the gist of 
the recommendations? It was not a question of 
my not being so enthusiastic about SDI for vari
ous reasons. The point was that, like Mr. 
Baumel and others, I feel the European countries 
should give, if not top priority, then at least a 
high priority to European co-operation in anum
ber of fields. Mr. Baumel, Mr. Wilkinson and 
Mr. Close have said what these are. 

What was the political outcome of the debate 
in December? I regret what happened. In 
some ways, it was to be expected, of 
course. The majority of this Assembly turned 
my recommendation round, as it were. I had 
said that the European countries should co-oper
ate among themselves as much as possible and 
leave the Americans to work on their SDI. The 
final wording places far more emphasis on Euro
pean participation in SDI, whatever that might 
mean. In my opinion, it does not mean a great 
deal. There were no impulses for European 
co-operation in this field. 
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I agree with what Mr. Baumel said about 
European observation satellites. President 
Mitterrand made a suggestion about this in The 
Hague two years ago. This was one of the main 
points in our recommendation last time. But 
this Assembly, Mr. President, cannot go on say
ing time and again: " If European co-operation is 
not compulsory in certain areas, the European 
observation satellites and European space tech
nology, for example, then we will not 
co-operate. " I am not reproaching anyone for 
this, but when something is compulsory - and I 
say this to many members of this Assembly- we 
begin by looking across the Atlantic. We first 
ask ourselves what they think of our ideas. We 
then decide on our position. In my opinion, we 
then assume an attitude which approaches total 
submission to American views. 

This is a dilemma and one that we should 
resolve here. We should have a political debate 
on it. Once again, I am not criticising anyone, 
but we should stop talking about European 
co-operation and then saying, the moment we 
have to take a decision: " But it would be so nice 
if our European industries could participate in 
SDI. " Surely we realise that, if that happens, 
there will be fewer and fewer opportunities for 
real co-operation in Europe. What we have 
here is a political dilemma, and I find that a great 
deal of the talk on this subject is not 
straight. But that is not the worst thing. The 
worst thing is that this attitude towards Euro
pean co-operation, European policy and the 
European course does not lead to anything and 
will never lead to anything. 

I should now like to take up something that 
various members have said. As Mr. Berger may 
have realised, the views I have taken into 
account were communicated to me by the Ger
man Government. The issue here is the intro
duction of new technologies, particularly in the 
central sector. I therefore think it wise to take 
the German Government's views into account. 
Let me summarise these views. Various gov
ernments, my own included, have endorsed the 
views of the German Government. It has 
explained how German defence is organised, 
referring to the " line" along the German fron
tier, the line that divides the Federal Republic 
from the German DemQcratic Republic. 
German defence is so organised that the preven
tion of a possible breakthrough in this sector is, 
as it were, guaranteed. That is the first aspect of 
the German Government's views. These views 
have another facet, and I would add that it is 
similarly endorsed by other governments, espe
cially those with troops in the Federal Republic, 
in other words, the Federal Republic itself, the 
Netherlands, Belgium and the United Kingdom. 
The Americans also have troops in the Federal 
Republic, but not in the same way as these coun
tries. 
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The German Government's views also cover 
the follow-on forces attack. It is, as it were, con
sidering things in depth. There are reasons to 
strengthen defences. But this must not be done 
at the expense of front-line defences, which have 
priority. That is a political premise on which a 
great deal of emphasis is placed. In the present 
political situation the Assembly cannot say that 
the intention is to keep the front line strong and 
at the same time call for rapid progress in the 
strengthening of defence in depth. 

I would also point out, Mr. President, that 
views on the reorganisation of the Russian divi
sions, the" second line", vary somewhat. Some 
experts say - I do not include myself among the 
experts - that basically nothing has changed. 
The situation is the same as before. It has 
always been taken into account in the past. The 
response to this situation is the presence of air
craft. 

I therefore feeL Mr. President, that we must 
set priorities, if only for financial reasons. We 
must realise this. There is no alternative. I 
recall the useful meetings we had in Bonn. We 
have also discussed this in London and 
Brussels. It was pointed out at the time that 
there are shortcomings in front-line defences. 
That was the first consideration; other aspects 
came later. But it would be impossible to make 
improvements in every sector at once. Mr. 
Berger rightly said that additions are needed here 
and there. We are thinking of the political pri
orities and the financial priorities. 

