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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 



FIRST SITTING 

Monday, 2nd June 1980 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

I. Opening of the Twenty-Sixth Ordinary Session of the 
Assembly. 

2. Examination of Credentials. 

3. Election of the President of the Assembly. 

4. Address by the President ofthe Assembly. 

5. Election of the six Vice-Presidents of the Assembly. 

6. Adoption of the draft Order of Business for the First 
Part of the Session (Doe. 832). 

7. New weapons and defence strategy (Votes on the draft 
Recommendations po.1tponed kom the last .1e1sion. 
Doe. 827). 

8. Nomination of members to Committees. 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 11.10 a.m. with Mr. Jager, Provisional President, in the Chair. 

1. Opening of the Session 

In accordance with Article Ill (a) of the 
Charter and Rules 2, 4, 5 and 17 of the Rules 
of Procedure, the Provisional President declared 
open the Twenty-Sixth Ordinary Session of the 
Assembly ofWestem European Union. 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. Address by the Provisional President 

The Provisional President addressed the 
Assembly. 

4. Examination of Credentials 

In accordance with Rule 6 (l) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly wok note of the letter 
from the President of the Parliamentary Assem
bly of the Council of Europe stating that that 
Assembly had ratified the credentials of the 
Representatives and Substitutes listed in Notice 
No. l. 
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5. Election of the President of the Assembly 

One candidate only was proposed for the post 
of President, namely Mr. Mulley. 

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

Mr. Mulley was elected President by accla
mation. 

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

6. Address by the President ofthe Assembly 

The President addressed the Assembly. 

7. Election of the six Vice-Presidents of the 
Assembly 

Three candidates had been proposed for the 
six posts of Vice-President, namely: MM. 
Talamona, Reddemann and Tanghe. 

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

MM. Talamona, Reddemann and Tanghe 
were elected Vice-Presidents by acclamation. 



MINUTES 

The Assembly decided that the order of 
seniority would be determined when the six 
Vice-Presidents were elected. 

8. Observers 

The President welcomed eight parliamentary 
observers: Mr. Budtz and Mr. Henriksen, mem
bers of the Danish Folketing; Mr. Vyzas and 
Mr. Koutsogeorgas, deputies from Greece; Mr. 
Udjus and Mr. 0vregard, members of the Nor
wegian Storting; Mr. Roseta and Mr. Tito de 
Morais, deputies from Portugal. 

9. Adoption of the draft Order of Business for 
the First Part of the Session 

(Doe. 832) 

The President proposed the adoption of the 
draft Order of Business for the First Part of the 
Session. 

Speakers (points of order): Mrs. von Both
mer, MM. Hanin, Urwin and Jessel. 

On the proposal of Mrs. von Bothmer it was 
agreed to hold separate debates on the report 
submitted by Sir Frederic Bennett on the 
impact of the evolving situation in the Near 
and Middle East on Western European security 
and on the report submitted by Mr. Vohrer on 
the international situation and European 
security. The presentation of the report by Mr. 
Vohrer was postponed from Monday, 2nd June 
(afternoon sitting) until Tuesday, 3rd June 
(morning sitting). 

FIRST SITTING 

Subject to these changes, the Assembly 
adopted the draft Order of Business for the First 
Part of the Session. 

10. New weapons and defence strategy 

(Votes on the draft Recommendations postponed 
from the last session, D«. 827) 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the first 
draft Recommendation on new weapons and 
defence strategy - modernisation of theatre 
nuclear forces. 

The draft Recommendation. was agreed to on 
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix 11) by 41 votes 
to 9 with 6 abstentions. (This Recommenda 
tion will be published as No. 345)1• 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the 
second draft Recommendation on new weapons 
and defence strategy- the impact of technology. 

Speaker (point of order): Mr. von Hassel. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to on 
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix Ill) by 51 
votes to 2 with 3 abstentions. (This Rec
ommendation will be published as No. 346)2• 

11. Nomination ofmember$ to Committees 

In accordance with Rules 39 (6) and 42 bis of 
the Rules of Procedure, the Assembly ratified 
the membership of the six Committees as 
follows: 

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

Members 

Belgium: MM. Bonnel 
Dejardin 
Tanghe 

France: MM. Bizet 
Boucheny 
Bozzi 
Menard 
Peronnet 
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Alternates 

MM. Van der Elst 

Mrs. 

MM. 

I. See page 2 I. 
2. See page 22. 

Lambiotte 
Staels-Do m pas 

Bechter 
Caro 
Ferretti 
Jung 
Schleiter 



MINUTES FIRST SITTING 

Members Alternates 

Fed. Rep. ofGermany: MM. Ahrens MM. Buchner 
Handlos Lenzer 
Lemmrich Klepsch 
Pawelczyk Mattick 
Hermann Schmidt Vohrer 

Italy: MM. Bernini MM. Tripodi 
Cavaliere Foschi 
Fosson Talamona 
Labriola Calice 
Pecchioli Giust 

Luxembourg: Mr. Meintz Mr. Glesener 

Netherlands: MM. van den Bergh MM. Tummers 
de Koster Mommersteeg 
Scholten van Hulst 

United Kingdom: MM. Banks Lord Duncan-Sandys 
Cox Mr. Brown 
Edwards Dr. Miller 
Grant Mr. Beith 
On slow Sir Frederic Bennett 

2. GENERAL AFFAIRS CoMMITTEE (27 seats) 

Belgium: MM. Hanin MM. Michel 
Lagneau Van der Elst 
Mangelschots van Waterschoot 

France: MM. Berrier MM. Baumel 
Brugnon Couderc 
Deschamps Forni 
Druon Grussenmeyer 
Peridier Koehl 

Fed. Rep. ofGermany: Mrs. von Bothmer MM. Buchner 
MM. Gessner Hansheinrich Schmidt 

Men de Amrehn 
Muller Evers 
Reddemann Hermann Schmidt 

Italy: MM. Conti Persini MM. Patriarca 
De Poi Benedikter 
Talamona Rubbi 
Valiante Cavaliere 
Vecchietti Calamandrei 
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MINUTES 

Luxembourg: 

Netherlands: 

United Kingdom: 

Members 

Mr. Thoss 

MM. Mommersteeg 
Portheine 
Voogd 

Sir Frederic Bennett 
Mr. Hardy 

Lord McNair 
Lord Reay 
Mr. Urwin 

FIRST SITTING 

Alternates 

Mr. Mart 

Mrs. van der Werf-T erpstra 
MM. Schlingemann 

Lamberts 

MM. Page 
Pavitt 
Kershaw 
Atkinson 

Sir Thomas Williams 

3. CoMMITTEE oN SciENTIFIC, TECHNOLOGICAL AND AEROSPACE QuESTIONs (21 seats) 

Belgium: MM. Adriaensens MM. Brasseur 
van Waterschoot Peeters 

France: MM. Malvy MM. Bizet 
Peronnet Wargnies 
Talon Petit 
Valleix Lagourgue 

Fed. Rep. ofGermany: MM. Lenzer N ... 
Muller MM. Spies von Biillesheim 
Scheffier FHimig 
Ueberhorst Zebisch 

Italy: MM. Antoni Mrs. Rosolen 
Fiandrotti MM. Labriola 
Forma Spitella 
Foschi Orione 

Luxembourg: Mr. Mart Mr. Thoss 

Netherlands: MM. Cornelissen MM. Portheine 
Konings Lamberts 

United Kingdom: MM. Garrett MM. Foulkes 
Hawkins On slow 
McGuire Ell is 
Wilkinson Jessel 

4. CoMMITTEE oN BuDGETARY AFFAIRS AND ADMINISTRATION (21 seats) 

Belgium: MM. Adriaensens 
Peeters 
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MM. Mangelschots 
Bonnel 



MINUTES FIRST SITTING 

Members Alternates 

France: MM. Depietri MM. Lemoine 
Jager Bel in 
Jeambrun Pignion 
Schleiter Lema ire 

Fed. Rep. ofGermany: MM. Ahrens MM. Schulte 
Alber Kittelmann 
Evers Hardens 
Vohrer Ueberhorst 

Italy: MM. Martino MM. Cafiero 
Orione Agrimi 
Petrilli Bonalumi 
Pozzo Ajello 

Luxembourg: Mr. Krieps Mr. M argue 

Netherlands: Mr. Tummers MM. Voogd 
Mrs. van der W erf-T erpstra van Hulst 

United Kingdom: Mr. Fletcher Mr. Urwin 
Lord Hughes Lord MeN air 
MM. Smith MM. Kershaw 

Stain ton Grieve 

5. CoMMITTEE ON RULES OF PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES (21 seats) 

Belgium: MM. Brasseur MM. Lagneau 
Michel Lambiotte 

France: MM. Bozzi MM. Peridier 
Lagourgue Bechter 
Lema ire N ... 
Pignion Talon 

Fed. Rep. ofGermany: MM. Marquardt MM. Buchner 
Schauble Evers 
Zebisch Pawelczyk 
N ... Hand Ios 

Italy: MM. Battaglia MM. Patriarca 
Giust Spitella 
Maravalle Fiandrotti 
Sterpa Romano 

Luxembourg: Mr. Glesener Mr. M argue 

Netherlands: MM. van Hulst MM. Comelissen 
Voogd Stoffelen 
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MINUTES 

United Kingdom: 

Belgium: 

France: 

Fed. Rep. ofGermany: 

Italy: 

Luxembourg: 

Netherlands: 

United Kingdom: 

Members Alternates 

MM. Cox 
Os born 
Je'Ssel 

FIRST SITTING 

MM. Edwards 
Grieve 

Mrs. Knight 
Mr. Mulley Sir Thomas Williams 

6. COMMITTEE FOR RELATIONS WITH PARLIAMENTS (14 seats) 

MM. Bonnel MM. Dejardin 
Tanghe Hanin 

MM. Lemoine MM. Jeambrun 
Visse Senes 

MM. Bohm MM. Miiller 
Enders Bardens 

MM. Agrimi MM. Forma 
Rubbi Maravalle 

MM. Glesener MM. Thoss 
Meintz Mart 

MM. Schlingemann MM. Mommersteeg 
Stoffelen Lamberts 

Mr. Hill Mrs. Knight 
Lord Northfield Mr. Foulkes 

12. Date and time of the next Sitting 

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

The Sitting was closed at 12.05 p.m. 
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APPENDIX I FIRST SITTING 

APPENDIX I 

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

Belgium 

MM. Bonnel 
Hanin 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 
Peeters 
Tanghe 

France 

MM. Bozzi (Bizet) 
Boucheny 
Caro 
Jager 
Jung (Peronnet) 
Petit 
Schleiter 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Ahrens 
Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Enders 

A/her (Evers) 
Mattick (Gessner) 
Lenzer (Handlos) 
von Hassel 
Kittelmann 
Amrehn (Lagershausen) 
Sche./]ler (Marquardt) 

MM. Mende 

Italy 

Spies von Biil/esheim 
(Milz) 

Muller 
Buchner (Pawelczyk) 
Reddemann 
Hardens (Hermann 

Schmidt) 
Vohrer 

MM. Spite/la (Agrimi) 
Antoni 
Bemini 
Conti Persini 

(Calamandrei) 
Cavaliere 
De Poi 
Forma 
Giust (Foschi) 
Fosson 
Maravalle (Labriola) 
Petrilli 
Talamona 
Tripodi 
Valiante 
Vecchietti 

Luxembourg 

Mr. Margue 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence: 

Belgium 

MM. Adriaensens 
van W aterschoot 

France 

MM. Brugnon 
Depietri 
Deschamps 
Ferretti 
Grussenmeyer 

MM. Jeambrun 
Peridier 
Pignion 
Senes 
Talon 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Fliimig 

Netherlands 

MM. van den Bergh (van Hulst) 
Portheine (de Koster) 
Mommersteeg (Scholten) 
Stoffelen 
Tummers 
Lamberts (V oogd) 

United Kingdom 

Lord MeN air (Beith) 
Sir Frederic Bennett 

Lord Northfield (Cox) 
MM. Banks (Grant) 

Grieve 
Hardy 
Hawkins 
Pavitt (Lord Hughes) 
Jessel 
Smith (Kershaw) 

Mrs. Knight 
MM. Brown (McGuire) 

Ellis (Miller) 
Mulley 
On slow 
Page 

Lord Reay 
Mr. Urwin 

Italy 

MM. Bonalumi 
Pecchioli 
Rubbi 

Luxembourg 

MM. Mart 
Thoss 

Netherlands 

Mr. Comelissen 

I. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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APPENDIX 11 FIRST SITTING 

APPENDIX 11 

Vote No. 1 by roll-call on the draft Recommendation on new weapons and defence strategy -
modernisation of theatre nuclear forces (Doe. 827) 1 : 

Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 

MM. Spite/la (Agrimi) 
Ahrens 

Lord McNair (Beith) 
Sir Frederic Bennett 

Mrs. von Bothmer 
Mr. Cavaliere 

Lord Northfield (Cox) 
MM. De Poi 

Enders 
Forma 
Giust (Foschi) 
Fosson 
Mattick (Gessner) 
Banks (Grant) 

MM. Antoni 
Bernini 
Bozzi (Bizet) 

MM. Caro 
Jager 

Ayes: 

MM. Grieve 
Lenzer (Handlos) 
Hanin 
Hardy 
von Hassel 
Hawkins 
Jessel 

Mrs. Knight 
MM. Amrehn (Lagershausen) 

Brown (McGuire) 
M argue 
Scheffler (Marquardt) 
Men de 
Ellis (Miller) 

Noes: 

MM. Bonnet 
van den Bergh (van Hulst) 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 

Abstentions: 

MM. Maravalle (Labriola) 
Peeters 

MM. Onslow 
Page 
Biichner (Pawelczyk) 
Jung (Peronnet) 
Petrilli 

Lord Reay 
MM. Reddemann 

Bardens (Hermann 
Schmidt) 

Tanghe 
Tripodi 
Urwin 
Valiante 
Vohrer 

MM.Stoffelen 
Tummers 
Valleix 

MM. Schleiter 
Talamona 

I. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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APPENDIX Ill FIRST SITTING 

APPENDIX Ill 

Vote No. 2 by roll-call on the draft Recommendation on new weapons and defence strategy -
the impact of technology (Doe. 827) 1 : 

Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 

Mr. Ahrens 
Sir Frederic Bennett 

Mr. Bonnel 
Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Caro 

Cavaliere 
Lord Northfield (Cox) 
MM. De Poi 

Enders 
Alber (Evers) 
Forma 
Giust (Foschi) 
Fosson 
Banks (Grant) 
Grieve 
Lenzer (Handlos) 
Hanin 
Hardy 

Ayes: 

MM. von Hassel 
Hawkins 
van den Bergh (van Hulst) 
Jessel 
Kittelmann 

Mrs. Knight 
MM. Portheine (de Koster) 

Maravalle (Labriola) 
Amrehn (Lagershausen) 
Brown (McGuire) 
M argue 
Scheffler (Marquardt) 
Men de 
Ellis (Miller) 
Spies von Biil/esheim 

(Milz) 
Muller 
On slow 

Noes: 

MM. Bozzi (Bizet) 
Valleix 

Abstentions: 

MM. Jager 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 
Schleiter 

MM. Page 
Buchner (Pawelczyk) 
Peeters 
Jung (Peronnet) 
Petrilli 

Lord Reay 
MM. Reddemann 

Bardens (Hermann 
Schmidt) 

Stoffelen 
Talamona 
Tanghe 
Tripodi 
Tummers 
Urwin 
Valiante 
Vohrer 

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

RECOMMENDATION 345 

on new weapons and defence strategy - modernisation of theatre nuclear forces 

The Assembly, 

(i) Regretting the deterioration in the military balance resulting from the steady increase in levels 
of many Soviet weapons systems, and deploring in particular the increased nuclear threat posed by 
the deployment by the Soviet Union of new medium-range nuclear weapons- the SS-20 missile and 
Backfire bomber- and large numbers of battlefield nuclear weapons; 

(ii) Believing it essential for the Alliance to maintain and update whenever necessary a complete 
range of weapons systems to ensure a credible military capability in all parts of the triad of conven
tional, theatre nuclear and strategic nuclear weapons on which the strategy of deterrence through 
a capacity for flexible response is based; 

(iii) Believing further that political responsibility for and the risks of this policy must be shared by 
all countries of the Alliance, in particular, while recognising various national conditions, through 
readiness to accept the stationing on their territory of such weapons as may be necessary for its 
implementation; 

(iv) Believing the essential continuity between the three parts of the triad would be dangerously 
weakened if the threat posed by the Soviet SS-20 missiles and Backfire bomber were not to be 
countered by the Alliance's overall strategic capabilities; 

(v) Recalling moreover that the policy of the Alliance is to seek security through detente as well as 
deterrence, and that reliable arms control agreements and confidence-building mea~ures can contri
bute as much to the establishment of military balance as the provision of adequate weapons systems; 

(vi) Noting therefore that Mr. Brezhnev's speech in East Berlin on 6th October 1979 may be a 
sign that the Soviet Union now understands that the NATO countries consider the deployment of the 
SS-20 a serious threat, and is prepared for negotiations on the whole question of medium-range 
nuclear weapons in Europe, although many points still have to be clarified, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CoUNCIL 

Call on the North Atlantic Council : 

To seek to redress the military balance, now threatened in particular by the deployment of new 
Soviet nuclear weapons systems: 

(a) by taking the decisions necessary to ensure that the growing imbalance between Warsaw 
Pact and NATO long-range theatre nuclear forces is corrected in due course; 

(b) by accompanying these decisions by a firm offer to enter into arms control negotiations 
with a view to limiting long-range theatre nuclear force deployments on both sides; 

(c) by continuing to seek agreement on significant reductions in present numbers of Soviet 
medium-range nuclear weapons; 

(d) by relying meanwhile on the whole range of existing weapons systems based in Europe, at 
sea, and in the United States to counter the threat posed by present levels of Soviet 
weapons; 

(e) by seeking any opportunity for agreement on mutual and balanced reductions of central 
and theatre nuclear weapons and of conventional forces and weapons. 
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TEXTS ADOPTED ARST SITTING 

RECOMMENDATION 346 

on new weapons and defence strategy - the impact of technology 

The Assembly, 

(i) Noting with approval that NATO strategy has placed progressively greater emphasis on the 
role of conventional weapons in recent years and that new precision-guided conventional weapons 
have replaced nuclear weapons in certain specific military applications; 

(ii) Recognising that the application of new technologies to defence purposes may have unexpected 
repercussions on the military balance and on arms control arrangements, and calling therefore for 
continued proper political control to be exercised over such application, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

A. Call on the North Atlantic Council: 

1. To take into account the implications of the application of new defence technologies on arms 
control negotiations such as SALT Ill and MBFR; 

2. To continue actively the present policy of replacing nuclear weapons systems by conventional 
systems where militarily feasible and of equal deterrent value; 

B. Urge member governments: 

1. To establish machinery to ensure that the application of new technologies to defence purposes 
continues to be subject to deliberate and properly informed governmental decision; 

2. To submit annually to their parliaments reports on the arms control implications of all new 
defence equipment programmes. 
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SECOND SITTING 

Monday, 2nd June 1980 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

I. Political developments in Europe - reply to the twenty
fifth annual report of the Council; Application of the 
Brussels Treaty - reply to the twenty-fifth annual report 
of the Council (Presentation of and Joint Debate on the 
Reports of the General Affairs Committee and of the 
Committee on Defence Questwns and Armaments. Does. 
834 and 836 and Amendments). 

2. Twenty-fifth annual report of the Council (Presentallon 
bv Mr. van der Klaauw. Mini.1ter for Foretgn Affatrs of 
the Netherlands. Chmrman-in-Office of the Cozmct!, 
Does. 833 and 846). 

3. Political developments in Europ~ ~ reply to the twenty
fifth annual report of the Council; Application of the 
Brussels Treaty - reply to the twe~ty-fifth annual report 
of the Council (Resumed Joint Debate on the Report\ of 
the General Af!atrs Committee and of the Committee on 
Defence Questum.\ and Armaments and Votes on the 
draft Recommendatwns. Does 834 and 836 and Amend
ments). 

4. Impact of the evolving situation in the Near and Middle 
East on Western European security (Pre.1entatton of the 
Report o( the General Af!ain Committee. Doe. 844 and 
Amendments). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 3.05 p.m. with Mr. Talamona, Vice-President of the Assemblv, in the 
Chair. 1 

• 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Re~;1ster 

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

3. Political developments in Europe -
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report 

of the Council 

Application of the Brussels Treaty -
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of the 

Council 

(Presentation of and Joint Debate on the Reports 
of the General Affairs Committee and of the Committee 

on Defence Questions and Armaments, 
Does. 834 and 836 and Amendments) 

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

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

The Joint Debate was opened. 
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Speakers: MM. Antoni, Jung and von Hassel. 

(Mr. Mulley, President of the Assembly, took 
the Chair) · 

The Joint Debate was adjourned. 

4. Twenty-fifth annual repott of the Council 
(Presentation by Mr. van fler Klaauw, 

Minister for Foreign Affairs oflthe Netherlands, 
Chairman-in-Office of the Council) Does. 833 and 846) 

The Report of the Council to the Assembly 
was presented by Mr. van der Klaauw, Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, Chair
man-in-Office of the Council. 

Mr. van der Klaauw replied to questions put 
by MM. Valleix, Konings., Mrs. von Bothmer, 
MM. Jung, Pignion, Stainton, Mommersteeg 
and van den Bergh. 

5. Political developments in Europe- reply 
to the twenty-fifth annual report of the Council 

Application of the Brussels Treaty - reply 
to the twenty-fifth annual report of the Council 

(Resumed Joint Debate on the Reports 
of the General Affairs Committee 

and of the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments 
and Votes on the draft Recommendations, 

Does. 834 and 836 and Amendments) 

The Joint Debate was resutned. 

Speakers: MM. Urwin, Bozzi, Valleix, Dejar
din, Mommersteeg and Hanin.. 



MINUTES 

Mr. Page, Rapporteur of the General Affairs 
Committee, Mr. Tanghe, Rapporteur of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma
ments, and Mrs. von Bothmer, Chairman of the 
General Affairs Committee, replied to the 
speakers. 

The Joint Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation in Document 834. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to, 
note being taken of 4 abstentions. (This 
Recommendation will be published as No. 
347) 1• 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the 
draft Recommendation in Document 836. 

An Amendment (No. 3) was tabled by Mr. 
Bozzi: 

3. In paragraph 1 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out " supplement " and insert 
"be preceded" and, at the beginning of line 2, 
insert " by ". 

Speakers: MM. Bozzi and Tanghe. 