Let us be honest with one another on this 
point: the German Government will stabilise its 
defence spending in the next few years. It will 
even reduce its spending to some extent. 
Despite all its fine words about the priority given 
to defence, the British Government has reduced 
its defence spending for the next few years. I 
am not criticising this attitude. I am just noting 
the facts. Each government and each parlia
ment must evaluate its policy itself But from a 
European point of view we must ask ourselves 
what this attitude means for our views on 
defence. What Mr. Berger said about this is 
undoubtedly important. 

Mr. Close made a number of interesting com
ments on the importance of new technology. I 
would place the emphasis rather differently, but I 
nevertheless agree with what he had to say. 

There is one thing about which we should be 
particularly concerned. I hope I understood 
Senator Close correctly. I believe he raised the 
following question. In the next few years new 
technologies will be introduced. The Ameri
cans have told us what they think about 
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this. Some people go so far as to say that they 
are forcing their views on us. These technolo
gies are extremely complex technical .systems. 
There is also the link between the vanous sys
tems to be considered, the collection and feed
back of information to headquarters behind the 
possible front line. Automated systems will be 
used at headquarters to determine what the mili
tary response should be. 

One ofthe questions that arises in this context 
concerns the degree of political control that it 
will still be possible to exercise over the introduc
tion of this type of system. As politicians this is 
one of the questions we must constantly ask 
ourselves. It is a fundamental question. One 
of the speakers also referred to it. But in every
thing we do time must also be set aside for decid
ing what form our response is to take. Political 
decision-making takes time after all. The intro
duction of complex, excessively interdependent 
automated systems might leave no time for this, 
with all the adverse consequences that could 
have. 

I should like to make another point, which 
again follows on from Mr. Close's remarks. 
The systems we are discussing have to do with 
electronics, information technology and comput
ers and much less with such traditional defence 
weapons as cannons and rifles. They are very 
complex automated systems. The question is 
how capable even modern armies are of coping 
with the maintenance, supervision and training 
associated with this kind of technology. Mr. 
Baumel referred to the disasters that have 
occurred in the field of space technology. As a 
result of these disasters we are falling well 
behind. I ask myself if man is not slowly reach
ing the limits of his ability to control complex 
systems - by which I mean not only nuclear 
power stations but also defence systems like mis
sile systems - at least if the effectiveness of our 
defence is not to suffer. Mr. Close also referred 
to this, and you may rest assured that I under
stood what he was saying. His answer is rather 
different from mine. This point is, of course, 
open to debate, but it is a question which I con
sider to be very basic and one that will have to be 
discussed again in this Assembly in the years to 
come. 

Mr. Close criticised me for not emphasising 
the importance of chemical weapons. I would 
point out that the mandate given to the Commit
tee on Defence Questions and Armaments was 
very specific. The question of chemical weap
ons could not therefore be discussed. I am con
vinced that the Committee on Defence Ques
tions and Armaments will be drawing up an 
in-depth report on this subject in the future. 

Mr. Baumel's comments, I felt, covered a 
wider area than we initially contemplated with 
this report. He referred to the European obser-
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vation satellite and co-operation in the field of 
space technology. I would perhaps be the first 
to support Mr. Baumel's views on this 
point. But I wonder if my support would be of 
any significance. This is a challenge for the 
European countries. 

During the discussion of the first part of the 
report a great deal of attention was paid to SDI 
with the emphasis on the European approach. i 
~m not up~et about this. Nor would anyone be 
mterested If I were. Where this section of the 
report was concerned I came in for some serious 
criticism, .even ~rom my socialist colleagues. 
They considered It absolutely pointless trying to 
reach a compromise on a specific point. I have 
al~o been criticised by other political groups in 
this Assembly. They have changed the political 
message of the report, making it less pro
European and more pro-Reagan and pro-SDI. 

Mr. President, no amendments have been 
tabled. I therefore assume that members gener
ally approve my report. I am glad about 
that. I sincerely hope - I shall also take the ini
tiative in this respect in the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments - that we 
can include some of the suggestions that have 
been made in our deliberations. 