The Amendment was negatived. 

An Amendment (No. 6) was tabled by Mr. 
van den Bergh: 

6. In paragraph 2 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out "urgent". 

Amendment 6 was not moved. 

An Amendment (No. 4) was tabled by Mr. 
Bozzi: 

4. In paragraph 3 of the draft recommendation 
proper, at the beginning insert " Invite the 
states concerned, subject to the agreement of 
the Federal Republic of Germany, to". 

Speakers: MM. Bozzi and Tanghe. 

I. See page 26. 
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The Amendment was negatived. 

An Amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Sir 
Frederic Bennett: 

1. In paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out " Arrange " and insert 
" Delete ". 

An Amendment (No. 5) was tabled by Mr. 
Bozzi: 

5. In paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out " Arrange " and insert " Exa
mine the possibility of arranging". 

Speakers: Sir Frederic Bennett, MM. Bozzi 
and Tanghe. 

Amendment 1 was agreed to. 

Amendment 5 was not moved. 

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

2. In paragraph 6 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out "elsewhere". 

Speakers: MM. Ahrens and Tanghe. 

The Amendment was agreed to. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation in Document 
836. 

In the absence of a quorum, the vote was 
postponed until the next Sitting. 

6. Date and time of the next Sitting 

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

The Sitting was closed at 6.30 p.m. 



APPENDIX SECOND SITTING 

APPENDIX 

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

Belgium 

MM. Lambiotte (Adriaensens) 
Bonnel 
Hanin 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 
Peeters 
Tanghe 
Michel (van 

Waterschoot) 

France 

MM. Bozzi (Bizet) 
Jung (Peronnet) 
Pignion 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Ahrens 
Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Enders 

Bohm (Evers) 
FHiming 
von Hassel 
Kittelmann 
Amrehn (Lagershausen) 
Schej]ler (Marquardt) 
Men de 

MM. Spies von Biillesheim 
(Milz) 

Muller 
Reddemann 

Italy 

MM. Agrimi 
Antoni 
Bernini 
Spite/la (Bonalumi) 
Conti Persini 

(Calamandrei) 
Cavaliere 
De Poi 
Forma 
Giust (Foschi) 
Fosson 
Maravalle (Labriola) 
Petrilli 
Talamona 
Tripodi 
Valiante 
Vecchietti 

Luxembourg 

MM. Margue 
Meintz (Mart) 
Thoss 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence: 

France 

MM. Boucheny 
Brugnon 
Caro 
Depietri 
Deschamps 
Ferretti 
Grussenmeyer 
Jeambrun 
Peridier 
Petit 

MM. Schleiter 
Senes 
Talon 

Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Gessner 
Hand! os 
Pawelczyk 
Hermann Schmidt 
Vohrer 

Netherlands 

MM. Cornelissbn 
van den l!ergh (van Hulst) 
Portheine (de Koster) 
Mommensteeg (Scholten) 
Stoffelen 
Tummers 
Konings (Voogd) 

United Kingdom 

Lord McNair (Beith) 
Sir Frederic Bennett 

MM. Cox 
Stainton (Grant) 
Grieve 
Hardy 
Garrett (Lord Hughes) 
Jessel 
Smith (I<Jershaw) 

Mrs. Knight 
Mr. McGuire 
Dr. Miller 

MM. Brown (1\ltulley) 
Page 

Lord Reay 
Mr. Urwin 

Italy 

MM. Pecchioli 
Rubbi 

United Kingdom 

MM. Hawkins 
On slow 

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

RECOMMENDATION 347 

on political developments in Europe -
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of the Council 

The Assembly, 

Remembering that the year 1980 marks the beginning of the second half of the appli
cation of the modified Brussels Treaty and welcoming the fact that the relationship between 
the WEU Council and the Assembly rests on a sound basis; 

Noting with appreciation that the Council has again shown its intention to continue 
the dialogue with the Assembly on the various questions relating to the application of the 
modified Brussels Treaty and also the flexible and effective manner in which it has generally 
provided information, particularly concerning the results of the study being carried out by 
the Standing Armaments Committee; 

Considering that while Article I of the modified Brussels Treaty is opposed to duplica
tion of work, it also advocates affording the most effective assistance to " the work of other 
economic organisations in which the High Contracting Parties are or may be represented "; 

Welcoming the fact that at its joint meetings with Assembly Committees the Council 
proposes to incorporate an informal procedure " so that each member of the Council can 
give his government's views " along with the expression of its collective views; 

Anticipating that, in due course, WEU may be expected to participate in a wider frame
work of European co-operation and that the General Affairs Committee should examine 
any consequential changes in the organisation of WEU; 

Aware that Europe, in order to be master of its destiny, would have to be politically 
organised, based on genuinely integrated and co-ordinated foreign and defence policies, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CoUNCIL 

l. Continue its effort to keep the Assembly regularly informed, by all appropriate means, about: 

(a) the progress of work in the Independent European Programme Group, particularly in the 
Assembly's specific fields of interest; 

(b) those parts of the study undertaken by the Standing Armaments Committee which have 
been completed and which are not covered by military secrecy; 

(c) matters important to the application of the modified Brussels Treaty, even when they are 
dealt with by the member governments within other organisations; 

2. Should not omit, in informing the Assembly of the results of political co-operation between 
member states, to report also on subjects on which satisfactory results have not been obtained or even 
sought; 

3. To this end, seek better liaison both between governments and between NATO and other rele
vant organisations, so that questions not dealt with in these organisations may be the subject of 
exchanges of views within the framework of the WEU Council; 

4. Examine, with the President of the Assembly, the ways in which questions to be raised in joint 
meetings by members of relevant Committees may receive " collective " answers; 

5. Examine the organisational measures to be taken now so that, when tfie time is ripe, WEU may 
be prepared to take its place in a wider framework of European co-operation. 
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1HIRD SITTING 

Tuesday, 3rd June 1980 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. Impact of the evolving situation in the Near and Middle 
East on Western European security (Presentation of and 
Debate on the Report of the General Af!atrs Committee, 
Doe. ~44 and Amendments). 

2. The international situation and European security (Pre
sentation of and Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee, Doe. 845). 

3. Application of the Brussels Treaty -+ reply to the twenty
fifth annual report of the Council (Vote on the amended 
drafi RecommendatiOn, Doe. 836). 

4. Address by Mr. Hurd, United King~om Minister of State 
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs. 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

The Sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Mr. Reddemann, Vice-President of the Assem
bly, in the Chair. 

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. Election of three Vice-Presidents of the 
Assembly 

Three candidates had been proposed for the 
three remaining posts of Vice-President, namely 
MM. Cornelissen, Mart and Valleix. 

The Assembly decided unanimously not to 
have a secret ballot but to elect the Vice-Presi
dents by acclamation and that the Vice-Presi
dents should rank according to age, namely: 
MM. Tanghe, Talamona, Mart, Valleix, Redde
mann, Cornelissen. 

4. Changes in the membership of Committees 

In accordance with Rule 39(6) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly agreed to the follow
ing nominations to Committees proposed by 
the Italian Delegation: 

- Mr. Maravalle as a titular member of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments in place of Mr. Labriola; 
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- Mr. Maravalle as an alternate member of 
the Committee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions in place of Mr. 
Labriola. 

5. Impact of the evolving situation 
in the Near and Middle East 

on Western Europeall security 

(Presentation of and Debate 10n the Report 
of the General Affairs Committee, 

Doe. 844 and Amendments) 

The Report of the General Affairs Committee 
was presented by Sir Frederic Bennett, Rappor
teur. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers: Mr. Vecchietti, Lord Reay, MM. 
Mattick and Jung. 

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

Speakers: MM. Beith and Deschamps. 

The Debate was adjourned. 

6. Application of the Brussels Treaty - reply 
to the twenty-fifth annual rtport of the Council 

(Vote on the amended draft Recommendation, Doe. 836) 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation. 



MINUTES 

The amended draft Recommendation was 
agreed to on a vote by roll-call (see Appendix 
11) by 55 votes to 6 with 2 abstentions. (This 
Recommendation will be published as No. 
348) 1• 

7. Address by Mr. Hurd, Minister of State 
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs 

of the United Kingdom 

Mr. Hurd, Minister of State for Foreign and 
Commonwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom, 
addressed the Assembly. 

Mr. Hurd replied to questions put by MM. 
Bozzi, Cavaliere, Grant, Jager, Lord Reay, Mrs. 
Knight, MM. Pignion and Osborn. 

I. See page 3 I. 
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8. Impact of the evolving situation 
in the Near and Middle East 

on Western European security 

(Resumed Debate on the Report 
of the General Affairs Committee, 

Doe. 844 and Amendments) 

The Debate was resumed. 

Speakers: MM. Muller, Hardy, Stoffelen, 
van den Bergh and Mommersteeg. 

The Debate was adjourned. 

9. Date and time of the next Sitting 

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

The Sitting was closed at 1 p.m. 



APPENDIX I THIRD SITTING 

APPENDIX I 

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

Belgium 

Mrs. Stae/s-Do m pas 
(Adriaensens) 

MM. Bonnel 
Hanin 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 
Peeters 
Tanghe 
van W aterschoot 

France 

MM. Bozzi (Bizet) 
Boucheny 
Deschamps 
Baumel (Grussenmeyer) 
Jager 
lung (Peronnet) 
Pignion 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Enders 

Wittmann (Evers) 
Flaming 
Mattick (Gessner) 
Lenzer (Handlos) 
von Hassel 
Kittelmann 
Bohm (Lagershausen) 

MM. Schejjler (Marquardt) 
Men de 

Italy 

Spies von Biillesheim 
(Milz) 

Muller 
Buchner (Pawelczyk) 
Reddemann 
Bardens (Hermann 

Schmidt) 
Vohrer 

MM. Agrimi 
Bemini 
Spite/la (Bonalumi) 
Conti Persini 

(Calamandrei) 
Cavaliere 
De Poi 
Forma 
Giust (Foschi) 
Fosson 
Maravalle (Labriola) 
Petrilli 
Orione (Rubbi) 
Talamona 
Tripodi 
Valiante 
Vecchietti 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence: 

France 

MM. Brugnon 
Caro 
Depietri 
Ferretti 
Jeambrun 
Peridier 
Petit 
Schleiter 
Senes 
Talon 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Ahrens 

Italy 

MM. Antoni 
Pecchioli 

Luxembourg 

MM. Margue' 
Mart 
Glesener (Thoss) 

Netherlands 

MM. Comelissen 
Konings (van Hulst) 
Mommersteeg (Scholten) 
Stoffelen 
Tummers 
van den Bergh (Voogd) 

United Kingdom 

Mr. Beith 
Sir Frederic Bennett 

MM. Cox 
Grant 
Grieve 
Hardy 
Hawkins 
Jessel 
Smith (Kershaw) 

Mrs. Knight 
Mr. Pavitt ~cGuire) 
Dr. Miller 

MM. Edwards (Mulley) 
On slow 
Page 

Lord Reay 
Mr. Ellis (U rwin) 

Netherlands 

Mr. de Koster 

United Kingdom 

Lord Hughes 

I. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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APPENDIX 11 THIRD SITTING 

APPENDIX 11 

Vote No. 3 by roll-call on the amended draft Recommendation on the application of the Brussels 
Treaty following the invasion of Afghanistan by the Soviet Union (Doe. 836) 1 : 

Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Mrs. Staels-Dompas 
(Adriaensens) 

MM. Agrimi 
Beith 

Sir Frederic Bennett 
Mr. Bonnet 

Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Conti Persini 

(Calamandrei) 
Cavaliere 
Cox 
Comelissen 
De Poi 
Enders 
Wittmann (Evers) 
Flamig 
Forma 
Fosson 
Mattick (Gessner) 
Grant 

MM. Bemini 
Boucheny 

Ayes: 

MM. Grieve 
Lenzer (Handlos) 
Hanin 
Hardy 
von Hassel 
Hawkins 
Konings (van Hulst) 
Jager 
Kittelmann 

Mrs. Knight 
MM. Bohm (Lagershausen) 

Pavitt (McGuire) 
Margue 
Sche.ffler (Marquardt) 
Men de 

Dr. Miller 
MM. Spies van Biil/esheim 

(Milz) 
Muller 
Edwards (Mulley) 

Noes: 

MM. Deschamps 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 

Abstentions: 

MM. Bozzi (Bizet) 
Valleix 

MM. Onslow 
Page 
Buchner (Pawelczyk) 
Peeters 
Jung (Peronnet) 
Petrilli 

Lord Reay 
MM. Reddemann 

Bardens (Hermann 
Schmidt) 

Stoffelen 
Tanghe 
Glesener (Thoss) 
Tummers 
Ellis (Urwin) 
Valiante 
Vohrer 
van den Bergh (V oogd) 
van Waterschoot 

MM. Pignion 
Orione (Rubbi) 

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

The Assembly, 

RECOMMENDATION 348 

on the application of the Brussels Treaty 
following the invasion of Afghanistan 

by the Soviet Union 

TIIIRD SITTING 

(i} Considering that at a time when the forces of the Soviet Union have just linvaded a non
member country of the Warsaw Pact it is essential to reaffirm the mutual defence obligations of 
Articles IV, V and VIII.3 of the modified Brussels Treaty; 

(ii) Recalling the recommendations in the report on strategic mobility prepared by the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments *; 

(iii) Considering that no provision of the modified Brussels Treaty should jeopardise the security of 
the Alliance and noting that the Council applies only partially the controls provided for in Protocol 
No. Ill; 

(iv) Anxious to clarify the state of commitments entered into in the framework of the treaty, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

1. Consider that consultations in the North Atlantic Council may supplement, where appropriate, 
those provided for in Article VIII.3 of the modified Brussels Treaty, thus reaffirming the proper 
responsibilities of each of the seven member countries and the respective provisions of the Brussels 
and North Atlantic Treaties; 

2. Call for the strengthening of the defence of all member states through the urgent implementa
tion by the states concerned of measures of the long-term defence programme to take account in 
particular .of the situation in the Middle East; 

3. Approve, in the appropriate NATO bodies, the assignment of German naval forces to 
SACLANT and to SACEUR with the sole aim of making the best use of all available allied forces for 
the common defence; . 

i 

4. Delete paragraph V of Annex Ill to Protocol No. Ill of the modified Brussels treaty; 
I 

5. Make use of the procedure whereby NATO may provide material for replib to appropriate 
Assembly recommendations; 

6. Amplify, in future annual reports, the present reference to United Kingdom land forces 
stationed on the mainland of Europe by a corresponding reference to the United Kingdom's Second 
Tactical Air Force and any redeployment of such forces liable to affect the accuracy of the figures 
given; 

7. Clarify, in its twenty-sixth annual report, the present situation as regards stocks of chemical 
weapons held by member countries and publish in it the list approved by the Council, currently in 
force, of chemical products to be controlled by the Agency. 

* Document 758. 
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FOURTH SITTING 

Tuesday, 3rd June 1980 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

I. Impact of the evolving situation 1in the Near and Middle 
East on Western European security (Resumed Debate on 
the Report of the General Affairs Committee and Vote on 
the draft Recommendation. Doe. 844 and Amendments). 

2. The international situation and European security (Pre
sentatiOn of and Debate on the Report of the General 
Affairs Committee and Vote on the draft Recommen
dation, Doe. 845). 

3. Interpretation of Rule 7 of the Rules of Procedure (Pre
sentation of and Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Rules of Procedure and Privileges and Vote on the 
draft Resolution, Doe. 843). 

4. Co-operation between WEU member countries on video 
communication systems (Presentation of' and Debate on 
the Report of the Committee on Scientific. Technological 
and Aerospace Questions and Vote on the drafi Recom-

_mendation. Doe. 839). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. Impact of the evolving situation 
in the Near and Middle East 

on Western European security 

(Resumed Debate on the Report 
of the General Affairs Committee 

Doe. 844 and Amendments) 

The Debate was resumed. 

Speakers: MM. Grieve, Pavitt, Dr. Miller, 
MM. Pignion, Jessel, McGuire and De Poi. 

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

Speakers: MM. Grant, Valleix and MM. 
Vyzas and. Koutsogeorgas (Observers .from 
Greece). 

Sir Frederic Bennett, Rapporteur, replied to 
the speakers. 

The Debate was adjourned. 
32 

4. Welcome of the Minister for Foreign A/fairs 
of Belgium 

The President welcomed to the Sitting Mr. 
Nothomb, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Bel
gmm. 

Mr. Nothomb addressed the Assembly. 

5. Impact of the evolving situation 
in the Near and Middle East 
on West ern European security 

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

Doe. 844 and Amendments) 

The Debate was resumed. 

Mrs. von Bothmer, outgoing Chairman of the 
Committee, replied to the speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the 
draft Recommendation. 

An Amendment (No. 3) was tabled by Mr. 
Valleix: 

3. In paragraph 2 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out " on the most appropriate 
basis " 

Speakers: Mr. Valleix and Sir Frederic 
Ben nett. 

The Amendment was withdrawn. 

An Amendment (No. 2) was tabled by MM. 
U rwin and Hardy: 
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2. In paragraph 3 of the draft recommendation 
proper, line l, after " every " insert "peaceful " 
and in line 2 leave out " intervention in " and 
insert " invasion of". 

Speakers: MM. Hardy, Cavaliere, Sir Frede
ric Bennett and Mr. Hardy. 

A manuscript Amendment was tabled by Sir 
Frederic Bennett: 

In paragraph 3, line 1, to leave out "every" 
and insert " all "; to delete from the proposed 
amendment " peaceful " and to insert in the 
draft recommendation after " countries " the 
words "without resort to military measures". 

The manuscript Amendment was agreed to. 

The Amendment, as amended, was agreed to. 

An Amendment (No. I) was tabled by MM. 
Hardy and Stoffelen. 

I. In paragraph 5 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out " the economic assistance 
necessary for " and insert " economic support 
to assist in ". 

Speakers: Mr. Hardy and Sir Frederic 
Ben nett. 

The Amendment was agreed to. 

An Amendment (No. 4) was tabled by Mr. 
Valleix: 

4. Leave out paragraph 8 of the draft recom
mendation proper and insert: 

"8. Propose that the United Nations Secur
ity Council guarantee respect for an 
overall settlement ensuring inter alia the 
security of Israel in a specific, concrete 
and binding manner; ". 

Speakers: MM. Valleix, Dejardin and Sir Fre
deric Bennett. 

The Amendment was negatived. 

An Amendment (No. 5) was tabled by Mr. 
Valleix: 

5. In paragraph 9 of the draft recommendation 
proper, leave out " before that conference " and 
insert " prior "; after " participants " insert " in 
this settlement ". 

Speakers: Mr. Valleix and Sir Frederic 
Bennett. 

Part 1 of the Amendment was not moved; 
part 2 was agreed to. 
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The Assembly proceeded to vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation. 

Speakers (explanation of vote): Dr. Miller 
and Mr. Reddemann. 

The amended draft Recommendation was 
agreed to on a vote by roll-call (see Appendix 
11) by 39 votes to 5 with 13 abstentions. (This 
Recommendation will be published as No. 
349) 1• 

6. Interpretation of Rule 7 
of the Rules of Procedure 

(Presentation of the Report ofthe Committee 
on Rules of Procedure and Priviletes, Doe. 843) 

On the proposal of Mr. Grieve, Rapporteur 
and Chairman of the Committee, the Report 
was referred back to the Committee. 

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

7. The international situation 
and Europ'tan security 

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

Doe. 845) 

The Report of the General Affairs Committee 
was presented by Mr. Vohrer, Rlapporteur. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Atkinson and Ellis. 

(Mr. Talamona, Vice-President of the Assem
bly, took the Chair) 

Speakers: MM. Brown and Depietri. 

Mr. Vohrer, Rapporteur, replied to the 
speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation. 

In the absence of a quorum, the vote on the 
draft Recommendation was postponed until the 
next Sitting. 

8. Date and time of the next Sitting 

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

The Sitting was closed at 6.35 p.m. 

I. See page 36. 
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APPENDIX I 

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

Belgium 

MM. Lambiotte (Adriaensens) 
Bonnel 
Hanin 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 
Peeters 
Tang he 
van Waterschoot 

France 

MM Boucheny 
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Petit 
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Federal Republic of Germany 
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MM. Enders 

Wittmann (Evers) 
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MM. Scheffler (Ge~sner) 
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von Hassel 
Kittelmann 
Marquardt 
Reddemann 
Vohrer 

Italy 

MM. Agrimi 
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Vecchietti 

Luxembourg 
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The following Representatives apologised for their absence: 

France 
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Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Ahrens 
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Italy 
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Calamandrei 
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Mommersteeg (Scholten) 
Stoffelen 
Lamberts (Voogd) 

United Kingdom 
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MM. Grant 
Grieve 
Hardy 
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Jessel 
Atkinson (Kershaw) 

Mrs. Knight 
Mr. McGuire 
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Page 
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Luxembourg 
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Netherlands 
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I. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics. the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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APPENDIX 11 

Vote No. 4 by roll-call on the amended draft Recommendation on the impact of the evolving 
situation in the Near and Middle East on Western European security (Doe. 844)1: 

Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 

Mr. Agrimi 
Sir Frederic Bennett 

MM. Bonnel 
Cavaliere 

Sir Thomas Williams (Cox) 
MM. De Poi 

Enders 
FUimig 
Forma 
Fosson 
Schejjler (Gessner) 
Grant 
Grieve 

MM. Boucheny 
Depietri 

MM. Lambiotte (Adriaensens) 
Bemini 
Brugnon 
Comelissen 
Wittmann (Evers) 

Ayes: 

MM. Lenzer (Handlos) 
Hanin 
Hardy 
von Hassel 
Hawkins 
Konings (van Hulst) 
Atkinson (Kershaw) 

Mrs. Knight 
MM. Maravalle (Labriola) 

McGuire 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 
Margue 
Marquardt 

Noes: 

Mr. Deschamps 
Dr. Miller 
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MM. Jessel 
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MM. Edwards (Mulley) 
On slow 
Page 
Peeters 
Petrilli 
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Talamona 
Tanghe 
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van Waterschoot 
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Senes 
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I. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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RECOMMENDATION 349 

on the impact of the evolving situation 
in the Near and Middle East on Western European security 

The Assembly, 

Considering that the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan is a threat to the fundamental princi
ples of international law and is a serious threat to the balance and peace in an area which is vital for 
the security of the western world; 

Believing that this intervention makes it essential to take urgent measures to guarantee the 
maintenance of peace in the Middle East; 

Considering furthermore that democratic countries must make use of all the peaceful means at 
their disposal to demonstrate their non-acceptance of the fait accompli; 

Considering also that the holding of United States diplomats as hostages in Tehran is an intol
erable violation of international law and a threat to peace in Asia and prevents the improvement of 
relations with Iran; 

Believing that the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan makes it essential to strengthen without 
delay the defence means of the members of the Atlantic Alliance and considering that in this 
context the establishment of just and lasting peace in Palestine is essential for stability in the area; 

Recalling that in their declaration of 29th June 1977 the Nine said that fair and lasting peace 
could only be established in the Middle East in an overall context. Such a settlement must be based 
on relevant resolutions of the Security Council and establish the right of the Palestinian people to 
a homeland, through self-determination, without prejudicing the existence of Israel as an independent 
state within internationally secure and recognised boundaries; 

Recalling that the Nine deplored the policy of settlements pursued by the Israeli Government 
in the occupied territories, which is illegal from the point of view of international law and contrary to 
decisions of the Security Council in its most recent resolution; 

Noting that the Palestine Liberation Organisation is the only body recognised as representing 
the P,alestinian people by the Arab states as early as in 197 4; 

Noting that an increasing number of western countries, including several WEU member states, 
have acknowledged that a solution of the Palestine problem is difficult, if not impossible, to attain 
without the participation of the PLO; 

Considering that Europe, when it manages to speak with a single voice, could be in a position 
to make an effective contribution to the maintenance of peace with justice in the Near and Middle 
East; 

Recalling and reiterating all the as yet unfulfilled and still relevant recommendations in 
Recommendation 341, approved by the Assembly ofWEU in December 1979; 

Noting with approval the declaration on the international situation adopted by the Nine on 
28th April 1980 affecting the matters raised in the present document, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

1. Intensify consultations between its members on all questions concerning the balance and 
security in areas not covered by the Brussels Treaty and the North Atlantic Treaty with a view to 
agreeing on joint action whenever and wherever possible; 

2. Develop forthwith the means of defence at Europe's disposal and reinforce, on the most appro
priate basis, the capacity of Pakistan and other threatened countries in the region to defend their 
territorial integrity; 

3. Make use of all means at the disposal of member countries without resort to military measures 
to demonstrate collectively their non-acceptance of the fait accompli by the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan; 
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4. Demonstrate their solidarity in requiring Iran to free the United States diplomats now being 
held hostage; 

5. Supply Turkey with economic support to assist in overcoming the difficulties it is encountering 
and for associating that country as closely as possible with the economy of Western Europe; 

6. Initiate, after 26th May 1980, new steps necessary to contribute to the establishment of a just 
and lasting peace in Palestine; 

7. Urge the Security Council either to review and supplement Resolution 242 to express beyond 
argument the original fundamental purposes and scope of that resolution; or else to consider and 
declare a new composite resolution on the one hand designed to provide adequate security for the 
integrity of Israel within secure and internationally-recognised boundaries whilst on the other hand 
assuring Palestinians of an inherent right of self-determination on the West Bank and in the Gaza 
Strip to establish their own homeland; 

8. Propose, thereafter, the preparation of a conference between Israel, all adjacent Arab 
countries, a delegation truly representative of the Palestinian people, the United States and Western 
European countries in a position to contribute to its success; 

9. To this end, endeavour to secure before that conference unequivocal declarations by the Arab 
participants in this settlement recognising Israel's right to exist and by Israel recognising the right 
of the Palestinian people to self-determination. 
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FIFTH SITTING 

Wednesday, 4th June 1980 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

I. Co-operation between WEU member countries on video 
communication systems (Presentation of and Debate on 
the Report of the Commillee on Scientific, Technological 
and Aerospace Questions and Vote on the drafi Recom
mendation, Doe. 839). 

2. The international situation and European security (Vote 
on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 845). 

3. Nuclear, biological and chemical protection (Pre.len
tation of and Debate on the Report of the Commiuee on 
Defence Questwns and Armament.\ and Vote on the drafi 
Recommendation. Doe. 838 and Amendments). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. Change in the membership of a Committee 

In accordance with Rule 39(6) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly agreed to the follow
ing nomination to a Committee proposed by 
the Delegation of the Federal Republic of 
Germany: 

- Mr. Reddemann as an alternate member of 
the General Affairs Committee in place of 
Mr. Evers. 

4. Co-operation between WEU member 
countries on video communication systems 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on SciJ!ntif~e, Technological and Aerospace 

Questions and Vote on the draft Recommendation, 
Doe. 839) 

The Report of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions was 
presented by Mr. Valleix, Rapporteur. 
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The Debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Forma and Lenzer. 

Mr. Valleix, Rapporteur, replied to the 
speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to on 
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix 11) by 44 votes 
to 1 with 0 abstentions. (This Recommenda
tion will be published as No. 350) 1• 

5. The international situation 
and European security 

(Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 845) 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation. 

Speakers: Sir Frederic Bennett and Mr. Haw
kins (point of order). 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to on 
a vote by roll-call (see Appendix Ill) by 44 
votes to 3 with 0 abstentions. (This Recom
mendation will be published as No. 351 )2. 

6. Retirement of the Clerk of the Assembly 

The President announced the forthcoming 
retirement of the Clerk of the Assembly, Mr. 

I. See page 43. 
2. See page 44. 
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Francis Humblet, and paid tribute to his contri
bution to the work of the Assembly. 

7. Nuclear, biological and chemical protection 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments and Vote 

on the draft Recommendation, 
Doe. 838 and Amendments) 

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

(Mr. Tanghe, Vice-President of the Assemblv, 
took the Chair) · 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Bernini, Hardy, Dr. Miller, 
MM. Jager, Smith, Dejardin, Grant, Sir Frede
ric Bennett, MM. Brown and Valleix. 

Mr. Banks, Rapporteur, replied to the 
speakers. 

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

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the 
draft Recommendation. 

An Amendment (No. 1) was tabled by MM. 
Ahrens and Buchner: 

1. In paragraph (iii) of the preamble to the 
draft recommendation, line 2, leave out "use" 
and insert "production". 

Speakers: MM. Ahrens and Banks. 

A manuscript Amendment was tabled by Mr. 
Banks: 

In paragraph (iii) of the preamble, before 
"use" insert "manufacture, stockpiling or". 

The manuscript Amendment was agreed to. 

The Amendment, as amended, was agreed to. 

An Amendment (No. 2) was tabled by MM. 
Ahrens and Buchner: 

In paragraph (iv) of the preamble to the draft 
recommendation, leave out " an equality of 
retaliatory and defensive capability between 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact" and insert 
"maintaining a complete deterrent and defen
sive capability as required by MC 14/3 ". 

Speakers: MM. Ahrens and Banks. 
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The Amendment was negatived. 

An Amendment (No. 3) was tabled by MM. 
Ahrens and Buchner: 

3. Leave out paragraph 2 of the draft recom
mendation proper and insert: 

"2. To investigate within NATO the requi
rement for a deterrent and retaliatory capabi
lity consisting of chemical weapons and the 
legal limitations with respect to their use; ". 

Speakers: MM. Ahrens and Banks. 

The Amendment was negatived. 

An Amendment (No. 4) was tabled by 
MM. Ahrens and Buchner: 

4. In paragraph 3 of the draft recommen
dation proper, leave out " use " and insert 
·'transfer". 

Speakers: MM. Ahrens and Banks. 

A manuscript Amendment was tabled by 
Mr. Banks: 

In paragraph 3 of the draft recommenda
tion, after "stockpiling" insert "transfer". 

The manuscript Amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Amendment, as amended, was agreed 
to. 

An Amendment (No. 5) was tabled by Mr. 
Brown and others: 

5. Leave out paragraph 4 of the draft recom
mendation proper. 

Speakers: MM. Brown, Jessel, Hardy, 
Dr. Miller and Mr. Banks. 

The Amendment was negatif.'ed. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation. 

In the absence of a quorum, the vote was 
postponed until the next Sittii1g. 

Speaker (point of order): Mrs. Knight. 

8. Date and time of the next Sitting 

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

The Sitting was closed at 1.05 p.m. 
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APPENDIX I 

Names of Representatives or Substitutes who signed the Register of Attendance 1: 
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Mrs. Knight 
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On slow 
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I. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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APPENDIX 11 

Vote No. 5 by roll-call on the draft Recommendation on co-operation betweed WEU member 
countries on video communication systems (Doe. 839) 1: 

Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Abstentions . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

Mr. Agrimi 
Lord MeN air (Beith) 

Sir Frederic Bennett 
MM. Bernini 

Spite/la (Bonalumi) 
Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Cox 

De Poi 
Enders 
Forma 
Giust (Foschi) 
Grant 
Lenzer (Handlos) 
Michel (Hanin) 
Hardy 

Ayes: 

MM. von Hassel 
Hawkins 

Lord Hughes 
MM. Jager 
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Smith (Kershaw) 
Kittelmann 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 
M argue 
Marquardt 
Mart 
Men de 

Dr. Miller 
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Edwards (Mulley) 
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Mr. Depietri 

I i 
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Osborn (Page) 
Buchner (Pawelczyk) 
Petrilli 
Banks (Lord Reay) 
Reddemann 
Schejjler (Hermann 

Schmidt) 
Stoffelen 
Talamona 
Tanghe 
Lamberts (Tummers) 
Brown (U rwin) 
Valleix 
Konings '(Voogd) 

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

Vote No. 6 by roll-call on the draft Recommendation on the international situation and European 
security (Doe. 845) 1: 

Ayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 
Noes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Abstentions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

Lord McNair (Beith) 
Sir Frederic Bennett 

Mr. Spite/la (Bonalumi) 
Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Cox 

Cornelissen 
De Poi 
Enders 
Fliimig 
Forma 
Giust (Foschi) 
Grant 
Lenzer (Handlos) 
Michel (Hanin) 
Hardy 

Ayes: 

MM. von Hassel 
Hawkins 

Lord Hughes 
MM. Jager 

Jessel 
Smith (Kershaw) 
Kittelmann 

Mrs. Knight 
MM. McGuire 

M argue 
Marquardt 
Men de 

Dr. Miller 
MM. Muller 

Edwards (Mulley) 

Noes: 

MM. Bernini 
Depietri 
Dejardin (Mangelschots) 

MM. Onslow 
Osborn (Page) 
Buchner (Pawelczyk) 
Petrilli 
Banks (Lord Reay) 
Reddemann 
Schef!ler (Hermann 

Schmidt) 
Stoffelen 
Talamona 
Tanghe 
Lamberts (Tummers) 
Brown (Urwin) 
Valleix 
Konings (Voogd) 

I. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in Italics. the names of the latter being g1ven m 
brackets. 
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The Assembly, 

RECOMMENDATION 350 

on co-operation between WEU member countries on 
video communication systems 

FIFTH SITTING 

Having become acquainted with recent developments in the United Kingdom with the Prestel 
view-data system, in France with the Antiope videotex system and in other member countries in this 
field; 

Aware that in the absence of appropriate American developments in this area the United States 
Federal Communications Committee is studying the abovementioned and similar systems and is 
considering their adaptability for the American market; 

Recalling that current developments are sponsored jointly by government departments and 
private enterprises; 

Convinced that t.hese 1,1ew communications systems will also have a significant impact on 
military communications systems; 

Seeking to promote co-operation among European countries so as to foster the possibility of 
gaining access to American and world markets, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL INVITE GOVERNMENTS OF MEMBER COUNTRIES 

1. To concert their efforts to establish European standards for video comml)lnication systems 
applicable to world markets through the CEPT and, to this end, to approach the bodies or firms 
concerned; 

2. To urge all authorities and industries concerned to promote co-operation with each other in 
these matters. 
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TEXTS ADOPTED FIFTH SITTING 

RECOMMENDATION 351 

on the international situation and European security 

The Assembly, 

Considering that the Soviet military intervention in Afghanistan is a pure violation of the law 
of nations as defined inter alia in the Charter of the United Nations and the final act signed in 
Helsinki; 

Considering that Soviet expansion in the Middle East is a threat to stability in that area which 
is of vital interest to the West; 

Considering that the deployment of new weapons in Eastern Europe is also liable to upset the 
balance on which peace depends; 

Considering that consultations between members of the Atlantic Alliance were not held quickly 
enough or in sufficient detail to allow a joint policy to be drawn up in face of these threats; 

Deploring in particular that these countries were not in a position to define jointly the 
measures made necessary by the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan; 

Recognising nevertheless the need for the decision taken by the members of NATO to increase 
progressively the proportion of their expenditure allocated to joint defence; 

Endorsing the proposal by the Nine to seek the departure of Soviet forces from Afghanistan, a 
status of neutrality and non-alignment being conferred on that country by agreement between the 
parties; 

Considering that the search for a balance of forces and armaments in Europe at the lowest 
possible level, even if this cannot be achieved in the short term, is still in conformity with the 
interests of the West; 

Considering that it is in the interest of all to develop contacts and exchanges of all kinds 
between Eastern and Western Europe; 

Considering that the protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms in all countries is 
still one of the West's major objectives, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

1. Ensure that the European members of the Atlantic Alliance concert regularly and efficiently 
the policies they pursue outside the area covered by the North Atlantic Treaty; 

2. Ensure that the members of the Atlantic Alliance agree on effective measures to be taken to 
convince the Soviet Union of their unanimous condemnation of the invasion of Afghanistan; 

3. Ensure that its members pursue their efforts to sustain the defensive capacity of the Atlantic 
Alliance in face of new Soviet weapons; 

4. Ensure the pursuit of negotiations with the Soviet Union and its allies to achieve a limitation 
and reduction of forces and armaments to establish a true balance in forces and in conventional 
weapons and continental-range nuclear missiles at the lowest possible level; 

5. Ensure that the application of the final act signed in Helsinki is the subject of strict and 
exhaustive scrutiny at the Madrid conference. 
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SIXTH SITTING 

Wednesday, 4th June 1980 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

1. The northern flank and the Atlantic and Channel com
mands (PresentatiOn of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Defence Questwns and Armaments and 
Vote on the draft Recommendation. Doe. 837 and 
Amendment). 

2. Nuclear, biological and chemical protection (Vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation. Doe. 838). 

3. Defence-related information technology (Presentation of 
and Debate on the Report of the Commlltee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Que.1riom and Vote on the 
draft Recommendation. Doe. 840). 

4. State of European aerospace activities - reply to the 
twenty-fifth annual report of the Counci I (Pre.1entation of 
and Debate on the Report of the Committee on Sc1enllfic. 
Technological and Aerospace Que.\lions. Doe. 841 ). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. Changes in the membership of Committees 

In accordance with Rule 39(6) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly agreed to the follow
ing nominations to Committees proposed by 
the Belgian Delegation: 

- Mr. Peeters as an alternate member of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments in place of Mrs. Staels
Dompas; 

- Mrs. Staels-Dompas as an alternate mem
ber of the Committee on Scientific, Tech
nological and Aerospace Questions in place 
of Mr. Peeters. 

4. The northern flank and. the Atlantic and 
Channel commands 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Defence Questions and Armaments and Vote on the draft 

Recommendation, Doe. 837 and Amendment) 

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

45 

The previous question was moved by Mr. 
Boucheny and others under Rule 32 of the 
Rules of Procedure, Document 847. 

Speakers: MM. Boucheny,. Reddemann and 
Ahrens. 

The previous question was negatived. 

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Hardy, Wilkinson and 
Dejardin. 

Mr. Ahrens, Rapporteur, replied to the 
speakers. 

The Assembly proceeded to consider the 
draft Recommendation. 

An Amendment (No. I) was tabled by Mr. 
Hardy: 

I. In paragraph (iv) of the preamble to the draft 
recommendation, leave out " North Atlantic 
Council " and insert " appropriate military 
authorities of NATO ". 

Speakers: MM. Hardy and ·Ahrens. 

The Amendment was agreed to. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation. 

In the absence of a quorum, the vote was 
postponed until the next Sitting. 

5. Nuclear, biological and chemical protection 

(Vote on the amended draft Recommendation, Doe. 838) 

In the absence of a quorum, the vote was 
postponed until the next Sitting. 



MINUTES 

6. Changes in the membership of Committees 

In accordance with Rule 39(6) of the Rules of 
Procedure, the Assembly agreed to the follow
ing nominations to Committees proposed by 
the Italian Delegation: 

- Mr. Spitella as an alternate member of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments in place of Mr. Foschi; 

- Mr. Foschi as an alternate member of the 
Committee on Rules of Procedure and Pri
vileges in place of Mr. Spitella. 

7. Defence-related information technology 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the Committee 
on Scientiju:, Technological and Aerospace Questions 

and Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doe. 840) 

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

(Mr. Mart, Vice-President of the Assembly, 
took the Chair) 

The Debate was opened. 

Speaker: Mr. Osborn. 

Mr. Brasseur, Rapporteur, and Mr. Lenzer, 
Vice-Chairman of the Committee, replied to 
the speaker. 

The Debate was closed. 
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SIXTH SITTING 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to 
unanimously. (This Recommendation will be 
published as No. 352) 1• 

8. State of European aerospace activities -
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of 

the Council 

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

Doe. 841) 

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

The Debate was opened. 

Speakers: MM. Wilkinson, Konings and 
Osborn. 

Mr. Scheffier, Rapporteur, and Mr. Lenzer, 
Vice-Chairman of the Committee, replied to 
the speakers. 

The Debate was closed. 

9. Date and time of the next Sitting 

The next Sitting was fixed for Thursday, 5th 
June, at lO a.m. 

The Sitting was closed at 5.50 p.m. 

I. See page 48. 



APPENDIX SIXTH SITTING 

APPENDIX 

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

Belgium 

Mr. Lambiotte (Adriaensens) 
Mrs. Staels-Dompas (Hanin) 

Dejardin (Mangelschots) 
Peeters 
Brasseur (Tanghe) 
Michel (van Waterschoot) 

France 

MM. Boucheny 
Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Ahrens 
Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Flaming 

Lenzer (Handlos) 
von Hassel 
Kittelmann 
Lagershausen 

MM. Marquardt 

Italy 

Mende 
Reddemann 
Scheffler (Hermann 

Schmidt) 

MM. Agrimi 
De Poi 
Forma 

Luxembourg 

MM. Margue 
Mart 
Glesener (Thoss) 

Netherlands 

MM. van Hulst 
Mommersteeg (Scholten) 
Stoffelen 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence: 

Belgium MM. Schleiter 
Senes 

Mr. Bonnel Talon 

France Federal Republic of Germany 

MM. Bizet MM. Enders 
Brugnon Evers 
Caro Gessner 
Depietri Milz 
Deschamps Miiller 
Ferretti Pawelczyk 
Grussenmeyer Vohrer 
Jager 
Jeambrun 
Peridier Italy 
Peronnet 
Petit MM. Antoni 
Pignion Bemini 

MM. Tumme~ 
Konings (Voogd) 

United Kingdoth 

Lord MeN air {Beith) 
MM. Banks (Sir Frederic 

Ben nett) 
Cox 
Grant 
Grieve 
Hardy 
Wilkinson (Hawkins) 

Lord Hughes 
MM. Atkinson (Jessel) 

Smith (Kershaw) 
Mrs. Knight 
Mr. Foulkes'(McGuire) 
Dr. Miller 

MM. Edwards (Mulley) 
Stainton (Onslow) 
Osborn (Page) 

Lord Reay . 
Mr. Brown (Urwin) 

MM. Bonalumi 
Calamandrei 
Cavaliere 
Foschi 
Fosson 
Labriola 
Pecchioli 
Petrilli 
Rubbi 
Talamona 
Tripodi 
Valiante 
Vecchietti 

Netherlands 

MM. Comelissen 
de Koster 

I. The names of Substitutes replacing Representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in 
brackets. 
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TEXT ADOPTED SIXTH SITTING 

RECOMMENDATION 352 

on defence-related information technology 

The Assembly, 

Conscious that in the crucial sector of microelectronic components Europe imports more than 
80 % of its requirements in integrated circuits; 

Aware that European computer firms supply only 16% of the world market and that Japan has 
made remarkable progress in this field; 

Regretting that Europe has not so far exploited the fact that it itself constitutes a continental
size market and has not followed Japan in pursuing a coherent policy and commercial strategy to 
capture part of the world market; 

Considering the link between telecommunications equipment for civil and military purposes, 

REcOMMENDS THAT THE CouNCIL 

Urge member governments: 

1. To promote European collaboration at governmental level and between European industries 
concerned with microelectronics, communications and telematics, computers and software, and the 
production of interface equipment with users so as to ensure the establishment of a sound European 
industrial base in this field to counter American and Japanese activities in European and world 
markets; 

2. To establish a truly homogenous European market for telematic equipment and services for 
both civil and military uses; 

3. To make an effort to co-ordinate orders from both civil and military public authorities so as 
inter alia to allow interoperability of equipment when justified. 
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SEVENTH SITTING 

Thursday, 5th June 1980 

ORDERS OF THE DA V 

1. A European earth resources detection satellite pro
gramme (Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the 
Committee on Scientific. Technological and Aerospace 
Questions and Vote on the drafi Recommendation, Doe. 
842). 

2. State of European aerospace activities - reply to the 
twenty-fifth annual report of the Council (Vote on the 
draft Recommendation, Doe. 841 ). 

3. Nuclear, biological and chemical rrotection; The nor
them flank and the Atlantic and Channel commands 
(Votes on the amended draft R£fc 1mmendations. Does 
838 and 837). · 

4. Relations with Parliaments (PreH'n/ation of and Debate 
on the Report of the Committee /i1r Relations with Parlia
ment.\, Doe. 835). 

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

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

1. Adoption of the Minutes 

The Minutes of Proceedings of the previous 
Sitting were agreed to. 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. A European earth resources detection 
satellite prl!gramme 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee on Scientifu:, Technological and Aerospace 

Questions and Vote on the draft Recommendation, 
Doe. 842) 

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

The Debate was opened. 

Speaker: Mr. Valleix, Chairman of the Com
mittee. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation. 
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The draft Recommendation was agreed to 
unanimously. (This Recommendation will be 
published as No 353) 1• 

4. Relations with Parliaments 

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report 
of the Committee for Relations with Parliaments, Doe. 835) 

The Report of the Commit~ee for Relations 
with Parliaments was presented by Mr. Mom
mersteeg in place of Mr. Schlingemann, Rap-
porteur. 

1 
I 

The Debate was opened. 

Speaker: Mr. Osborn. 

The Debate was closed. 

The Assembly took note of the Report of the 
Committee for Relations with Parliaments. 

5. State of European aerosp4ce activities
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report 

of the Council 

(Vote on the draft Recommendat~on, Doe. 841) 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft 
Recommendation. 