Mr. President, this subject, emerging techno
logy, was on the agenda for Tuesday after
~o~n. . I was grat~ful for that, seeing it as an 
mdicatiOn of the mterest taken in this subject. 
Importance was clearly attached to a debate on 
it. But I was then faced with a choice: either be 
here on Tuesday afternoon for the debate on this 
subject or take the oath as a happily re-elected 
member of our national parliament. I chose to 
t~e the oath on Tuesday afternoon. I hope this 
will not be taken amiss. This is why we were 
not able to have the debate until this after
noon. 

Mr. President, I should like to thank the 
A~semb~y. W~ shall undoubtedly be discussing 
this subject agam. As other members have said, 
I believe it has many political, strategic, indus
trial and financial implications for the next ten 
to fifteen years. These implications are impor
tant not only for the defence of Europe but also 
and above all for the way in which we shape 
co-operation in Europe in this area in the next 
ten to fifteen years. I thank you and the mem
bers for their kind words. 

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I congratu
late you, Mr. van den Bergh. As you see, thanks 
to an excellent report your hopes have been ful
filled and the debate has been of a very high 
standard. It does honour to the Assembly. 

I call Dr. Miller. 
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Dr. MILLER (United Kzjngdom). - I want 
merely to say that the unanil]nity with which the 
report was a~opted by the c!:ommittee, coupled 
With there bemg no amendments to the report is 
a clear testimony to the Rapporteur and to the 
report itself. The report is an extremely valua
ble contribution to what WEU is trying to do so 
t~at it is more able to prqtect alliance coun-
tnes. I 

Emerging technology is iQdicative of what is 
happening. Technology is a, continuing process 
and we must keep on top of it, although th~re is a 
time lag between the development of technology 
and its application. This is one of the areas 
about which the West can sar that it is ahead of 
the Warsaw Pact countries. Of course, that is 
because of our entirely different systems. I have 
always maintained that there is no comparison 
between the two systems. 

I want to add my personal congratulations to 
the Rapporteur. The produ:tion of the report 
gave him a hard job. I also xpress my appreci
ation to the staff involved wit the production of 
that report and to the Assembly for its interesting 
contributions to the debate. Members of the 
Assembly have demonstrated clearly their inter
est in the report. 

The PRESIDENT (Tra~slation). - The 
Assembly now has to vote oln the draft recom
mendation in Document 10512. 

Under Rule 34 of the Rules of Procedure, the 
Assembly votes by sitting and standing unless 
five representatives or substitutes present in the 
chamber request a vote by rqll-call. 

Does any member wish tol request a vote by 
roll-call ?... • 

That is not the case. We shall therefore vote 
by sitting and standing. 

(A vote was then taken by sitting and stand-
in~ ' 

The draft recommendation I is adopted 1• 

I call Sir Paul Hawkins. · 

Sir Paul HA WKINS (United Kingdom). - On 
a point of order, Mr. President. I wish to cor
rect a wrong impression wbich Mr. Stoffelen 
might have created durin& our debate on 
terrorism. The British Gov~rnment did ratify 
the convention on terrorispl on 24th July 
1978. I thought that Mr. $toffelen gave the 
impression that we had not done that. I wish to 
correct the record. 

The PRESIDENT (Translaltion). - I call Mr. 
Stoffelen. I 

I 

1. See page 55. 
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Mr. STOFFELEN (Netherlands).- Further to 
that point of order, Mr. President. I am grateful 
to Sir Paul Hawkins for raising that matter. I 
referred earlier to two conventions. Several 
states ratified the conventions but the United 
Kingdom did not ratify the convention on 
extradition. That causes a problem for the 
courts in my country. 

The PRESIDENT {Translation). - Note is 
taken of the statements by Sir Paul Hawkins and 
Mr. Stoffelen. 

4. Adjournment of the session 

The PRESIDENT {Translation). - Ladies and 
gentlemen, that concludes the work of this 
session. Before closing the session, I should like 
to say something to you about security con
trols. 

For the past year I have personally instructed 
the administrative services to ensure strict secu
rity control in the building during sessions, and I 
have requested every representative to comply 
with these checks in the common interest. 

Bearing in mind the large numbers using the 
building, not all parliamentarians and Council 
members, I have not differentiated between 
those who are parliamentarians and those who 
are not. I know that almost all members of the 
Assembly have kindly accepted the checks. As 
President of the Assembly, it is not up to me to 
say how the checks should be carried out ; this is 
a matter for the security services responsible and 
they have received formal instructions from me. 