The draft Recommendation was agreed to 
unanimously. (This Recommendation will be 
published as No. 354) 2• 

I. See page 52. 
2. See page 53. 
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6. Nuclear, biological and chemical protection 

The northern flank and the Atlantic 
and Channel commands 

(Vote on the amended draft Recommendations, Does. 837 
and 838) 

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation in Document 
838. 

Speaker (point of order): Sir Frederic 
Ben nett. 
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In the absence of a quorum, the vote was 
postponed until the Second Part of the Session. 

In the absence of a quorum, the vote on the 
amended draft Recommendation in Document 
837 was postponed until the Second Part of the 
Session. 

7. Adjournment of the Session 

The President adjourned the Twenty-Sixth 
Ordinary Session of the Assembly. 

The Sitting was closed at 10.55 a.m. 
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APPENDIX 

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

Belgium 

MM. Dejardin (Mangelschots) 
van W aterschoot 

France 

Mr. Valleix 

Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Ahrens 
Mrs. von Bothmer 
MM. Alber (Evers) 

Flaming 
Lenzer (Handlos) 
Lagershausen 

MM. Marquardt 
Scheff/er (Hermann 

Schmidt) 

Luxembourg 

MM. Margue 
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Glesener (Thoss) 

Netherlands 

MM. van Hulst 
Mommersteeg (Scholten) 
Stoffelen 
Tummers 
Konings (Voogd) 

The following Representatives apologised for their absence: 

Belgium MM. Schleiter 
Senes 

MM. Adriaensens Talon 
Bonnel 
Hanin 
Peeters Federal Republic of Germany 
Tanghe 

MM. Enders 
Gessner 

France von Hassel 
Kittelmann 

MM. Bizet Men de 
Boucheny Milz 
Brugnon Muller 
Caro Pawelczyk 
Depietri Reddemann 
Deschamps Vohrer 
Ferretti 
Grussenmeyer 
Jager Italy 
Jeambrun 
Peridier MM. Agrimi 
Peronnet Antoni 
Petit Be mini 
Pignion Bonalumi 

United Kingdom 

Lord McNair (Beith) 
Sir Frederic Bennett 

MM. Cox 
Grant 
Grieve 
Hardy 
Wilkinson (Hawkins) 

Lord Hughes 
MM. Atkinsoh (Jessel) 

Smith (Kershaw) 
Brown (McGuire) 

Dr. Miller 
MM. Edwards (Mulley) 

Osborn (Page) 
Lord Reay 
Mr. Ellis (Urwin) 

MM. Calamap.drei 
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De Poi 
Forma ' 
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Fosson 
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Valiante 
Vecchietti 

Netherlands 

MM. Comelissen 
de Koster 

United Kingdom 

Mrs. Knight 
Mr. On slow 

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

The Assembly, 

RECOMMENDATION 353 

on a European earth resources detection satellite 
programme 

SEVENTH SITTING 

Aware of the success of the United States Landsat, Seasat, Nimbus and Goes satellite pro
grammes in the earth resources, oceanographic and meteorological fields respectively; 

Conscious of the important infrastructure for the acquisition and dissemination of remote
sensing satellite data which exists in a number of European countries under the ESA Earthnet and 
Meteosat programmes and the success of a number of ESA-sponsored space projects to date; 

Believing that European experience through the first Meteosat meteorological satellite points to 
the positive benefits derived from further European remote-sensing satellite programmes; 

Considering that current developments within Europe through the Spacelab and French Spot 
programmes should be regarded as the foundation for further endeavours on a European collaborative 
basis in the realm of earth resources satellite programmes; 

Confident that the studies so far undertaken within and on behalf of the European Space 
Agency, especially regarding land applications satellite systems (LASS) and coastal ocean monitoring 
satellite systems (COMSS), indicate both technical feasibility within the resources potentially 
available to Europe and worthwhile returns for these projects; 

Mindful of the military surveillance and reconnaissance implications which in addition to the 
long-term commercial desirability of a European remote-sensing satellite programme enhance its 
strategic importance to European nations, 

REcOMMENDS THAT THE CouNCIL 

Urge the member states: 

I. To put greater political emphasis on the final definition and initiation of an agreed earth 
resources satellite programme and on the continuation of the Meteosat meteorological programme; 

2. To co-ordinate their efforts in remote sensing by satellite through the European Space Agency, 
for which they should evolve a European space policy and a more closely involved political direction 
of the Agency, and invite the Italian Minister in charge of space questions, Chairman-in-Office of the 
ESA Ministerial Council, to prepare and convene a Council meeting in the near future to establish 
that European policy since ESA is at a crossroad for its new programmes; 

3. To build on existing national programmes such as the French Spot system, either by a renewed 
effort at their Europeanisation or by integrating such programmes with an approved ESA schedule of 
compatible earth resources satellite launches; 

4. To devote adequate funding for a worthwhile European earth resources satellite programme 
through the European Space Agency as being the most cost-effective instrument for its development 
so as to be able to exploit the industrial, technical, environmental and strategic benefits of a substan
tial and carefully prepa,red remote-sensing satellite programme; 

5. To evolve the most appropriate mechanisms both for the practical application of remote-
sensing satellite observations and the commercial exploitation of such satellite systems; 

6. To encourage within the Independent European Programme Group (IEPG) the concerted study 
of the military requirements for remote-sensing satellites on a European basis, the definition of any 
resulting satellite projects and their economic and efficient procurement; 

7. To urge the Councils of the European Communities and the Council of Europe to co-ordinate 
the possible application of European earth resources satellite programmes to the benefit of European 
overseas aid programmes and the economic development of poorer countries of the third world. 
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TEXTS ADOPTED 

The Assembly, 

RECOMMENDATION 354 

on the state of European aerospace activities -
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of the Council 

SEVENTH SITTING 

Considering that the ESA convention has been in existence since 30th MClY 1975 and that 
France, although playing an important role in the Agency which has its seat in Paris, has still not yet 
ratified the convention; 

Considering the separate development of French and German national direct broadcasting 
spacecraft and ESA's large satellite; 

Agreeing with the Council on the European industry's need to receive a fair share of orders for 
military application satellites; 

Aware of the deteriorating situation with regard to Western Europe's energy supplies and the 
consequent threat to Europe's political and military posture; 

Gratified that several member countries are nearing agreement on a development plan for a 
tactical fighter aircraft - the European combat aircraft - for the 1990s; 

Welcoming the establishment of a European Airbus family of aircraft, but regretting that the 
Fokker-29 development programme is not yet associated with the Airbus programme, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

1. Urge the French Government to ratify the ESA convention in 1980; 

2. Invite the governments of the member states qf the European Space Agency to take appropriate 
steps to en~ure a close link between the French and German national programmes for direct broad
casting spacecraft and the ESA L-sat programme so that European space interests will not be divided 
on the world scene and in the world market; 

3. Invite the governments of the member states of ESA to consider the political importance of 
space co-operation for Europe and the need to take decisions concerning the future of the Agency at 
an appropriate political level; 

4. In view of the threat to Europe's security, urge member governments to decide on the necessary 
practical application measures further to the resolution adopted in Dublin in November 1979 to 
develop a more effective energy policy for the European Community and to elaborate a common 
European energy plan up to 1990; 

5. Invite 
(a) the governments of France, the Federal Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom to 

ensure the implementation of the industrial feasibility study which has been carried out on 
the European combat aircraft; and 

(b) the other member countries to be associated with this important European venture and to 
participate in the production of this aircraft; 

6. Invite the Netherlands Government to use its political and financial influence to promote a 
European solution associating the Fokker-29 programme with the Airbus programme. 
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OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES 



FIRST SITTING 

Monday, 2nd June 1980 

SUMMARY 

1. Opening of the Session. 

2. Attendance Register. 

3. Address by the Provisional President 

4. Examination of Credentials. 

S. Election of the President of the Assembly. 

6. Address by the President of the Assembly. 

7. Election of the six Vice-Presidents of the Assembly. 

8. Observers. 

9. Adoption of the draft Order of Business for the First 
Part of the Session (Doe. 832). 

Speakers: The President; (points of order): Mrs. von 
Bothmer, Mr. Hanin, Mr. Urwin, Mr. Jessel; the 
President. 

10. New weapons and defence strategy (Votes on the dra(t 
Recommendations postponedfrom the last session, Doe. 
827). 

Speakers: The President, Mr. Valleix, Mr. von Hassel 
(point of order). 

11. Nomination of members to Committees 

12. Date, time and Orders of the Day ofthe next Sitting. 

The Sitting was opened at 11.10 a.m. with Mr. Jager, Provisional President, in the Chair. 

1. Opening of the Session 

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

In accordance with Article Ill (a) of the 
Charter and Rules 2, 4, 5 and 17 of the Rules 
of Procedure, I declare open the Twenty-Sixth 
Ordinary Session of the Assembly of Western 
European Union. 

2. Attendance Register 

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

3. Address by the Provisional President 

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Ladies 
and Gentlemen, this morning I have the honour 
of addressing you for the second year running 
as Provisional President of the Assembly. 

Last year I referred to three threats which 
seemed to me fundamental as regards the future 
of our liberal democracies : the excessive 
armament of the Soviets, the destabilisation of 

I. See page 18. 
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the southern flank of the Alliance, and uncer
tainty in Europe. It is a sad satisfaction to find 
that these threats are weighing still more 
heavily on us today and have even on occasion 
been translated into action. 

Excessive Soviet armament. This basic 
phenomenon, which had been noticed only by 
the specialists, has come to be a key factor in 
East-West relations. The second half of 1979 
was marked by the problem of the SS-20s, as a 
result of which the Europeans realised that all -
I repeat, all - the strategic centres of their 
countries could be destroyed by these mobile 
Soviet missiles with their four nuclear 
warheads. A single SS-20 rocket could destroy 
four French towns like Rouen, Orleans, Amiens 
and Rheims. Finally, the Backfire bombers, 
for which there is at present no equivalent in 
the NATO forces, would be capable, in 
conjunction with the SS-20s, of crushing the 
whole of Europe including Britain in under an 
hour and of inflicting considerable losses on our 
surface fleets. 

Excessive armament not only in the nuclear 
field, but in the conventional field too. Recent 
examples have demonstrated that the Soviet 
Union has the air capacity to transport a large 
expeditionary force over a long distance. Even 
more recently, we have seen that the Russians 
have not hesitated to turn Afghanistan into a 
testing ground for poison gases, fragmentation 
bombs and oth~r sinister devices. 
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The President (continued)

At a time when the memory of Munich is
again coming to the fore in some people's
minds, I have no hesitation in saying that what
is happening in Afghanistan reminds me of the
war in Spain, a country once transformed by
the Fascist dictatorships into a field for experi-
ments in the use of tactical support aircraft and
other military techniques subsequently em-
ployed against the European democracies.

Excessive Soviet armament, and at the same
time destabilisation of the southern flank.

Iran continues to pose a formidable problem
for the stability of the region and, in a broader
context, for world stability. We must in parti-
cular be mindful of the potentially contagious
effect of an Islamic religious revolution on
certain Gulf states. The memory of events in
Mecca has not faded so far that we can rule out
attempts to destabilise Saudi Arabia. Let us
remember that the Shiite faith is the religion of
the majority of Iraqis and of a part of the
people of Turkey.

Afghanistan is a second source of crises in the
region. After the Cuban interventions in
Angola and Ethiopia, and the Vietnamese inter-
vention in Cambodia, the Soviet Union has
dropped its mask and intervened openly in
Afghanistan. This invasion raises doubts about
the reality of ddtente, even if we must maintain
our calm and keep our heads clear. To quote
Mr. Vohrer's excellent report :

" It is clear that the presence of Soviet troops
on the frontiers of Eastern Iran and Pakistan
gives the Soviet Union a means of inter-
vening in those countries, both weakened,
Pakistan by its recent war against India, and
Iran by the 1979 revolution and the ensuing
period of unrest and international isolation.
Moreover, only a territory dominated by
the Baluchis whom neither Iran, Afghanistan
nor Pakistan has ever been able to control
effectively, now separates the Soviet Union
from the shores of the Indian Ocean near the
Strait of Hormuz through which most of
Western Europe's oil supplies passes. "
Excessive arrnament, destabilisation after

destabilisation and, finally, uncertainty in
Europe. In the face of these dangers, which can
still be averted if a homogeneous reaction
emerges, Europe continues to show too many
signs of hesitation, of weaknesses and of contra-
dictions. In my view there are two reasons :

the sometimes unpredictable nature of the
strategy of our chief ally, the United States, and
the short-sighted character of certain European
policies.

Looking at the situation, what do we find?

The Europeans are divided as to the sanc-
tions to be adopted against Iran. They are

unable to reach a joint position on participation
in the Moscow Olympics. They differ about
maintaining or modifying theflr relations with
Soviet leaders. They do not yet appear to be
in a position to implement thQ decisions taken
by the NATO Council last December, since
certain countries give the impression, to an
uninitiated observer like myself, of jibbing at
the idea of deploying Penhing pr cruise missiles
on their territory from 1983., Finally, at the
institutional level, there ib confrontation
between those who support extension of the
European Parliament's pow$rs beyond the
treaties and those who adampntly defend the
exclusive prerogatives of Wfstern European
Union.

I shall not paint an eve{r more gloomy
picture by going over the deba{es about the res-
pective merits of interoperabi]lity versus stan-
dardisation, the demarcatio{r between the
responsibilities of the SAC an{ the Eurogroup,
the uncertainties of the twoLway street, the
deals of the century, forward strategy, lowering
the threshold of deterrence by tactical nuclear
weapons and the consequent uncoupling of
Europe from the United States, as opposed to
sanctuarisation of an area guaranteed by a stra-
tegy of massive counter-city retaliation. And
could I be so rash as to meiltion SALT and
MBFR?

We can, however, no lortger be content
simply to assess the situationf The time has
come to pull ourselves togetlier, to close our
ranks, to seek out every mean$ of restoring the
reality of d6tente, to get the arms limitation
talks started again and to cle[r up misunder-
standings between .allies. . T{5:re are 

. 
already

some encouraging signs: the Qommunity plan
for the neutralisation of dfghanistan, the
maintenance of the Madrid C$nference despite
present tensions, the meetirig of Chairman
Brezhnev with President Giscfrd d'Estaing, to
be followed soon by another with Chancellor
Schmidt. Ddtente is the mairi achievement of
the past twenty years. We must find ways of
preserving it.

Allow me - and I apoldgise for having
spoken at some length - to close by listing what
appear to me to be the main elements of
French military policy within the framework of
European defence. They are three in number:
no effective defence outside the framework of
the Alliance; the involvement of France in
the defence of Europe ; elabofation of a Euro-
pean defence strategy.

Point one. The Atlantic Alliance is for
France a factor in its defence which comple-
ments and is far from conflicting with its own
nuclear deterrence. This firmly makes France
part of a civilisation based on freedom and
excludes a neutrality ruled out by its geogra-
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phical situation, by its history, by the part it
plays in the world, and by simple common
sense.

Point two. The security of France might be
decided in the very first battle in Europe.
There must therefore be no doubt about the
French forces playing their part, and no
ambiguity as to France's commitment. It must
define its contribution to the battle without
hedging, even if it reserves the right to decide
on the moment at which to commit its forces
and on the use of its nuclear weapons.

Point three. There can be no question of
seeking to replace the Atlantic Alliance by a
European defence organisation without the
Americans, and even less one directed against
them. Within the framework of this Alliance -
which, as has been said, remains vital in view
of the threat with which we are faced - we have
to identify the specific problems involved in the
defence of the old world, to use to best advant-
age the contributions made by the countries of
which it is composed, to accept responsibility
in the task before us, and to work towards the
day when it will be possible to satisfy a Euro-
pean ambition which will perforce include that
element of sovereignty constituted by an ability
to undertake one's own defence. The objective
for which a consensus can be reached is that of
the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance.

This is the message which a convinced Euro-
pean, trained in the school of Robert Schuman,
is naive or bold enough to offer you. Let us
remember the forceful words of Robert
Schuman : " A united Europe was not achieved
and we had war ". At a time when we have just
celebrated the thirtieth anniversary of the birth
of the ECSC, our Assembly must consider it a
point of honour to contribute within its allotted
field to the rebirth of the European spirit. Let
us reject the cold war and the fetters of
ideology. Let us look for lines of convergence
and the revival of d6tente. But let us do so
with heads held high, without side-stepping and
without retreating. Thank you. (Applause)

4. Examination of Credentials

The PRESIDENT(Translation).-The Orders
of the Day provide for the examination of
credentials.

The list of Representatives and Substitutes
attending the twenty-sixth ordinary session of
the Assembly of Western European Union has
been published in Notice No. l.

In accordance with Rule 6 (l) of the Rules of
Procedure, all the credentials have been attested

by the statement on ratification carried out on
2lst April 1980 by the Parliamentary Assembly
of the Council of Europe and communicated to
us by the President of that Assembly.

5. Election of the President of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The Orders
of the Day provide for the election of the Presi-
dent of the Assembly.

In accordance with the provisions of Rule l0
of the Rules of Procedure, no Representative
may stand as a candidate for the offrce of Presi-
dent unless a proposal for his candidature has
been sponsored in writing by three or more
Representatives. Representatives who are
members of governments are not eligible for
nomination for the Bureau of the Assembly.

Moreover, Rule 7 (2) lays down that
Substitutes may not be elected to the Bureau of
the Assembly.

I have received only one nomination, for Mr.
Fred Mulley.

He has been nominated in due florm as
prescribed by the Rules of Procedure. lf the
Assembly is unanimously in favour, I propose
electing Mr. Fred Mulley by acclamation.
(Applause)

Is there anyone against?...

The Assembly has decided unanimously.

I therefore declare Mr. Fred Mulley President
of the Assembly of Western European Union
and invite him to take the Chair. As oldest
Representative it is my privilege to offer him
my personal congratulations and those of the
entire Assembly on your behalf. (Applause)

(Mr. Mulley then took the Chair)

6. Address by the President of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT.- Members of the Assem-
bly, I am sure that you will wish me, on your
behalf, to congratulate the Provisional Presi-
dent, our doyen d'dge, on the excellent manner
in which he conducted the beginning of our
proceedings, which I am sure will stimulate
our remarks. It was timely that he reminded
us of the importance of the Europearr spirit
which in its early days the Assembly did so
much to promote.

Secondly, I am sure that it is the wish of all
representatives that I should put on record
our appreciation of the services of Mr. Kai-Uwe
von Hassel for his three years as President of
the Assembly. (Applause) He brought to the
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task the same dedication as he has given to his
ministerial and parliamentary duties in Ger-
many, and, as well as pursuing his competent
and diligent conduct of affairs in this Assembly,
he did much to enhance the standing of this
body outside.

Thirdly, I am sure that it would be your wish
that I should say how delighted we are to find
our Clerk, Mr. Humblet, suffrciently well
recovered from his serious illness to be with us
today and that I should say how much we
missed him last December. (Applause)

I wish to express my grateful thanks and
pleasure at the great honour you have paid me
in electing me as your President. Not in this
Assembly but in another body, I believe that
there was an occasion when somebody was
called to the chair and produced from his
pocket a long speech which began with the
words " I wish to say how very unexpected it is
that you have paid me this honour of electing
me to the oflice of President... " I am afraid
that I cannot rely on that beginning because
you have paid me the additional compliment of
electing me without opposition. Indeed, I find
myself in the unusual situation of having
accepted an invitation to attend a reception this
evening and now finding that I shall be the
host. Certainly, my wife and I look forward to
receiving most of you on that occasion this
evening.

It was with very real pleasure that I returned,
as I did last year, to this Assembly after an
absence of twenty years. Little did I think,
when I was a Rapporteur and Vice-President in
1960, that twenty years later you would pay me
the honour of electing me as your President. I
learned an immense amount during my period
as a representative, and probably that was the
reason why my first and my last ministerial
offices were in the area of defence.

I also recall with pleasure the celebrations we
had in Bonn on the twentieth anniversary of the
Assembly, when I had the privilege of
representing the United Kingdom Govern-
ment. I wish to thank you again for the
courtesy you accorded me when inviting me to
address the Assembly two years ago in my
capacity as Secretary of State for Defence.
Therefore, it is with great pleasure that I have
the honour to be your President, and I assure
you that I shall do all I can to sustain and
enhance the standing of the Assembly.

As our doyen d'dge reminded us, we live in
extremely difficult times. Indeed, matters have
become very much more diffrcult since we last
met in this Assembly in this very building last
December. Few of us then thought that
American hostages in Iran would still be in

captivity, and we certainly did not then expect
the armed intervention of the Soviet Union in
Afghanistan.

As was pointed out by the flrovisional Presi-
dent, matters in the Near and Far East have
also not improved. I do not intend to antici-
pate the debates that we shall be having on
these matters on the reports wlpich come before
you. I want only to say that lI believe that in
these matters the Assembly h|s a real r6le to
play. We must try to avoid teeking the over-
simple solutions that I sometinies feel - if I may
be permitted the indiscretion - our North Ame-
rican friends are somewhat inclined to seek.

I recall the story of the mdn who was told
that in railway accidents it was the people in
the first and last coaches who tended to suffer
the greater injuries. His solution was that
there should be no first and last coaches on
trains; they should simply bb removed. We
have to avoid thinking that in international
circumstances we can find sirhplistic solutions
of that kind. We must not forget that the ulti-
mate answer that we must always try to find
to the danger of war is through the medium of
arms control, disarmament and ddtente.

I did not in any sense think it inconsistent
that, having been Minister for Disarmament in
my country and having sponsored what was
recently described as the only successful
multilateral disarmament measure since the
war - namely, the convention against biological
weapons - I should later become Minister for
Defence. We have to seek proper multi-
national verifiable arms conffol and disarma-
ment arrangements whenever possible, despite
all the other difficulties which exist.

What is, perhaps, the central problem for our
countries, for Western Europe and for NATO is
the consultation within the Alliance. Since we
last met, it has been very clear that the consul-
tative arrangements are far from satisfactory.
Indeed, it w-ould be very difficult, perhaps, to
arrive at a system that would avoid difficulties
when decisions have to be taken often at short
notice. This is an area in which the Assembly
has a particular contribution to make.

Despite the diflerences between national dele-
gations - and, indeed, within national delega-
tions - on the current issues of the day, if we
debate them here and are not afraid to express
our views and come to decisions, we shall help
the process of consultation in Europe, which is
just as important as consultation between
Europe and our North American allies. This
is something that the Assembly can do. Its
standing as an Assembly will depend upon the
amount of time and effort thpt members of the
Assembly are prepared to devote to the work of
its Committees and to the debates within the
Assembly. It is the quality of the reports and
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the debates that will determine whether as an
Assembly we have influence on our national
parliaments and on our national public
opinion. The Assembly has a r6le to play in
this regard.

We have a big agenda before us and, there-
fore, I think that it would be appropriate now
to proceed with the business. Thank you again
for the great honour that you have done me. I
hope that I may do sufficient to show that I
have deserved it. (Applause)

7. Election of the six Yice-Presidents of the
Assembly

The PRESIDENT.- The Orders of the Day
call for the election of the six Vice-Presidents of
the Assembly.

Rule l0 of the Rules of Procedure provides
that no Representative may be a candidate for
Vice-President unless he has been nominated -
as in the case of the President - by three Repre-
sentatives, and to be a member of the Bureau a
candidate must be a Representative.

I understand that in the Office of the Clerk
there are only three nominations: Mr.
Talamona (Italy), Mr. Reddemann (Germany)
and Mr. Tanghe (Belgium).

If it is the wish and agreement of the Assem-
bly, I propose that these candidates be elected
by acclamation, and that the places of the
remaining countries be filled when nominations
are received.

Is it agreed that Mr. Talamona, Mr.
Reddemann and Mr. Tanghe be elected Vice-
Presidents of the Assembly?... (Applause)

I note that the Assembly is unanimous.

The candidates are elected.

The order of seniority of the Vice-Presidents
will be determined when all six have been
elected.

8. Observers

The PRESIDENT.- I now welcome, on
behalf of the Assembly, the parliamentarians
who are doing us the honour of following our
work this week in the capacity of observers.
They are Mr. Budtz and Mr. Henriksen, mem-
bers of the Danish Folketing ; Mr. Yyzas and
Mr. Koutsogeorgas, deputies from Greece; Mr.
Udjus and Mr. Avregard, members of the
Norwegian Storting; and Mr. Roseta and Mr.
Tito de Morais, deputies from Portugal. We
are very pleased to have these observers with us
during the week.

9. Adoption of the draft Order of Business for
the First Part of the Session

(Doc. 832)

The PRESIDENT.- The next Order of the
Day is the adoption by the Assembly of the
draft Order of Business for the first part of the
twenty-sixth ordinary session of the Assembly.

The draft Order of Business has been distri-
buted as Document 832 dated 5th May 1980.

Are there any objections to the adoption of
this Order of Business?...

As there are no objections, the draft Order of
Business is adopted.

In the light of that decision, the next Order of
the Day for this morning...

Mrs. von BOTHMER (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation).- Mr. President, I
gather that the intention is to discuss Sir
Frederic's report together with Mr. Vohrer's, in
other words that the discussion of the two
reports be combined.

I should like to suggest that we should not do
this. We have done so on previous occasions,
and it did not work out well. If we discuss the
reports together, some delegates lose the thread,
and in particular the press loses the thread.
There is no logic in combining the individual
subjects in this way. We can vote on them
together, but we should not discuss them
together.

Mr. HANIN (Belqium\ (Translation).- On
behalf of the Federated Group of Christian
Democrats and British Conservatives, I inten-
ded to ask for an adjournment of the sitting.
The groups had little time for consultation this
morning and have not finished their dis-
cusslons.

However, if - as indicated on the Orders of
the Day - we now confined ourselves exclus-
ively to voting, which would take little time, it
is clear that no difliculties would arise, for your
election, _Mr. President, was so rapid that we
saved precious time by not having had to vote
on it.

I would not press my request for an
adjournment if I knew that we were going to
confine ourselves to voting and would therefore
complete our Orders of the Day quickly. I
would be glad if you could clarify this matter.

The PRESIDENT.- It is my intentipn that
we should, as soon as we have adopted the
Orders of the Day, proceed to the vote. There
cannot be discussion on the next business, and
so I think it is a point for an adjournment. We
should be able to do that quite quickly.
Would Mrs. von Bothmer permit me to look at
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the possibilities for dividing the two items of
business ? Part of the problem is that the
Chairman of the Committee will, of course,
have to reply to both reports. In that sense,
they cannot really be separated completely.
The votes will be put separately. I think it
would save time if the Chairman and the
Rapporteur of the General Affairs Committee
would agree to the Order of the Day as presen-
ted by the Presidential Committee. This
should have been supported by the Presidential
Committee, of which, of course, I was not a
member. Will the Assembly agree to that?

Mrs. von BOTHMER (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation).- I do not know
whether I have been correctly understood. If,
in a long discussion, one delegate speaks to the
Bennett report and the next one to the Vohrer
report, and so on, this creates a confusion
which I should like to avoid. We did this once
before, and it was in fact generally agreed that
it is not a good idea.

The PRESIDENT.- It is a matter for the
Assembly. But if people who put their names
down to speak on these reports will indicate
whether it is the Page or Tanghe report to
which they wish to speak, we shall try to
organise the debate in that way, if that is
agreeable, with the understanding that we shall
seek to meet the wishes of the General Affairs
Committee. Will the Assembly now adopt the
Orders of the Day and the draft Order of
Business?

Mr. URWIN (United Kingdom).- Mr. Presi-
dent, I am not entirely satisfied with the
answers you have given to Mrs. von Bothmer
insofar as some delegates will experience great
difliculty indeed in determining to which of the
two reports they wish to address themselves. It
is within the bounds of possibility that some
delegates will wish to speak to both reports.
They cannot, therefore, be limited to an address
to the Assembly on one report when they have
an interest in both. In that situation, do we
not risk the possibility of delegates making long
speeches when they wish to deal with extracts
from both reports? In that situation, may I
urge you, Mr. President, during the luncheon
adjournment to look more closely at this prob-
lem with a view to acceding to the request
made by Mrs. von Bothmer?

The PRESIDENT.- The rules permit the
Assembly to be master of its own business'
We have before us the draft Order of Business
from the outgoing Presidential Committee.

Mrs. von Bothmer has proposed an amend-
ment. It is best that the amendment be put to
the vote of the Assembly, It has been
proposed by the Chairman of the General
Affairs Committee, Mrs. von Bothmer, that this
afternoon at three o'clock, instead of two
reports being presented one after the other and
a general debate taking place pn the report of
the Council and our replies td it. there should
be two separate and distinct dbpates.

Mr. JESSEL (United King/pm).- Mr. Presi-
dent, I think you are referrin! to the Bennett
report and the Vohrer report {fter four o'clock,
and not the Page and Tanghe {eports after three
o'clock.

The PRESIDENT.- I unddistood that it was
the debates on the Page an( Tanghe reports
that it was proposed should lelseparated. Mrs.
von Bothmer, which reports db you wish to be
separated?

Mrs. von BOTHMER (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation).- The Bennett report
and the Vohrer report.

The PRESIDENT.- I tnisunderstood. I
thought that it was the two reports at the
beginning of the afternoon. lt is the Bennett
and Vohrer reports. Please accept my apolo-
gies. I was not involved ip these arrange-
ments. The amendment is !o the effect that,
instead of there being a generhl debate on both
reports from the General Afiairs Committee,
one by Sir Frederic Bennett and the other by
Mr. Vohrer, there should bd separate debates
on these two reports. It is fof the Assembly to
decide. The Presidential Cbmmittee recom-
mended that the reports should be taken
together and that there should be one debate.
It has now been proposed by pvay of an amend-
ment that there should be twd debates. This is
something we can decide by sitting and stand-
ing.

(A vote was then taken by silting and
standing\

Clearly, it is the wish of the Assembly that
there should be two separpte debates, and,
therefore, the Order of Business will be
amended so that Sir Frederip Bennett's report
will be presented this aftfrnoon, and Mr.
Vohrer's report will have to come after the
Bennett report has been dealt with - it is hoped
fairly early tomorrow. I strdss that we have a

large agenda to get through in three and a half
days.

With that amendment of business, is the
Order of Business approved?...

There is no objection. That is approved.
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10. New weapons and defence strategy

(Yotes on the draft Recommendations postpned from the
last session, Doc. t27)

The PRESIDENT.- We now move to the
draft recommendations contained in Document
827, new weapons and defence strategy, carried
over from our last session. The debate and
amendments to the recommendations were
taken at the twelfth and thirteenth sittings of
the last session, but at the thirteenth and four-
teenth sittings there was no quorum. There-
fore, in accordance with Rule 36 (4), the
votes on the draft recommendations must be
taken at this sitting.

It is right that the two draft recommendations
should be taken separately. As I explained
earlier, there can be no further debate. Since it
is clear that there are diflerences of opinion, we
should proceed on draft recommendation I by
means of a roll-call vote. I take it that it
would not be accepted unanimously by the
Assembly.

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

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was then taken)

Does any other Representative wish to
vote?...

The voting is closed.

The result of the vote is as followsr :

Number of votes cast . .

Ayes
Noes

56
4t

9
Abstentions 6

That fulfils the quorum requirement.

The draft recommendation r therefore
adopte&.

We shall now vote on the second draft
recommendation on new weapons and defence
strategy - the impact of technology.

I believe that it has been the practice of the
Assembly to dispense with a roll-call if there is
unanimity.

Is there unanimity?...

Does anyone object to proceeding without a
roll-call vote, in order to save time?...

See page 19.

See page 2 l.
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Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation).- I
request a vote by roll-call.

The PRESIDENT.- I see that Mr. Valleix
properly exercises his right to object. We must
therefore have a roll-ca'll vote on the second
draft recommendation.

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

Mr. von HASSEL (Federal Republic of
Germany).- On a point of order, Mr. Pre-
sident. May I ask you to ring the bell?
Representatives who are outside the Chamber
will not know of the vote.

The PRESIDENT.- I thought that the bell
had been rung. It was rung at the beginning of
the first vote, but we need to ring it again.
Thank you very much, Mr. von Hassel, for
reminding us.

The voting is open.

(A vote bv roll-call was then taken)

Does any other Representative wish to
vote?...

The voting is closed.

The result of the vote is as followsr :

Number of votes cast . . . .

Ayes
Noes
Abstentions 3

The second draft recommendation is also
adopte&.

ll. Nomination of members to Committees

The PRESIDENT.- The only remaining
business envisaged this morning is the nomi-
nation of members to committees. The candi-
dates for the five permanent committees of the
Assembly and for the Committee for Relations
with Parliaments have been published in an
appendix to Notice No. I which has been
distributed. They are submitted for ratihcation
by the Assembly in accordance with Rule 39
(6) and Rule 42 bis (2) of the Rules of
Procedure.

Is there any opposition to the endorsement of
the appointment by the national delegations to
those committees?...

The nominations are agreed to.

l. See page 20.
2. See page22.
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12. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the
next Sitting

The PRESIDENT.- In the light of the
requests that I have received for an adjourn-
ment, I propose that we adjourn now and that
the next public Sitting be held this afternoon at
3 p.m. with the following Orders of the Day :

l. Political developments in Europe - reply
to the twenty-fifth annual report of the
Council ; Application of the Brussels
Treaty - reply to the twenty-fifth annual
report of the Council (Presentation of and
Joint Debate on the RePorts of the
General Affairs Committee and of the
Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, Documents 834 and 835 and
Amendments).

2. Twenty-fifth annual report of the Council
(Presentation by Mr. van der Klaauw,
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Nether-
lands, Chairman-in-Office of the Council,
Documents 833 and 846).

3. Political developments in Europe - reply
to the twenty-hfth annual report of the
Council; Application of the Brussels
Treaty - reply to the twerrty-fifth annual
report of the Council (Resumed Joint
Debate on the Reports qf the General
Affairs Committee and of the Committee
on Defence Questions and Armaments and
Votes on the draft Reqommendations,
Documents 834 and 836 and Amend-
ments).

I

4. Impact of the evolving slituation in the
Near and Middle East on Western Euro-
pean security (Presentatio4 of the Report
of the General Affairs Cofnmittee, Docu-
ment 844 and Amendmen$).

I

Are there any objections?... 
i

The Orders of the Day of ttiel next Sitting are

therefore agreed to.

Does anyone wish to speak?..,

The Sitting is closed.

(The Sitting was closed at 12.05 p.m.)

l

l
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SECOND SITTING

Monday, 2nd June 1980

Sururunny

_.The Silting was opened at 3.05. p.m. with Mr. Talamona, Vice-President of the Assembly, in the
Chair.

l. Adoption of'the Minutes.

2. Attendance Register.

3. Political developments in Europe - reply to the twenty-
fifth annual report of the Council ; Application of the
Brussels Treaty - reply to the twenty-fifth annual report
of the Council (Presentation of and Joint Debate on the
Reports of the General Alfairs Commiltee and of the
Committee on Defence Questions and Armamen s, Docs.
834 and 836 and Amendments).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Page (Rapporteur of the
General Allairs Committee), Mr. Tanghe (Rapporteur of
the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments),
Mr. Antoni, Mr. Jung, Mr. von Hassel.

4. Twenty-fifth annual report of the Council (Presentation
by Mr. van der Klaauw, Minister for Foreign Alfairs of
the Netherlands, Chairman-in-OlJice of the Council,
Docs. 833 and 846).

Speakers: The President, Mr. van der Klaauw (Minister
for Foreign Alfairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in.
Ofrice of the Council).

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

l. Adoption of the Minutes

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- In accor-
dance with Rule 2l of the Rules of Procedure,
the Minutes of Proceedings of the previous
Sitting have been distributed.

Are there any comments?...

The Minutes are agreed to.

Replies by Mr. van der Klaauw to questions pul by: Mr.
Valleix, Mr. Konings, Mrs. von Bothmer, Mr. Jung, Mr.
Pignion, Mr. Stainton, Mr. Mommersteeg, Mr. van den
Bergh.

5. Political developments in Europe - reply to the twenty-
fifth annual report of the Council; Application of the
Brussels Treaty - reply to the twenty-fifth annual report
of the Council (Resumed Joint Debate on the Reporis of
the General Alfairs Commiltee and of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments and Votes on lhe
draft Recommendations, Docs. 834 and 836 and
Amendments).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Urwin, Mr. Bozzi, Mr.
Valleix, Mr. Dejardin, Mr. Mommersteeg, Mr. Hanin,
Mr. Page (Rapporteur of the General Affairs Committee\,
Mr. Tanghe (Rapporteur of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armamen s), Mrs. von Bothmer (Ciair-
man of the General Afiairs Committee), Mr. Bozzi, Mr.
Tanghe, Mr. Bozzi, Mr. Tanghe, Sir Frederic Bennett,
Mr. Bozzi, Mr. Tanghe, Mr. Ahrens, Mr. Tanghe.

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

3. Political developments in Europe - reply to
the twenty-fifth annaal report ofthe Council

Application of the Brussels Treaty - reply to the
twenty-fifth annual report of the Council

(Prcsentation of and Joint Debate on the Reports of the
General Atfairs Committee and of the Committee on
Defence Qaestions snd Armaments, Docs, 8j4 and 836 and

Amendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The Orders
of the Day now provide for the presentation of
the report of the General Affairs Committee on
political developments in Europe - reply to the
twenty-fifth annual report of the Council,
Document 834.

I call Mr. Page, Rapporteur of the
Committee.

Mr. PAGE (Uniled Kingdom).- It is a great
honour to present this report on behalf of the
General Aflairs Committee. I cannot say that I
am happy that our Chairman, who has conduc-
ted our affairs for so many years, is taking her
seat for the last time. Let me at least saf that
she has been a happy, conciliatory and friendly
Chairman during her period of oflice.

As the first speaker from the Assembly after
the election of the new President of the Assem-

2, Attendance Register

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The names
of the Substitutes attending this Sitting which
have been notified to the President witt Ue
publis\ed with the list of Representatives
appended to the Minutes of Proceedingsr.

l. See page 25.
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bly, I wish Mr. Mulley good fortune in his
important rdle in leading the Assembly in the
next few years.

The report takes the form of a reply on
behalf of the Assembly to the annual report of
the Council. I have read through many
previous reports and replies, and it is diflicult
to find something new to say. I have tried to
find a parallel for the relationship between the
Assernbly and the Council. Is it closer to a
business partnership or to a marriage? I think
that it is probably closer to a marriage, because
if a business partnership is unsuccessful and
breaks up, its individual members can continue
to operate on their own. However, if the
partnership is closer to a marriage and there is
a divorce, the marriage is over and the parties
cannot continue to operate successfully.

This is the twenty-fifth anniversary of the
marriage between the Council and the Assem-
bly, because the modified treaty was signed on
23rd October 1954 and we are now celebrating
our silver wedding. It can truly be said that
there have been ups and downs, but I am sure
it will be agreed that it has been a reasonably
successful and, at present, happy marriage.
There have been moments of friction, but
they have always been overcome. The present
relationship between the partners can be said to
be a warm one.

I am happy to say that the marriage has not
produced too many children, because I should
not be happy if there were too great a prolifera-
tion of bureaucratic organisations. Neverthe-
less, 

. 
one can say that the members of the

marriage comprise a wider international
family. We have our cousins and our in-laws,
such as the EEC, NATO, OECD and the
Council of Europe. However, all these relati-
ves are also growing older. They have widened
their spheres of influence; they wish to look to
the future; they also have grown in their own
way and have a larger family membership than,
indeed, do we. However, there is nothing to
complain about, because the other organisa-
tions, including NATO on defence matters and
the Nine in the sphere of political consulta-
tions, effectively exercise certain responsibili-
ties which statutorily belong to the Council of
WEU.

We must never forget that WEU is alone
and singular in its responsibilities on defence
matters.

It is obvious that because of the growth of
other organisations the Council has lost much
of its political influence. The Council now
meets only once a year at ministerial level and,
as was seen from its last meeting at Luxem-
bourg on l4th May last, apart from the Chair-
man-in-Office, very few principal Ministers for

Foreign Affairs or even junior ministers
actually took part in the meeting. The deci-
sion taken by the ministers to meet in the
WEU framework in Luxembourg on l4th May
did not prevent but, indeed, facilitated the same
ministers going to Brussels in the afternoon for
a meeting of NATO. It would seem evident to
many of us that it was in the framework of
NATO that the intergovernmental consulta-
tions were held. Because of this, the WEU
Council could hardly discuss anything other
than the administration of the organisation,
which is rather pedestrian, and this did not
require the effective presence of ministers.

It is the Permanent Council that administers
WEU on behalf of the governments, and I pay
tribute to the many distinguished friends we
have who are diplomats - members of the
foreign service of their countries - and to our
senior civil servants. They have a certain
dignity of their own which, I think, precludes
them in some ways from taking political initia-
tives. Here we have to be grateful as politi-
cians although perhaps sad as members of
WEU.

It often seems that much of the work of the
Permanent Council consists of answering ques-
tions from the Assembly. Sometimes - to use
a cricketing term known to the British and to
those from the Netherlands who play cricket -
there is a tendency, in answering the questions,
to glance the ball away withourt hitting it very
straightforwardly towards the Assembly.

In terms of European defence co-operation,
the WEU Council is not perhaps the driving
force that it was. I think that the Chairman
and other members of the General Aflairs Com-
mittee feel that this was acknowledged in the
report that came from the Council. The result
is that, in spite of the Council's sincere desire
for a dialogue with the Assembly, this dialogue
is not always very easy to arrange. The
Assembly still retains all the prerogatives that it
was originally given.

As the order of business shows, at this
meeting of the Assembly - as qn previous occa-
sions - we seriously debate important political
matters and constantly put questions to the
Council on matters to which we perhaps feel
that the Council could give greater attention.

We in the Assembly put a lot of work into
,our reports and we sometimes feel that in the
replies they are not accorded all the influence
that they deserve. Perhaps ttre trouble - this
may be a lesson for parliamentary colleagues in
the Assembly - is that we put out too many
reports, and that if fewer reporlts emanated from
the Assembly they would be treated as a greater
delicacy by the Council of Ministers and the
Permanent Council. It might, therefore, be
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wise for the Assembly to adopt a degree of self-
denia.l and rationing.

I speak without nearly as much experience as
the previous Chairman of the Committee and
many other members here, but I also think that
in our dealings with the Council we often feel
that we are dealing with the Chairman-in-Oflice
of the day rather than with the Council as a
whole. This leads, perhaps, to the fact that
fewer and fewer senior - or even junior - minis-
ters seem to attend our debates. In the Assem-
bly we look to our governments to proclaim
their wish to keep WEU healthy and strong.
We therefore ask for their ministers to attend
our meetings as often as possible in order to
encourage those who serve in the organisation.
We, as parliamentarians, cannot be satisfied
with the state of the dialogue between the
Council and the Assembly. Although we
believe that the Council shows willing, there
must be ways of improving this dialogue.

In this connection, the twenty-fifth annual
report ofthe Council suggests that a new proce-
dure might be adopted which the Assembly
could find satisfactory if it were effectively
practised. The Council says that if certain
questions were communicated to it beforehand,
it would be in a position to give collegiate and
collective answers. We long for a collective
view from the Council of Ministers, but if we
receive a collective view there is a danger that
it may become more and more anodyne.
Perhaps the individual views of different
governments could produce a cocktail that
would be stronger than the collective views.

But we hope that the Council of Ministers
will realise the value of working together to
provide collective answers to questions. If they
had had more experience in this, perhaps the
member countries and the wider European
Community might have made a more effective
answer to the problems of Iran and Afghanistan
than they have been able to make up till now.

The General Affairs Committee seized this
opportunity, and at its meeting on 28th April it
prepared the seven questions which were sent
to the Council immediately to be dealt with at
the joint meeting to be held on 14th May. I
hope that the Assembly will forgive me for
noting that, however well'intended the Council
may have been, and however talented - this is
well recognised - the Chairman-in-Offrce, the
members of the General Affairs Committee who
attended the joint meeting still did not feel that
they were being given satisfactory united, uni-
fied and collegiate answers from the Council.

The draft recommendation in the report of
the General Affairs Committee suggests that
there should be further discussion between the
new President of the Assembly and the Chair-

man of the Council with a view to examining
how better procedures might be evolved.

There is another field of communication in
which we have to find a satisfactory means of
informing the Assembly of the actions of other
bodies. A satisfactory communication was
carried out in connection with part of the
Standing Armaments Committee inquiry. We
believe that there is another chapter of the
Standing Armaments Committee study about
the financial aspects of our problems which has
recently gone to the Council. We in the Gene-
ral Affairs Committee sincerely hope that the
Council will find equally satisfactory and
equally prompt means of informing the Assem-
bly of the results of this.

Secondly, the Assembly notes from the report
that we are discussing today, to which I am
replying on behalf of the Committee, that the
Council promises to keep the Assembly infor-
med of the activities of the Independent Euro-
pean Programme Group. We note that
although this promise of response came from
the Council, it was surrounded by a kind of
hedge of reservations. We hope that the hedge
will not grow so high that the report will be too
woolly by the time it reaches us.