I wanted to say this publicly for the benefit of 
all concerned. 

I thank all those, and it includes nearly every
one, who have accepted the checks with good 
grace in the common interest. 

I call Mr. Cox. 

Mr. COX (United Kingdom). -I thank you, 
Mr. President, for your remarks. I am sure that 
whether we are members of the general public or 
members of parliament we should all follow the 
request made to us when security is at stake. It 
is regrettable that some members of the Assem
bly feel that they can be excluded. I do not 
think that they can be excluded. 

Staff here are trying to do a job and it is regret
table that some members are not as helpful as 
they should be. Your comments, Mr. President, 
are well taken by the majority of members ofthe 
Assembly and I hope that when we meet in 
December members will observe your 
comments. I thank you, Mr. President, for 
making those comments. 
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you, 
Mr. Cox, for your remarks and your support, 
which I much appreciate. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we have to face the sad 
fact that some eminent members of the staff of 
Western European Union are about to leave us 
and we shall no longer see them in our midst. 

I mention first Mr. Peter Fraser, the Assistant 
Secretary-General. 

You are leaving us, Mr. Fraser, after thirty
seven years' service. You are virtually a foun
der member from the time of the Brussels 
Treaty, and I salute you as one of the outstand
ing members who have helped WEU through 
this historic period. I have much appreciated 
the cordial relations between yourself and the 
presidency of the Assembly. 

On behalf of us all, I wish you every success, 
happiness and well-being in the future. I know 
you will not forget our Assembly and hope you 
will be able to come and see us often. We wish 
you long life and every success. 

Ambassador Diesel is also leaving us. He is a 
member of the Secretary-General's team, which 
will therefore be sadly depleted. 

The vacancy left will be very difficult to fill, 
Mr. Cahen. In Mr. Diesel you had a colleague 
and link with the Assembly, and the engaging 
and friendly presence of this highly competent 
senior official is very familiar to us all. And 
here I will let you into a secret. When you had 
just become Secretary-General, I sometimes con
tacted your deputies - Mr. Fraser especially - to 
pass on to you certain messages without interfer
ing with your very full schedule. This resulted 
in some quite remarkable co-operation between 
them and us. 

Mr. Diesel, thank you for all you have done 
for WEU. On behalf of us all I wish you long 
life and every success. 

Mr. Gerhard Huigens is also leaving us - I 
cannot see if he is in the chamber, as he is always 
discreetly seated with the staff of the Clerk of the 
Assembly. He is about to embark on a new life 
in the midst of a large family, no doubt borne 
down by the mighty task of leaving but not for
getting us. He has been with the WEU Assem
bly from the start, and was one of the first offi
cials engaged by the Assembly. We have to 
thank him for his energetic contribution, espe
cially in all matters relating to scientific, techno
logical and aerospace questions. As you know, 
he has acted as Assistant to the Clerk responsible 
for co-ordinating the work of the Assembly com
mittees, having previously held other important 
posts, including that of Deputy Secretary
General of the Netherlands Chamber. 
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I assure Mr. Huigens that he will always be at 
home among us, that we are most grateful to him 
and that we hope he will come back to see us as 
often as possible. Thank you, Mr. Huigens, you 
have served WEU and its Assembly well. 

The head of the Translation Service is also 
departing. Is it, I wonder, the revitalisation of 
the Assembly which is causing us such weighty 
problems? I trust not. This departure will cre
ate a new situation for the Office of the Clerk, 
and we shall do our best to make up for the loss. 

Mr. Mayault has, too, been a right arm of the 
Assembly and without his incalculable help the 
Assembly could not have done its work. 
Together with his colleagues in the Translation 
Service he has had to cope, among other things, 
with the extra workload resulting in part from 
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the reactivation of WEU and the new working 
practices adopted after our combined committee 
sessions, which have produced a flood of docu
ments needing to be translated, printed and dis
tributed very quickly. 

Mr. Mayault, I thank you on behalf of the 
Assembly. 

I also thank the press and permanent and tem
porary staff alike ; and a final word of thanks 
goes to all those who have listened to the 
Assembly's proceedings from the public gallery. 

I look forward to seeing you again on 1st 
December for our next session. 

I declare the first part of the thirty-second 
ordinary session of the Assembly of Western 
European union adjourned. 

(The sitting was closed at 4.25 p.m.) 
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