Finally, after a long and turgid speech,
Mr. President, for which I apologise, may I turn
to certain of the draft recommendations in our
report and recommend to the Assembly two
paiticular suggestions coming from the General
Affairs Committee in which we feel that the
Council could, and should, play a r6le. The
first is the suggestion that Western European
Union should specialise in the study of certain
matters which are not handled within the
framework of NATO but which nevertheless
deeply concern the security and defence of
Western Europe.

I believe that we have an optimistic approach
here from the Council, which has examined the
bilateral relations between member countries
and Eastern European countries. We believe
that this is a most helpful route for the Council
to follow.

In the same way, we believe that it might be
possible for the Council also to concentrate on
certain vital areas concerning European security
and defence which suddenly one finds are out-
side the scope of NATO.

Secondly, we must, as an Assembly, take note
of the intention of the European Community to
deal with all industrial matters which concern
our member countries, including those which
relate to the European armaments industry.
The General Affairs Committee feels that
Western European Union might be properly
used to guide the work of the Community in
this f-reld of responsibilities because we have a
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special responsibility, a special aptitude and
special expertise in military questions which
are, naturally, because of the statutes, beyond
the purview of the Community.

This leads me to the final and simple sugges-
tion which comes out of our response, and that
is that in looking into the second twenty-five
years, looking towards our golden jubilee,
everybody must realise that Western European
Union cannot, should not, and will not be the
same exactly in its performance and its organi-
sation in twenty-five years' time as it is today.
At this half-way stage, I wonder whether my
parliamentary colleagues would feel that this is
just the moment when we should stand back,
not too many paces but just at arm's length,
and look at our organisation as it is, decide how
we might reconstitute our committees and
decide on new lines of thought and new
channels of activity which, within the frame-
work of the wider European Community which
exists today and which did not exist twenty-five
years ago, we shall be able to play a more
important part than perhaps we are doing at the
moment. I believe that it is only if we revise
our structure to meet the present-day facts of
life that we shall revive our influence.

Mr. President, in all the twenty-five years of
our existence I doubt whether the climate of the
world, so far as security and defence are concer-
ned, has ever appeared more threatening; and I
doubt whether for the countries of the world -
the old countries which are members of WEU
and the new countries - there has ever been a
period of such destabilisation of economic life,
of currency, of political thought and of moral
standards. We have to remodel our organisa-
tion so that in the next twenty-five years, and
in the next weeks and months following the
meetings we are holding in Paris now, we can
feel that as Western European Union we have
played our part in trying to increase stability,
understanding and the strength of the beliefs
which our countries collectively hold so dear.

Mr. President, on behalf of the General
Affairs Committee I recommend the adoption
of this report. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- The Orders
of the Day provide for the presentation of the
report of the Committee on Defence Questions
and Armaments on the application of the
Brussels Treaty - reply to the twenty-fifth
annual report of the Council, Document 836
and Amendments.

I call Mr. Tanghe, Rapporteur of the
Committee.

Mr. TANGHE (Belgium) (Translation).- Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the report I
am presenting is an annual report just like the
Council report to which it is the reply and

reaction, and it closely follows the preceding
report as regards the matters it deals with, apart
from one chapter which is of a more topical
nature.

Yet one must not underestimate the work
accomplished by the Committeg in its attempt
to evaluate the activities of the Council of
Ministers over the past year in the important
sector of defence and armamdnts. After all,
one of the major tasks of both the Council and
the Assembly is to ensure the application of the
modified Brussels Treaty and lts protocols in
the field of common defence.

The Presidential Committee of the Assembly
appears to share this view, flor it instructed our
Committee to examine in this annual report the
state of European security in the light of the
invasion of Afghanistan.

This examination - which forms the new,
unaccustomed chapter of this report - is under-
taken in the context of defence matters handled
by the WEU Council in accoidance with the
mutual defence provisions of the modified
tr'eaty, especially Articles IV, V and VIII.3, the
last of which provides for the immediate convo-
cation of the Council at the request of a mem-
ber state to allow consultations " with regard to
any situation which may constitute a threat to
peace in whatever area this threat should arise,
or a danger to economic stability ".

Chapter II B of the report contains this
examination. It is not a detailed study of the
invasion and its political effects, for the General
Affairs Committee was instructed to deal with
that question. Our Committed confined itself
to the repercussions of the invasion on Euro-
pean security.

So for the first time since the second world
war, complete units of the Red Army have
invaded a non-member country of the Warsaw
Pact. These Soviet forces, numbering between
80,000 and 100,000 men, now in Afghanistan,
were not withdrawn from the forces facing
Europe on the northern, central or southern
fronts, which means that, on the central front,
the superiority of the Warsrw Pact forces
especially in tanks and troops remains
unchanged.

The recent introduction of some 90 SS-20
missiles, d number which is increasing by five
a month, aimed at the European allied coun-
tries, together with the 500 SS-4 and 90 SS-5
missiles already installed, cohtinue to place
NATO at a disadvantage in Europe.

In 1978, the Soviet Union maintained some
eight to ten warships and the same number of
support units in the Indian Ocean; the United
States had a permanent force of some three sur-
face combat vessels plus ari aircraft-carrier
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group which visited the area every three
months. Last March, there were 29 Soviet units
in the area, including 13 combat vessels, and
the United States had 22 combat units plus 7

support vessels there.

The French presence, with its principal base
in Reunion, consists of the command ship/
tanker La Charenle, accompanied by a des-
troyer and four frigates. Germany has sent two
destroyers, accompanied by two support vessels,
there for other purposes.

This reaction by the United States and some
of its allies is proof of their resolve and their
ability to resist, by force if necessary, any possi-
ble use of force against the vital interests of tfe
West in this part of the world.

The following conclusions can be drawn for
European security from this new situation:

The first is the need to underline the solida-
rity of the Alliance by stressing the provisions
of the modified Brussels Treaty which concern
mutual defence, i.e. Articles IV, V and VIII.3
already referred to. As the annual report of the
Council puts it: " the Council ensure that the
treaty and its protocols are applied and obser-
ved both as part of their own activities and in
connection with work in which member
governments participate elsewhere, in parti-
cular, political co-oporation between the Nine,
the North Atlantic Council and the Indepen-
dent European Programme Group ".

The second conclusion is the vital need to
maintain a certain balance in Europe, inter alia
by pursuing the long-term defence programme
approved in NATO and the programme for the
deployment of cruise and Pershing missiles in
Europe until such time as the negotiations with
the Soviet Union lead to a dismantling of exist-
ing SS-20 missiles.

A third conclusion is that the countries of the
Alliance with appropriate means should be pre-
pared to back the United States in protecting
Europe's interests outside the North Atlantic
Treaty area and to take over from the United
States in European waters when certain Ame-
rican ships leave for the Middle East.

The last and not least important conclusion
concerns some provisions of the modified treaty
which still restrict any expansion of the
German navy.

According to Article II of Protocol No. II,
" the naval forces of the Federal Republic of
Germany [assigned to NATO commands] shall
consist of the vessels and formations necessary
for the defensive missions assigned to it by
NATO within the limits laid down in the
special agreement... [annexed to the treaty of
the European Defence Community] ". That
was long ago.

But Article III of the same protocol provides
that if at any time during the NATO review
recommendations are put forward, the eflect of
which would be to increase the level of forces
above the specified limits, their acceptance
shall be subject to the unanimous approval of
the member states expressed either in the WEU
Council or in NATO.

The Committee may well ask whether this is
not the time to apply that article and provide
the necessary reinforcement for the naval forces
of the Alliance.

In his report on the northern flank and the
Atlantic and Channel commands, Mr. Ahrens
noted that German naval forces, with the
exception of a destroyer assigned to STANAV-
FORLANT, had been assigned only to
SACEUR, which in fact limited them to the
Baltic Sea or the west coast of Denmark. In
the present situation, it would surely be
advisable to recommend that German naval
forces be henceforth assigned to all NATO
commands, depending on requirements and
capabilities.

Later, in Protocol No. III, in Annex III,
paragraph V, the modified Brussels Treaty
limits naval shipbuilding in Germany to eight
6,000-ton destroyers, other surface combat
vessels being limited to 3,000 tons and auxiliary
vessels to 6,000 tons.

Last. year, the Assembly adopted our recom-
mendation that the Council delete the reference
to naval auxiliary vessels from the list of arma-
ments which may not be produced on German
territory. The Supreme Allied Commander
Europe, in a letter to the President of our Com-
mittee, welcomed this.

Now the Committee is proposing that the
Council, as it is entitled to do, arrange this
paragraph of Annex III to Protocol No. III
which still imposes limits on naval shipbuilding
in Germany, since such restrictions have
become detrimental to European security.

I will touch briefly on the other, more custo-
mary matters dealt with in this report.

In its annual report, the Council, going back
on its earlier refusal, communicated for the first
time the average number of British land forces
stationed on the mainland of Europe in 1979,
giving the figure of 55,650. So the commit-
ment entered into last year by the United
Kingdom was respected.

But unlike earlier reports, this annual report
mentions neither the presence of the United
Kingdom's Second Tactical Air Force nor the
redeployment of units of the British Army of
the Rhine from Germany towards Northern
Ireland. The Committee therefore insists once
again on clarification of those two points.
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We learn from the annual report that the
study of the armaments industries in member
countries undertaken by the Standing Arma-
ments Committee, and in particular the econo-
mic chapter, has still to be completed. We
also know, from a statement by the Chairman-
in-Oflice of the Council, that once the study is
completed, the Council will consider proced-
ures for informing the Assembly of its content
and main conclusions.

We also welcome the fact that the Council
has complied with Recommendation 331 of the
Assembly and agreed to consider the possibility
of entrusting the SAC with work on subjects
which may be suggested by the Assembly.

The twenty-fifth annual report announces no
progress in the control of armaments but, on
the contrary, records a slight regression.

These controls do not apply to the territory
of the United Kingdom. Furthermore, accord-
ing to the annual report, " one member state "
has declared that its nuclear capability as a
whole is directed to one and the same objective
of deterrence and that its missiles with nuclear
capability and its tracked launchers are no
longer subject to control. So the French
Pluton tactical nuclear missiles have been
withdrawn from Agency control while Lance
missiles and other similar missiles equipping
Belgian, German, Italian, Netherlands and
United Kingdom forces on the mainland of
Europe are still controlled by the Agency.

Nor does the Agency apply any controls to
biological weapons. We learn from the annual
report that in the case of chemical weapons,
only non-production controls take place; no
quantitative controls are made since none of the
member states has declared possessing such
armaments. And yet, according to government
statements or reliable publications, certain
member countries hold, or have held in the
recent past, stocks of chemical weapons.
According to the annual reports, the list of
chemical weapons for control does not seem to
have been modified since 1965. That may be
true. In any case, the Committee asks the
Council to publish the full list now in force in
its next annual report.

We may conclude with the Committee, as it
has done before, that the usefulness of the few
controls still applied is now disputed.

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, this
report, slightly amended by your Committee,
was adopted by fourteen votes in favour, none
against and only one abstention. Let us hope
the Assembly takes the same line. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- Ladies and
Gentlemen, before calling the speakers whose
names have been entered for this debate, may I
remind you that the Bureau of the President
has allocated a speaking time of ten minutes
each.

I call Mr. Antoni.

Mr. ANTONI (ltaly) (TranslAtion).- Mr. Pre-
sident, Ladies and Centlemen, we should first
like to congratulate Mr. Page on his objective
treatment of the complexities of the Council's
report, with emphasis on the positive aspects of
its activities, but not seeking tq evade the pro-
blems or diflerences which exist, particularly in
views concerning the rights and duties of the
Assembly to which the Council should pay
ever-increasing attention and regard. Indeed,
any move against the Assembly's powers and
duties would be disastrous, quite apart from
being contrary to the spirit of the constituent
agreements.

We have already had occasion to argue in
this Assembly that the election of the European
Parliament and the enlargement of the Euro-
pean Community do not necessarily mean that
WEU is becoming useless. We have here
contested opinions and tendencies supporting
that view and we have claimed a specific r6le
for WEU in the field of defence and arma-
ments, including concertation with industry.
We further believe that it rests ryith our institu-
tion to maintain prestige and duthority by way
of correct choices, which in our view are
impossible without major participation by the
Assembly.

WEU's authority stems from the parliamen-
tary character of the Assembly and parliamen-
tary assemblies are the best expression of the
common will of the people of Europe. We feel
that it is lowering ourselves to say that the
place reserved for WEU will be " modest " but
we share the view that WEU can play an essen-
tial part in a Europe moving towards the enlar-
gement of the Community and the progressive
establishment of genuine European union.
Once again, what matters is the soundness of
policies and political choices and that they
should match the wishes Of our peoples.
Today, the complexity and gravity of the inter-
national situation and the way it has been and
is being affected by decisions concerning arma-
ments, the major defence issues and the urgent
need for practical moves to further d6tente and
peace again require us to demand that the origi-
nal treaties be interpreted faithfully and as
intended. For this reason also, we must resist
any attempt to reduce the powers of the Assem-
bly which is the most appropriate forum for the
basic decisions and choices.
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In this context, it is highly significant that
Mr. Page calls on the Council to provide the
Assembly with fuller and more regular informa-
tion on the work of the Independent European
Programme Group, and of the Standing Arma-
ments Committee and on the application of the
modified Brussels Treaty. It is no less signifi-
cant that the Council is recommended not to
omit to keep the Assembly informed on all
aspects of political co-operation between
member states even when it fails to produce
satisfactory results. And in this part of the
recommendation we insist that the Council of
Ministers should provide the Assembly with
more detailed information on two subjects in
particular.

The hrst of these is the work of the Indepen-
dent European Programme Group (IEPG), in
association with the Conference of National
Armaments Directors, on co-production pro-
jects for the replacement of approved NATO
armaments. The obstacles raised by the Coun-
cil on this subject must be overcome. This
information - as was also stressed at the Brus-
sels symposium - is needed in order to interest
national parliaments in the available opportu-
nities for co-production, so that preference can
be given to joint European projects which will
not only bring down costs and therefore mili-
tary expenditure and meet the need to improve
the operational efficiency of the NATO defence
system but will facilitate rather than hinder
possible control measures and efforts to reach
agreement on the reduction of armaments and
on disarmament. We reaffrrm the central
importance of the political issue of a Europe
increasingly responsible for its own defence,
particularly in the case of conventional and
tactical atomic weapons, and reiterate our
opposition to the restructumtion of the Euro-
pean armaments industry and the purchase of
defence equipment under the aegis of the Euro-
pean Community.

In this Assembly, last December, Mr. Bernini
spelled out the reasons for our opposition;
among these, I feel that it would be appropriate
to repeat our objection that such a move would
circumvent the arms control and limitation
obligations laid down by the Brussels Treaty,
not only for the Federal Republic of Germany
but also for all the other European countries.
This does not remove the need for greater
European arms co-operation on an equal foot-
ing, from production to use, and in advanced
research and studies. We fail to see how Euro-
pean co-operation can advance, unless political
decisions in favour of European options are left
entirely to national parliaments and to WEU
itself.

Secondly, we draw attention to the need for
more detailed information on the trend and
content of recent measures taken in response to
serious international problems which have
arisen, such as the Afghan crisis, Iran, the
situation in the Middle East and regarding
important future commitments such as the
Madrid conference on security and co-
operation in Europe and the negotiations for
the reduction of military forces in Central
Europe. This is essential so that the Assembly
can express an opinion on the policies adopted,
which should aim at breaking the logic of the
use of armed force and of retaliation in interna-
tional relations and at returning to a policy of
negotiation and mutual concessions aimed at
resolving the problems which have arisen and
to a policy of d6tente and co-operation in the
interests of the security of Europe and of the
whole world.

At this historic moment, one of the elements
in security is quite obviously a balance of force
between the two blocs; no one can want or
accept dangerous imbalances or discrepancies.
But for this very reason an effort must be
made to further d6tente in every way and thus
create the conditions for achieving a balance at
a lower level. This will not be achieved by
rearmament or by forcing the Brussels Treaty in
that direction. But the draft recommendation
introduced by Mr. Tanghe seeks rather to shift
security from political negotiation to the arms
race, and in fact to go as far as amending the
modified Brussels Treaty itself. In our view,
this is a road which should not be taken.

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, in
accordance with the arguments we have
advanced and with the position we maintained
throughout the year covered by the Council's
twenty-fifth annual report, we are opposed to
the line taken in Mr. Tanghe's recommendation
in its present form which we consider to be
dangerous and we shall therefore be obliged to
vote against it unless it is substantially
amended. After equally close and careful
consideration of Mr. Page's report and recom-
mendation we find that it has a few negative
aspects but several positive ones. For the
reasons I have stated, I shall abstain.

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

Mr. JUNG (France) (Translation).- Mr. Pre-
sident, I beg to differ with the last speaker. I
would like to congratulate the Rapporteur,
Mr. Tanghe, who has, I am convinced, presen-
ted us on behalf of the Committee with an
extremely important report. Although, as he
pointed out, this report is tabled each year, I
believe that in 1980 it is of capital importance.

70



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES SECOND SITTING

Mr. Jung (continued)

Ladies and Gentlemen, we cannot escape the
consequences of our actions, and I am afraid
that the judgment of history on the period
through which we have just lived may prove to
be very severe. Indeed, I have the impression
that we are not always conscious of our respon-
sibilities in regard to the defence of Europe.
What changes have taken place on this con-
tinent since the treaty we are discussing was
signed!

On the one side: over-armament, which
Mr. Tanghe has described in detail, Warsaw
Pact superiority in conventional forces and a
large increase in the number of nuclear subma-
rines. On the other: the impression that all of
us elected representatives are, together with our
governments, wasting time fighting and
fighting each other - over the price of milk or
mutton. We have not reached agreement on
joint armaments. We are involved in lengthy
discussions about the different forms of military
co-operation with our allies, especially the
United States. It is of course true that, from
our side, many questions are put to them about
their commitment. Some among us are advo-
cating, with varying degrees of frankness, scena-
rios that would end in the Finlandisation of
Europe, with all that that would mean. Not
only that, but certain political parties, who
keep quiet about the enornous rearmament of
the Soviet Union, are asking us to reduce eI-
penditure on the defence of our own countries.

All this puts us after all in a very diflicult
position. I, who, together with many of our
friends, am an advocate of detente, with a great
deal of admiration for the culture of the
Russian people, wish with all my heart for an
improvement in East-West relations. But it
would in my opinion be a mistake for us, as
leaders of the democratic countries of Europe,
not to have the courage to change policy and
become conscious of our duty to unite our
defence capabilities in a situation of apparent
strategic vacuum.

It seems to me that to be discussing in 1980
the adaptation of the German navy shows that
we are not aware of the reality of the dangers in
which we live. I hope that our governments
and our parliaments, including that of my own
country, will speedily move towards a common
defence of Europe. That would be the best way
to safeguard peace and freedom for our peoples.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I call
Mr. von Hassel.

Mr. von HASSEL (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation).- Mr. President, I asked
for the floor because I wished, as outgoing Pre-

sident, to express my gratitude for the kind
words with which the Presiderlt elected today
has expressed appreciation for the three years'
work which I have had the honour to do in this
Assembly. I am grateful for having been
allowed to combine with my thanks, in which
I also include the Secretary-General's office in
London and the staff in this building, a few
political observations which I should like to
make to you in the presence of the Chairman-
in-Office of the Council, the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands. I have a
few remarks to make which are directed to
the Council and I am grateful to the Minister
for his willingness to listen tq me for a few
minutes.

I should like to go back to the report
presented by Mr. Page, which we heard three-
quarters of an hour ago. This report deals
with the political activity of the Council of
Ministers and looks at the present state of
Western European Union. It also invites us to
examine the future r6le of Western European
Union in the context of evolution towards a
European union. I should like to devote a few
minutes to this question of the future of our
Assembly, to make a few remarks in my capa-
city as outgoing President and on the basis of
my thirty years' experience as an elected mem-
ber of parliament.

My three years in oflice as President of this
Assembly, a period during which l had the sup-
port of a small but efficient $ecretariat, were
often a source of great satisfaction to me. At
the same time I recognised the fundamental
weakness of Western European Union and its
Assembly and pondered on the problem of how
the work of these two institutions could be
made more effective.

Mr. President, we all know the weak points
of Western European Union at ministerial level,
and we have just heard about them from
Mr. Page, as Rapporteur, and also from
Mr. Tanghe. I should like to give a brief
summary of these weak points as I see them.

The Council meets formally only once a
year, just for a brief session, a sort of " birthday
party " - and then certainly not at top level.
The Rapporteur, our colleague Mr. Page, said
this an hour ago, putting it, with the special
charm peculiar to the British, huch more deli-
cately - but the meaning was exactly the same.
Admittedly Mr. Page excuses the Council by
saying that we submit too m@ny reports and
that the Council may not be able to study them
all carefully. He asks us to consider whe[her
we should not put out fewer reports.

I am a member of the European Parliament.
A few months ago that body published statistics
which show that the European Parliament puts
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out 150 million sheets of paper per year - 150
million sheets of paper! AII that has to be
read, and indeed by four times as many dele-
gates as there are in the Assembly of Western
European Union, and by a Council of Ministers
of the Nine and not of the Seven. The number
of reports is not, therefore, the decisive factor
governing whether or not the Council of Minis-
ters can cope with the work.

So my first remark is this: the Council of
Ministers meets only once a year, for a sort of
" birthday psrty ", and not at the highest level.

My second remark is that our Council
ignores - and this, too, Mr. Page has mentioned

Article VIII of the modified Brussels
Treaty. I drew attention to this once before, in
my statement of l8th January in connection
with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Our
Council - as I said then - never meets when
there is an economic or other kind of threat to
the member states of the Union, no member
government has ever called for an immediate
meeting of the Council in a specific situation -
and yet God knows we are being threatened
enough these days!

I should like to thank Mr. Tanghe flor also
having just now made an appeal to the same
effect.

Our Council - and I say this with no
disrespect to the two guest speakers who are
going to address us during the present session'-
does not always send the ministers themselves
to our debates. We are told that the ministers
have other commitments, yet some of them do
find time, for instance, to come and address the
Political Committee of the European Parlia-
ment, of which I am a member. lf they do not
come to us, therefore, it would seem to be
because we are not important enough in the
eyes of the Council. This, Mr. President, must
be changed, and I will support you in achieving
this aim.

We thus have a situation where the Assembly
of Western European Union, which is the
assembly which deals with the defence of
Europe, is the only European assembly which
has to deal with a ministerial body which really
cannot find much on which to report and has
little to show for its efforts.' This, it seems to
me, is of very special importance for the credi-
bility and prestige of this Assembly.

Many people may have got used to this state
of affairs. I have not! And that is why I made
some proposals last April about the future of
Western European Union. Today I should like
to concentrate on something which in my
opinion could be done immediately, virtually
overnight, to make the work of this Assembly

more effective, independently of what else our
Council does or does not do. I should like to
repeat a sirnple proposal which requirqs no
action of any kind by governments and no addi-
tional expenditure. For we know - and you,
Mr. President, will become only too aware of
this - what money means in Western European
Union; here we count not in ECUs but in
halfpence.

Without its having to amend a single article
of the Brussels Treaty, this Assembly can at a
stroke emphasise its unique status as Europe's
defence forum by inviting the political groups
of the European Parliament to send a number
of observers to its next sessions, on the basis of
proportional representation and at their own
expense. Later, this practice could possibly be
extended to the Committees.

I know what an indignant outcry this pro-
posal caused in some quarters when I first made
it last October, at the WEU symposium in
Brussels. These people always see a danger
that some sinister forces or other, some
schemers or other, may be plotting to rob
Western European Union of its responsibility
for defence questions and to. transfer this to
other European bodies.

Mr. President, nothing could be further from
my mind in making my proposal. I would
remind these people that the Brussels Treaty is
not their personal property, a kind of enclosure
where they can bury their heads in the sand
and resist any kind of progress. The Brussels
Treaty belongs to Europe. It is the only mili-
tary treaty between European states capable of
providing a foundation on which it would be
possible to build that European pillar of the
Alliance for which President Kennedy called as
far back as 1962 and which is so painfully
lacking today.

We have a situation today where there are
two parliamentary assemblies in Europe that
have really important functions to perform: on
the one hand, the directly-elected European
Parliament with four hundred members, many
of them prominent political personalities, a par-
liament which represents 200 million Euro-
peans and has an important say in the shaping
of our Community, but which under the Treaty
of Rome has practically no voice in the deve-
lopment of European defence; on the other
hand, the small Assembly of Western European
Union, which has responsibilities in the field of
defence, but is faced with a lethargic Council,
ignored by the principal ministers concerned
and whose strictly limited consultative flunction
does not even entitle it to administer its own
budget.

Mr. President, there cannot forever
plurality of Europes, the Europe of the

bea
Nine
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under the Treaty of Rome and the Europe of
the Seven under the Brussels Treaty. We must
pave the way for an eventual fusion of the two,
and we know that tinte and Brezhnev are
working against us.

This Assembly traditionally invites to its
sessions observers, in connection with points on
the agenda which are of interest to them, from
European countries which are not members of
Western'European Union. During my period
of offrce as President we have had, among
others, observers from Norway, Denmark (as

today), Greece and Spain. So why should we
not also invite observers from the European
Parliament, whose expenses would be paid by
their political groups and who would of course
be given the right to speak at our sessions, but
not the right to vote?

This would be the best way of ensuring that
the European Parliament would not be constan-
tly concerning itself with questions of defence,
which is just what is so greatly feared by those
who today once again feel obliged to oppose
this proposal. The proposal implies, of course,
that the European Parliament would also invite
us to send observers when it deals in Strasbourg
with questions which affect us.

Mr. President, I hope that this proposal of
mine will be taken seriously. The defence of
Europe is too serious a matter for us to indulge
in institutional rivalries, and we are all of us,
after all, Europeans, whether we are operating
under the flag of Western European Union or
that of the European Community.

We must hnd ways of achieving co-operation
between the Europe of the Nine, which is
already a reality, and the Europe of the Seven.
Each organisation must of course respect the
identity of the other if we are to speak with one
voice in the Council of the Atlantic Alliance
and in the world community of nations.

To pick up the idea just put forward by Mr.
Page, we must re-think and re-model our
organisation so as to increase our security and
stability. This is in my opinion the first step
that we must take in order to add a new dimen-
sion to the consultative Assembly of Western
European Union, breathe new life into it and
preserve it from the danger of developing into a
purely academic institution divorced from rea-
lity. It urgently needs new political blood to
enable it to make itself heard by unresponsive
governments and to bring its influence to bear
on the development of a common European
defence and foreign policy. (Applause)

(Mr. Mulley, President of the Assembly, took
the Chair\

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you very much,
Mr. von Hassel.

It is appropriate that my distinguished prede-
cessor should speak on the report of the
Council immediately before the presentation of
the report which is the next item on our Orders
of the Day.

4. Twenty-fifth annual report of the Council

(Presentation by Mr. van der Klaauw, fuIinister for Foreign
Affairc of the Netherlands, Chairmqn-ia-Olfice ol the

Council, Docs,833 and 846)

The PRESIDENT.- The presentation of the
twenty-fifth annual report of the Council is by
Dr. Christoph van der Klaauw, the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of the Netherldnds, who is the
Chairman-in-Office of the Courncil. Mr. Min-
ister, we are extremely grateful that you are
able to present the report to us this afternoon,
and I warmly invite you to conle to the rostrum
and deliver your address. I ann also grateful to
know that you are willing to answer questions
at the conclusion of your remarks.

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Minister for Foreign
A.ffairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-O.ffice
of the Counci[).- Mr. President, let me first of
all congratulate you very sincerely, both on
behalf of myself as well as on behalf of the
Council of WEU, on your election this morning
as President of the Assembly and extend my
best wishes for a fruitful first year in office.
Your long and wide experience both in parlia-
ment and in government will s[rely benefit you
in exercising your duties as Fresident of this
Assembly. I am confident that under your
able chairmanship the relationship between
your Assembly and our Council will continue
to develop in a harmonious and mutually
useful way.

Having said that to you, Mr. President, I feel
bound to say a cordial farewell to your prede-
cessor, Mr. Kai-Uwe von Hassel, who has occu-
pied the presidency for the last three years.
On behalf of the Council, I should like to
express our appreciation of the way in which
Mr. von Hassel devoted his never-ceasing
energy to the furthering of the interests of this
Assembly. Although there have been some
occasional differences of opinion between the
Assembly and our Council, co-operation as well
as understanding for each other's preoccupa-
tions have been good. This has always been a
basic aim in Mr. von Hassel's efforts, for which
I thank him once again. (Applause)

Mr: President, I turn now to the actual task
before me - that is, presenting in this parlia-
mentary Assembly in my capacity as Chair-
man-in-Office of the WEU Council the twenty-
fifth annual report on the activities of the
Council in 1979.
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I feel honoured and privileged to fulfil this
tradition in accordance with Article IX of the
modified Brussels Treaty. It gives me even
more pleasure to do so because this is an
opportunity for me to renew acquaintance with
the Assembly with which I dealt not in a politi-
cal but in an official capacity in the early
sixties, when I headed the political desk of the
NATO and WEU Directorate in the Ministry
for Foreign Affairs in The Hague.

As the text of the annual report has already
been submitted to you, I shall confine myself to
some comments and observations on the
contents of it. Chapter I deals with the impor-
tant subject of the relations between the
Council and the Assembly. I can assure you
that we attach much value to maintaining a
constructive and mutually beneficial relation-
ship with the Assembly. This is shown both
by the communication as early as possible of
the twenty-fifth annual report and by the care-
fully considered and hopefully useful responses
we give to the recommendations and written
questions of your Assembly. Admittedly, there
has sometimes been a slight delay in forwarding
the answers, but this was beyond our will, and I
will do my best to better our performance in
this respect.

Of course, the Council has always been, and
will continue to be, prepared to provide infor-
mation to the Assembly on issues arising from
the implementation of the provisions of the
Brussels Treaty. One of the means to accom-
plish this is a more direct dialogue between the
Council and the Assembly, as has been the case
for the meeting between the Council and the
General Affairs Committee in Luxembourg on
l4th May last, as well as for the dinner that the
Presidential Committee gave the same evening.
This kind of informal dialogue enables us to
exchange views in a fruitful way, avoiding
somewhat the formal procedures which regulate
our normal contacts.

However, one has to be realistic as to the
depth and range of such informal gatherings,
because the Assembly will be interested not so
much in the personal opinions of individual
ministers, however interesting these may be, but
in thoughts which are generally held by the
seven member states together. Inevitably,
ministers will have to co-ordinate these views,
and this puts some limits to the possibilities of
spontaneous discussions. We shall both have
thus to accommodate our views somewhat in
order to further deepen and extend these
meetings. There will be another occasion for
such a meeting next spring in the Netherlands.
I look forward to seeing many of you there.

One other opportunity for a dialogue between
members of the Council and the Assembly is, of
course, the participation of ministers or secreta-
ries of state in the semi-annual meetings of the
Assembly here in Paris. As stated in the
annual report, the Council is aware of the
Assembly's interest in the attendance of mem-
bers of governments. We are also aware of the
fact that our noble intentions in this field have
not always been put into practice. We regret
that as much as you do, and I assure distin-
guished delegates that we will make every effort
to guarantee you a presence on our behalf
which takes into account the importance we
attach to the deliberations of your Assembly.

Last but not least, I should like to touch on
the most interesting symposium on a European
armaments policy, held last October in Brussels
and arranged by the Assembly. Some mem-
bers of the Council, as well as numerous repre-
sentatives of governments, attended the sympo-
sium, which has been much appreciated. It is
not my task to direct the work of your Assem-
bly, Mr. President, but to my mind this could
be a useful precedent for further activities. In
concluding this part of my presentation, I
should like to give special thanks to my prede-
cessor, Mr. Thorn, through you, Mr. Ambassa-
dor, for the excellent manner in which he
fulfilled his presidential duties in the past year.

Chapters II, III and IV of the annual report
deal with the implementation of the Brussels
Treaty by the Council and its subsidiary
bodies. By and large, these chapters speak for
themselves. The Council continues to keep
under close scrutiny the scrupulous implemen-
tation of the provisions of the Brussels Treaty
and its protocols. All the procedures which
stem from that task have functioned normally.
This being the case, I feel compelled to
repeat once again here in this forum the great
importance that our governments attach to the
Brussels Treaty and our determination to fulfil
the obligations of that treaty. I should espe-
cially mention Article V of that treaty, in
which member states have promised each other
mutual assistance in case of outside aggression.
This article remains one of the central
elements of the security system of the signatory
countries, and there is no reason whatever to
belittle the significance of it.

I should now like to say a few words on the
political activities of the Council. You were
able to read about the general contents of our
deliberations in the annual report. I will dwell
on one of the subjects mentioned - East-West
relations - later. Let me just add now that, as
you are undoubtedly aware, the Council has to
respect the division of work between the
various European and Atlantic organisations,
which has, also in accordance with the Brussels
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Treaty, grown over the years. The existence of
the Council of Europe, the European Commu-
nity, including European political co-operation,
and NATO limits the scope of WEU. This
does not diminish the essential value of WEU
as an organisation, but it puts a realistic limit to
its current functioning. We appreciate your
r6le as the only European parliamentary body
competent for questions of European defence
and security. I refer here also to what Mr. von
Hassel has just said. From your side, I hope
that you will not set your expectations of what
we can offer you too high in view of the limita-
tions that I have just mentioned.

I turn now to the important subject of the
study by the Standing Armaments Committee
of the armaments industries of the member
countries. You know that the second part of
this study, on the economic component of the
armaments industry, has been finished recen-
tly. The Council has just received this report
and is studying it carefully. As the General
Aflairs Committee has been told already last
month in Luxembourg, we will make a decision
in due course on the form in which the study
could be transmitted to your Assembly.
Suflice it to say now that we appreciate your
patience in this respect. We are aware of the
very keen interest you have in this study and I
can assure you that the Council attaches as

much importance to the study as you do, and
we will therefore consider carefully ways and
means to inform you.

Mr. President, I should now like to speak as

Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Nether-
lands. You will understand that I will focus
on the very great problems that we face today
because of developments in South-West Asia
and their impact on the relations between East
and West.

I think we all agree how serious is the new
political and strategic situation created by the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Its dangerous
nature becomes even more complex by events
elsewhere in the area. The turmoil in Iran is
an example of developments which threaten
stability in a region of vital strategic and
economic importance for the West.

Today I would, above all, like to dwell for a

moment on the prospects for the policy of
d6tente that we have arduously worked for
during the last decade. It is my firm belief that
we must continue the search for d6tente ; but
we must also recognise that the Soviet military
operations in Afghanistan have put an extre-
mely heavy burden on the political climate in
which the process of d6tente has to be pursued.

Soviet propaganda accuses the West, in parti-
cular the United States, of wanting to go back
to the cold war. And Pravda, trying to drive a

wedge between Europe and its transatlantic
allies, said that Europe had to choose between
d6tente and the United States. This, of course,
is turning things upside down, for it is clear to
everyone that it is the Soviets who are playing
havoc with d6tente.

In whatever way one looks at it, it will
always take two to make d(tente work. By
using military means to extend its influence,
Moscow has violated the rules of the game, and
the continuing presence of Soviet florces in
Afganistan will present a barrier to a return of
confidence.

ln a situation like the present, it is under-
standable that historical comparisons are made,
and parallels have been drawn with the situa-
tion existing before World War I or World War
II. I, for one, as a historian, have always been
very interested in such historical analyses, but
what has struck me most in such studies is that
one must be very cautious indeed in drawing
parallels, because in fact history never repeats
itself. Circumstances today differ very much
from those in either l9l4 or 1938. But one
can, of course, draw valuable lessons from the
past. One such lesson is that one can never
solve a crisis by choosing the way of
appeasement.

When we look, therefore, at the question of
what possibilities remain for d6tente after
Afghanistan, we must keep our heads cool.
The reasons for which we pmbarked on the
process of ddtente are as valid as ever, and we
must assume that the Soviet Union is well
aware of that truth.

As far as we in the West are concerned, Mr.
President, let us first of all remember that a
precondition for d6tente is that Europeans and
Americans must work together in close har-
mony. There can be no ddtente between
Western Europe and the Soviet Union unless
this endeavour is undertaken together with our
American friends. Going it alone would
seriqusly endanger the very basis of our secu-
rity, which, as I see it, can be guaranteed only
in maintaining the Atlantic rolationship.

It is evident that in an alliance of fifteen
independent countries'that ltrave all their own
political priorities and geographical characteris-
tics varieties of opinion will make themselves
felt. One should, however, never consider this
as a weakness but rather as a sign ofstrength.

First, this variety of views confirms as it were
the basic acceptance by all of the same political
and social ideals of a pluralistic and democratic
society with full respect for the rule of law and
for human rights. The second reason for
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judging our diversities in a positive manner is
that the Alliance members have the possibility
to make good use of their different characters in
their contacts with others. This is valid as well
for the domain of strict East-West relations as
for relations with the countries of the third
world. We should, however, take very great
care that we never let this strength develop into
a weakness. Variety must not become diver-
gence or division. Intensive consultations
within the Alliance and within the European
Community are of the utmost importance.
Divided we fall, united we stand!

Mr. President, in our d6tente policy we have
always been conscious of the conceptual gulf
that has separated the two blocs right from the
beginning of their d6tente effort. As we all
know, the Soviets have never given up their
doctrine of ideological struggle with the other
bloc. The West, on the other hand, while
ready for ideological discussions with the East,
has always maintained that for d6tente to work
a minimum of respect for a kind of code of
conduct in actual behaviour is an absolute
necessity. As we see it, d6tente is the process
that should bring us, whatever the existing
differences, to a stage where a solid network of
co-operative relationships would improve our
life on this planet in an atmosphere of mutual
security, stability and equilibrium.

If we look at d6tente in this fundamental
way, it is clear that various aspects of Soviet
policy put obstacles in the way of that ddtente.
In the first place, the continuing build-up
endingers the balance of forces which is the
basis for our security. Secondly, regular viola-
tions of human rights are a cause of great
concern. They are absolutely wrong in them-
selves, they are contrary to the letter and the
spirit of the Helsinki final act and they stand in
the way of building conflidence. I need not tell
you that public opinion in the Netherlands
- and it goes for the West in general - is very
indignant about the treatment of Sakharov and
other dissidents who are being punished for
claiming the very rights of personal freedom
which have been guaranteed in solemn under-
takings.

In the third place, events in Afghanistan have
emphasised the truth'of the dictum that d6tente
cannot be seen as a process of unconnected
elements. Although it lies geographically out-
side the NATO area, what happens in Afghan-
istan crucially affects us - in the narrow sense
because of the implications for our security, in
the wider sense because it colours our whole
outlook concerning the East-West relationship.
Afghanistan makes clear once and for all that
ddtente cannot be enjoyed d la carte and that it
is indivisible.

The countries of the West have taken various
measures in their relationship with the Soviet
Union in order to make clear that its actions
against Afghanistan have been and continue to
be unacceptable. Members of NATO have
also consulted together about the implications
for the common defence. I believe that the
meeting of the Defence Planning Committee,
two weeks ago, where Ministers for Foreign
Affairs joined their defence colleagues, was a
very good session. It brought out once again
our solidarity and it provided guidelines for the
improvement of our collective defences. I can
assure distinguished delegates that the Nether-
lands is fully prepared to play its part.

At the same time, Mr. President, given our
unity and our readiness to maintain the balance
of security with the East, the West must
proceed with its efforts for d6tente and we must
continue to use the structural possibilities
which have become an essential part of d6tente
policy, in particular CSCE and arms control.

As for CSCE, my government do not feel that
the Madrid meeting should be deferred. We
must, on the contrary, try to make that meeting
as substantive and meaningful as possible.
After all, the obligations which the thirty-five
signatories have taken upon themselves in the
final act of Helsinki are essential if we want to
make d6tente a permanent and stable process.
For that reason, a major task for the Madrid
meeting will be to review how these under-
takings are being put into practice. Without
looking for unnecessary controversies, we must,
therefore, not beat about the bush but be frank
about each other's shortcomings. It is clear
that all important aspects of the final act should
receive due attention at Madrid. This includes
such questions as military security matters, but
also human rights and human contacts.

The second major field of East-West negotia-
tions is arms control. Recent developments
have in no way diminished the need for arms
control. In fact, the recognition that arms
control is a necessary basis of security together
with defence has been a major step in the deve-
lopment of stabilising policies since the cold
war. This underlines the importance of SALT
and MBFR, but I should like to stress here the
urgent need for getting negotiations started on
long-range theatre nuclear forces. It is very
regrettable that the Soviets have rejected so far
the repeated oflers of negotiation without pre-
conditions on this crucial matter. We must
continue to urge them to change that attitude.

Mr. President, next to the kind of multilateral
or bilateral negotiations I have just mentioned,
I think we must also attach great importance to
our frequent bilateral contacts with our Eastern
European neighbours. According to my expe-
rience, these countries are in their different
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ways convinced of the need for and of the
advantages of detente. By explaining to them
in all clarity our views on the international
situation, we may contribute in some measure
to influence the Soviet leadership.

As regards the Soviet Union itself, I agree
that channels of communication should remain
open so that there should be no risk of uninten-
ded misunderstandings about each other's views
leading to crisis situations. When the condi-
tions are favourable, meetings between western
and Soviet statesmen may serve a useful pur-
pose in this respect if great care is taken to see

that such meetings take place in the light of
western cohesion and on the basis of thorough
consultation within the European and the
Atlantic framework.

Mr. President, looking beyond the realm of
East-West contacts, the West will certainly have
to devote much thought to the changing stra-
tegic situation in the outside world, and espe-
cially in the region of South-West Asia. Those
changes were already becoming visible for some
time, but they have become more acute because
of recent developments. As for the military
aspects, I should like to underline that there is
no task for NATO beyond the treaty boun-
daries. It will mainly fall to the United States
to take security measures in those areas. But
all western countries must be aware that their
interests are also at stake and they should, in
their political and economic policies, try to
contribute to the stability of the countries in
that area. The proposal for increased econo-
mic co-operation between the members of the
European Economic Community and the states
in the Gulf area are also an example of such
policies.

In saying this, I should like to emphasise that
Afghanistan and its consequences should not be
seen as a matter between East and West
alone. On the contrary, this problem is of
special importance for the countries of the third
world; and without their active contribution it
will hardly be possible to find satisfactory
solutions. They, too, are in constant need of
security and stability. They have developed a
fully justified feeling of national pride and of
aversion to interference in their internal affairs.
I think that the Soviet Union is now being
taught that lesson in Afghanistan.

We must continue to point out to the Soviet
Union that the only satisfactory way out of the
present crisis is to undo the invasion of
Afghanistan and to let that unhappy country
freely determine its own future. If arrange-
ments which would guarantee that country's
position as a neutral and non-aligned country
could help to bring about that situation, this

would, of course, be most welcome. This was
the purpose of the ideas initiated within the
sphere of European political co-operation. I
also view with great interest the active contri-
bution of the Islamic countries in this respect.

An arrangement which would ensure perma-
nent Soviet dominance over Afghanistan would
not be a satisfactory outcome. It would be
dangerous for the long-term security of South-
West Asia, and we can also say that it would be
contrary to the indivisibility of d6tente. Our
hope must be that the Soviets will ultimately
see that their best interests lie in a return to the
ways of d6tente. In order to make that clear,
the members of the Alliance, European and
North American, must stand together. Last
week the European members of the Nine put
the Community back on the rails again. The
fact that we succeeded will not only have a
positive influence on our economic co-
operation but will certainly be a factor of
strength in European politiCal co-operation.
But while the strength of European political co-
operation is vitally important, it is not sufli-
cient. For our security and our freedom, the
partnership with our North American friends
and the other European allies is essential.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT.- I am $ure that I speak
for all representatives in thanking you, Mr. van
der Klaauw, for your clear exposition of the
Council's report and particularly, if I may use
your own words, for the stimulating thoughts
and commentary which you gave us in your
capacity as Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
Netherlands.

I also wish to thank you for your kind perso-
nal remarks about my electiort to the chair and
for your good wishes - wishes which I shall cer-
tainly need, for already the Assembly is running
very late.

I hope that in putting questlons to the Minis-
ter, which he has kindly undertaken to answer,
representatives will put one qrlestion and not be
tempted, as are all parliamentarians, to make
speeches in the form of questions.

I call Mr. Valleix.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation).- The
Chairman-in-Office of the Council has been
kind enough to note our impatience, and we are
grateful for his understanding. We are still
waiting, but we know that he will ensure that
we soon receive the fullest possible information.

My first question is as follows.

Does the economic study undertaken by the
Standing Armaments Committee seem to him
something that could be of use to the IEPG,
one of whose working groups is particularly

77



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES SECOND SITTING

M r. Valleix (continued)

concerned with the industrial aspects of Euro-
pean co-operation on armaments?

My second question concerns something
quite different.

He has informed us of his conception of
Europe's attitude to the ECSC. I have more
reservations than he has, and I am a little
concerned that Europe should be going to
Madrid in the present situation.

Still, I will explain the way I see things.

According to a recent report in the news-
papers, the Netherlands Government has pro-
posed the creation of a new integrated NATO
squadron in addition to STANAVFORLANT,
to be assigned to the Mediterranean.

Might the strengthening of NATO's military
presence in this area not be seen as conflicting
with projects for European mediation in the
Middle East conflict? Might it not carry the
risk of making the Mediterranean somewhat
more prey to inter-bloc rivalry?

If such risks exist, would it not be better to
strengthen European security through concerted
national efforts?

The PRESIDENT.- I hope that other repre-
sentatives will not speak for quite as long as
Mr. Valleix, who, having said that his question
had largely been answered, took some time in
putting it.

Does the Minister wish to answer each ques-
tion individually?

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Office
of the Council) (Translation).- The question just
put to me is one that is repeated from time to
time; apparently the Assembly is not satisfied
on this point.

The problem seems to be that w€, the
Council, are not fully in a position to provide
the desired information. However, I promise
to look into this matter again personally.

On the second question, the Netherlands pro-
posal put forward at the NATO meeting two
weeks ago for a study of a new squadron to be
assigned to the Mediterranean, our thinking is
directed towards the Atlantic, where the first
squadron is stationed, rather than towards the
Mediterranean.

Of course, the Mediterranean is also part of
our defence zone and I would not rule out the
possibility of the navies of North Sea countries
also visiting the Mediterranean. The squadron
too may go there. But our thoughts are direc-
ted, as in the case of the first squadron, rather
towards the North Atlantic.

The PRESIDENT.- Are there any other
questions?

I call Mr. Konings.

Mr. KONINGS (Netherlands) (Translation).-
Mr. President, the Minister spoke about the
very topical subject of getting the European
Community back on the rails, but said nothing
about the meeting between Mr. Giscard
d'Estaing and Mr. Brezhnev. It is plain, how-
ever, that there was no prior consultation about
this among the partners in WEU. What is the
Council's view of this initiative and its out-
come? What is going to be done to try to see
that there are no further individual initiatives of
this kind, and that the WEU countries are not
again presented with/aits accomplis like this?

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. van der
Klaauw.

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Office
of the Council) (Translation).- I think it would
be a good idea, Mr. President, if Mr. Konings
were to read through the text of my speech
again later. Courtesy is one of the basic
characteristics demanded from any foreign
minister and diplomat. I have however made
myself quite clear on this subject, without
naming names. Besides, the WEU Council
has not yet met to discuss the matter.

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mrs. von Bothmer.
Mrs. von BOTHMER (Federal Republic of

Germany) (Translation).- The Minister men-
tioned that the report of the Standing Arma-
ments Committee will be submitted in due
course. May I ask what we are to understand by
" in due course "? Does it mean this year or
next?

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. van der
Klaauw.

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Ol/ice
of the Council) (Translation).- In reply to Mrs.
von Bothmer's question I would say that in my
opinion the time needed for submission of the
SAC's report will be a matter of years.

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. Jung.

Mr. JUNG (France) (Translation).- I would
like to ask the Minister what the Council of
Ministers thinks about the fact that France has
invited five navies to a joint exercise in the
Atlantic. What action has the Council taken
on this initiative?

In accordance with a recent debate in the
European Parliament, does the Council not
think that the European countries should co-
ordinate their naval strategy with a view to pro-
tecting the supply lines for energy and vital raw
materials?
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The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. van der
Klaauw.

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-OJfice
of the Counci[) (Translation).- In my address I
pointed out that the limits of the North
Atlantic Treaty must be retained. I think this
is also the view of the other allied countries.
We can of course together look into this
important question of the route round the Cape
of Good Hope, but I do not think that it is
for NATO to discuss it.

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. Pignion.

Mr. PIGNION (France) (Translation).- Per-
haps I am asking the Minister to relax the rules
of due reserve and courtesy, but I would like to
know whether, where it says in the report pre-
sented by our colleague, Mr. Tanghe, that a
country had decided no longer to submit
certain types of armaments to Agency control,
the Council was informed.

If so, what was its judgment on this with-
drawal?

Like the Minister, I am being extremely care-
ful in my choice of words.

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. van der
Klaauw.

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Netherlands, Chairman- in-Office
of the Council) (Translation).- The Council has
noted the matter, but it is not for the Council
to pronounce on it.

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. Stainton.

Mr. STAINTON (Unired Kingdom).- Many
informed and sympathetic observers in the
United Kingdom deplore the non-existence
there of effective civil defence. This has been
referred to as the third but missing leg of the
defence triangle. Will the Minister, in his
capacity as Chairman-in-Oflice of the Council,
please say whether - and, if so, how - WEU
can activate proper steps in this sphere
throughout Western Europe? We await the
report of the Committee on Defence Questions
and Armaments. We also anxiously await
advice on civil defence.

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. van der
Klaauw.

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-OlJice
of the Council).- Civil defence, I quite agree, is
a very important matter, and we should look
hard at it. But I think that it is wiser to deal
with it in the context of NATO than in the
context of WEU. The knowledge and possi-
bilities available in NATO are much greater
than are available in WEU. I feel that it is

much better to go forward on this question in
NATO. I assure you that we are working hard
on these problems in Brussels in the NATO
context.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Mr. van der
Klaauw.

Are there any other questions?

I call Mr. Mommersteeg.

Mr. MOMMERSTEEG (Nethprlands) (Trans-
lation).- Like so many others, Mr. President,
the Chairman of the Council has said d6tente
must be maintained. Leaving aside a discussion
about whether ddtente is divislble or not, the
Madrid conference forms part of this whole
question. Is there not now a danger - this
conference will soon be upQn us - of a
vehement confrontation between the Warsaw
Pact countries and the countries of the West. a
confrontation that might make the whole
climate of relations still worse?

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. van der
Klaauw.

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Netherlands, Chqirman-in-Office
of the Council) (Translation).- This danger is
always present; it depends on the reactions.
What we have in Madrid is pot so much a
conference as a review conference, it is to check
whether the Helsinki final act is being complied
with. We are not looking for p confrontation;
we want that act to be observed. If the other
side reacts in such a way that there is a ques-
tion of a confrontation, then the meaning of a
review conference is not being properly under-
stood. We shall be glad, on the basis of the
checks made in Madrid, to lobk at what the
further possibilities are.

There had, besides, been intensive consulta-
tions prior to the events in ,{fghanistan with
the Warsaw Pact countries and, one must not
forget, with the neutral countrios that were also
involved. We are ready to go ahead with
these, though events in Afghanistan have
certainly put a very severe damper on things.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Minister.

Are there any other questions? The next
question should be the last, because we are
running very late.

I call Mr. van den Bergh.

Mr. van den BERGH (Nethprlands) (Trans-
lation).- Mr. President, the Chairman of the
Council has spoken about not extending the
NATO area, but he also said that substantial
interests of the western countrles are undoubt-
edly at stake when events take place outside the
area covered by the North Atlantic Treaty. I
appreciate that militarily the United States
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carries the prime responsibility in connection
with these events, and that Europe does have
political and economic responsibilities. Am I
now right in understanding that if the United
States makes greater efforts outside the North
Atlantic Treaty area the European countries are
going to make extra military efforts inside
Europe itself to compensate for this American
commitment?

The PRESIDENT.- I call Mr. van der
Klaauw.

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Minister for Foreign
Alfairs of the Netherlands, Chairman-in-Ofice
of the Councit) (Translation).- In answer to the
question, I can say that during the meeting of
the Defence Planning Committee two weeks
ago, at which the Foreign Ministers too were
present, it was clearly stated that all the NATO
countries would continue to fulfil to the best of
their ability the commitment undertaken in
Washington - I mean the 3 0/0. This does not
mean that there were agreements about further
efforts to be made; it is reaffrrming what was
already agreed on long since. I cannot give an
answer now to the question of how. far various
matters might lead to a shift in tasks. This
matter has, besides, not yet been raised offr-
cially.

The PRESIDENT.- I think, Minister, that
the Assembly would wish me to express our
appreciation of the manner in which you have
answered questions and for the undertakings,
which I am sure you will honour, aS to further
information. There will never be a time when
everyone agrees with the Council, but I am sure
that under your chairmanship we shall have
good and close relations. Thank you very
much indeed.

5. Political developments in Europe -
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of the

Council
Application of the ,Brussels Treaty - reply to the

twenty-fifth annual report of the Council

(Resumed Joint Debate on the Reports
ofthe Geaeral Allairs

Committee and of the Committee on Defence Questbns aad
,4rmaments and Yotes on the draft Recommendations,

Docs. t34 and t36 and lmendments)

The PRESIDENT.- We now resume the
debate on the recommendations in Documents
834 and 836. I must advise the Assembly that
we still have five speakers inscribed for this
debate. There are six amendments tabled to
one of the draft recommendations. Having
regard to this being our first day and also
because of the reception which is to follow, I

hope that we shall be able to adjourn the
Assembly between six o'clock and half-past
six. I ask those who are to take part in the
debate to do their maximum to abbreviate their
remarks.

The next speaker is Mr. Urwin.

Mr. URWIN (Uniled Kingdom).- Thank you,
Mr. President. I shall attempt to comply with
your request for relative brevity. At the same
time, I trust that you will allow me to take one
or two minutes to offer to you personally warm
and sincere congratulations on your election as
President, especially as you enjoyed the luxury
of an unopposed election earlier this morning.
I offer those congratulations in the full know-
ledge that, with the abundance of experience
that you have behind you as a parliamentarian
and as a minister in a former Labour govern-
ment with especial responsibility for defence
questions, you will be a resounding success in
the presidential chair of Western European
Union.

I should also like to congratulate Mr. Page on
his reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of
the Council to the Assembly. If I sound a little
mournful during the course of my dissertation
on that report, it is due to the fact that I, as a
fairly long-standing delegate to the Western
European Assembly, in common with many of
my colleagues, have for some time expressed
deep concern about the future of WEU. There
is evidence before us over a period of time so
far as individual governments are concerned of,
shall I say, a lack of warmth towards the orga-
nisation of Western European Union. Indeed,
it has been alleged that some governments
would not be unwilling to see WEU wither
away on the branch.

It is in this context that I pick up some of the
comments made by Mr. Page in his report. He
begins at paragraph 3 with a reference to the
decreasing frequency of meetings between the
Council and the Assembly. He goes on to
deplore the fact that there is also a decrease
in the frequency of meetings between the
Council and the Committees of the Western
European Assembly. I can say in passing that
less than three weeks ago in Luxembourg, as a
member of the General Aflairs Committee, I
had the useful experience, not for the first time,
of participating in a meeting with the members
of the Council under the chairmanship of Mr.
Thorn. Without equivocation, I am prepared
to say that in my experience that was by far the
most useful and most successful meeting in
which I have participated.

Having said that, I must pick up one or two
comments made by Mr. Page. I refer particu-
larly to the work of the Standing Armaments
Committee. Even though the Minister made a
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reference to that in his presentation this after-
noon, I want to reiterate as hrmly as I can the
dissatisfaction which spreads through the ranks
of parliamentarians because of the lack of infor-
mation communicated to us concerning the
work of the Standing Armaments Commit-
tee. I repeat the same criticism about informa-
tion concerning the work of the Independent
European Programme Group.

Mr. Page, at the beginning of his report, has
the first sub-title: " WEU at the half-way
stage ". There are those in this Assembly who
might be prepared to describe the half-way
stage as something of a watershed. Mr. Page
has rehearsed the arguments not only in this
paragraph but later in his report about other
developments in Europe which to some extent
influence, or, indeed, can threaten, the work
and continuing existence of WEU. Mr. von
Hassel had some critical comments to make
about institutional rivalry. So far as I am
concerned, I have never sought to precipitate
any arguments about institutional rivalry.
However, the use of that terminology rather
provokes me into that kind of participation.

Mr. Page reminds us of the onset of the Euro-
pean Economic Community and of the challen-
ging situation so far as WEU is concerned of
direct elections to the European Parliament last
year. As realistic politicians, we have to face
the fact that in the European Parliament mem-
bers of that parliament are still desperately
searching for a r6le to play in European
politics. Indeed, I go further and suggest that
there are one or two members of the European
Parliament who are encountering so much diffr-
culty in determining what their r6le actually is
that they spend far too much of their time, so
far as the United Kingdom is concerned, in
trespassing on the fields of elected members of
the national Westminster Parliament.

I can understand the physical problem with
which European parliamentarians are faced.
Having said that, unquestionably there is an
increasingly developing tendency towards the
ideal European union. I still maintain, and
proudly make the claim, that WEU, under the
modified Brussels Treaty, has the sole responsi-
bility for the defence of Europe.

If the argument as it develops is in favour of
assigning some - or, indeed, all - of the WEU
responsibilities under the treaties to the Euro-
pean Parliament, I must avowedly declare my
position as being totally against such a move.
One of the reasons for this is that the nine
member states comprising the European Com-
munity are not all members of Western Euro-
pean Union. If there is to be a concerted
move towards European union rather than the

responsibility being vested in the European
Parliament, the Council of Europe, with its
much wider responsibilities in the European
sense, would be a more nearly ideal vehicle for
such a union to begin.

In paragraph I I of his report, Mr. Page
mentions the question: " whether the European
Communities would develop to the detriment
of Western Europeah [Jnion ". We must face
up to this question.

In response to your request for brevity, Mr
President, I conclude by calling attention to
recommendation 5, which says that the Council
should:

" Examine the organisational measures to be
taken now so that, when the time is ripe,
WEU may be prepared to take its place in a
wider framework of Europeaq co-operation. "

There must be an affirmative answer as regards
the continuing responsibility Of WEU, which
should not be subsumed by a;rother organisa-
tion but should retain its sovereignty with
regard to the defence policy of Europe.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Mr. Urwin,
particularly for your kind personal reference.

I call Mr. Bozzi.

Mr. BOZZI (France) (Transldtion). - As those
colleagues who are members of the Committee
on Defence Questions and Armaments will no
doubt remember, I took an agtive part in the
discussions in Bonn on the expellent report by
Mr. Tanghe. In my view, one of the special
merits of this report is that it feaffrrms the ori-
ginal character and value of the treaty linking
the states we represent. Indeed, Article V of
the Brussels Treaty gives concqete expression to
the solidarity between the states of Europe by
formally providing for automatic mutual assis-
tance ifany one ofthem should be the object of
an armed attack.

Article VIII of the Brussels Treaty bases this
military commitment on a political co-
operation which, according to the text, is conti-
nuous insofar as the WEU Council is required
to consult, at the request of apy member state,
with regard to any situation which may consti-
tute a threat to peace.

Furthermore, I am well awane that Article IV
incorporates European co-operation in the
much wider framework of the Atlantic
Alliance, since it provides that the member
states shall work in close co-operation with
NATO in the execution of the treaty.

The point I wish to emphasise is that the
provisions of Article IV intnrduce a concept
which is supplementary to the concepts on
which the provisions of Articles V and VIII are
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based. But it would be wrong to think that Arti-
cle IV could lead to Europe's political resolve
and military strategy simply being watered
down within the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
sation.

The desirable co-operation between WEU
and NATO could not possibly involve the poli-
tical and military fusion of WEU into any inte-
grated organisation.

The object of the continuous political co-
operation between the states is not the regional
implementation of North Atlantic Council
decisions; European military solidarity reflects
complementary shared interests, as I am quite
prepared to recognise, but which may be quite
distinct from Atlantic solidarity. Now it seems
to me, although I hope I am wrong, that some
of my colleague's proposals are not fully in line
with what I regard as a balanced concept of the
allied relationship between Europe and the
United States.

For instance, it is stated in paragraph 2.17
that the WEU countries should merely " back
the United States in protecting Europe's
interests ". The spirit of the Brussels Treaty
would seem to call for something quite diffe-
rent, namely for Europe to work out proposals
in line with its own interests, rather than syste-
matically surrendering its responsibilities to a
third power, be it our dear, old and close ally,
the powerful American nation.

Nor can one disregard the oddity of this posi-
tion. At a time when Europe seems to be pre-
paring to offer to mediate in the Middle East
conflict, the tensions of which could affect both
its security and its economic stability, and when
American action taken, alas, without adequate
prior consultation, appears to have aggravated
the tensions rather than effectively dissuading
the Soviet Union, it does not seem sensible to
deprive Europe of the possibility of making its
own voice heard.

Recent developments in the Moslem coun-
tries illustrate the drawbacks of any policy
which slavishly copies that of the United
States. To give only one example: whereas at
hrst the Moslem world severely condemned the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, a certain
indecisiveness - not to use too harsh a word -
in American policy towards Iran, and the fact
that the Egypt-Israel negotiations unilaterally
advocated by Washington without consulting its
European allies have unfortunately reached an
impasse, have together led to a complete revcr-
sal in the attitude of the Islamic conference.
Its members - one need only read what they
have written and listen to what they say - now
direct their main or at least most bitter

criticism at the West. So we now have the
paradoxical situation in which the countries at
the receiving end of Soviet aggression hesitate
to condemn it as strongly as they no doubt
should, for fear of seeming to belong to the
same camp as the United States.

Now Europe, if it is able to exploit its
long-standing knowledge of the Arab and
Moslem world and more generally - since I am
speaking to a Belgian, he knows what I am talk-
ing about - of the third world, Europe can, I
maintain, exert a decisive influence in closing
the breach which is threatening to open up bet-
ween the third world and the West and thereby
help to dissuade the developing countries from
allying themselves - as some are periodically
tempted to do - with the USSR. Such allian-
ces are without doubt one of the greatest threats
to European security at present. Moreover,
Europe must be able to speak with one voice,
to use the customary phrase, and make itself
heard by its American ally. Surely this means
flrrst of all that it must speak only with its own
voice and not merely as the almost perfect echo
of another voice.

That is the aim of the first part of the
amendment which I shall table in a short while
and which provides that where necessary -
which certainly seems the case at present -
European political consultation between our
members shall precede discussions in the North
Atlantic Council.

Strengthening European unity obviously also
means ensuring the participation of each state,
on an equal footing, while respecting its funda-
mental national options.

This leads me to repeat, once again, that one
cannot disregard the special position of France
vis-d-vis NATO's integrated military struc-
tures. This is a de facto situation which must
be taken into account in any proposal for Euro-
pean co-operation in defence matters. I do not
think Mr. Tanghe is entirely convinced of this
need, although his point of view seems to me to
have moved in a positive direction during the
Committee's work. In any case, I voted in
favour of his report in Committee.

Furthermore, the question of the Federal
Republic of Germany's special status, particu-
larly as regards the modest size of its battle fleet
and the other restrictions imposed on its
conventional armaments, can definitely be
examined by the WEU Council, which has sole
comtr'etence in this area. However, first we
must know the point of vievv of our German
friencls and allies and any proposals they may
wish to make. That is the purpose of another
amendment I will be tabling soon. I think that
unless we take that approach, which is a pru-
dent ()ne and also one that respects the Federal
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Republic of Germany's own national responsi-
bilities, we may be risking failure and, what is
worse, as a result of that failure find ourselves
witnessing the re-emergence of the nationalistic
feelings or resentment which it is the aim of
Europe, our European organisation and our
Assembly to overcome.

My final remarks on Mr. Tanghe's report
concern a matter which may look technical, i.e.
the question of armaments control, but which
touches on the very concept of European co-
operation in security matters.

As I have said, this co-operation must be
realistic. It cannot disregard such fundamental
facts as the priority France accords to its stra-
tegic nuclear weapons. By their nature, these
weapons are not subject to the armaments
control provisions introduced in 1954, at a time
when France had no strategic force. So they
cannot come under these provisions.

The question of chemical weapons is of a
radically different nature; I am mentioning
them because our colleague's report also refers
to them, although it seems to lump together all
the countries with nuclear, biological or chemi-
cal weapons.

At any rate, according to my information, the
European states are not currently contemplating
the deployment of chemical weapons; rather
they seem to me to be in favour of banning
them under an appropriate international
convention. France shares this attitude and
the information contained in the explanatory
memorandum of my colleague's report as
regards the production of considerable quanti-
ties of chemical weapons in France is, thank
God, quite unfounded and must be formally
denied, as I denied it in Committee. The
Toulouse factory to which Mr. Tanghe alludes
in fact closed down in 1977.

All these remarks lead me to hope that Mr.
Tanghe will accept the amendments I will be
moving and thar, in general, he will take
account of my remarks which are inspired by a
very keen desire to ensure that Europe can
indeed collaborate and co-operate in every way
with our great and powerful Atlantic ally, but
can do so under optimum conditions, allowing
it to retain its originality and assert a policy
that is its own policy. (Applause)

The PRESIbBNT.- The next speaker is Mr.
Valleix. I ask speakers to limit their speeches
to ten minutes, which is generous, bearing in
mind our very pressed timetable.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation).- I
should like to begin with a few comments on
Mr. Page's report. I shall be fairly brief, since

the quality of your report, Mr. Page, does not
give us much cause for reservations, and also
because Mr. Urwin has had odcasion to offer
some comments which in fact afready raise the
main points I wanted to bring up myself -
including, therefore, the critlcisms of the
penultimate paragraph of the pieamble, " anti-
cipating that, in due course, WEU may be
expected to participate in a wider framework
of European co-operation... ", arild of paragraph
5 of the recommendation proper;

Why these reservations? The ambiguity of
the actual wording is such that it could lend
itself to very different interpretations. Some of
these, in my view, would have to be rejected
outright, as for example the removal, pure and
simple, of all the restraints contained in the
Brussels Treaty. Only a detailEd examination
would have made it possible to determine the
respective share of each member state in the
defence of Europe, in the case both of states
belonging to the integrated sections of NATO
and of states that have retained control of their
military capabilities.

It is possible that certain rela1ations might be
considered after twenty-hve years of prac-
tice. Indeed, it should be remembered that
such relaxations are the subject of periodic
Council decisions. But a fund4mental revision
of the rules on conventional afinaments requi-
res an overall examination of all the political
and military implications both for the place of
Europe in the Alliance and for its relations with
the eastern bloc countries.

Another possible interpretation is a rappro-
chement between WEU andl the European
Community. Mr. von Hassel pointed a ihort
while ago to the usefulness, as he sees it, of a
rapprochement of this kind. I shall take up his
remarks in his presence, when I shall be more
at ease in affrrming that Eurqpean defence is
important enough for WEU, which is exclus-
ively responsible for it on Europe's behall to
assume this task and for the other European
organisations to draw the consequences of the
guidelines laid down by WEU.

Without wishing to labour the point, nor in
the least to contemplate such a step, I would
point out that on the day when Community
observers were admitted to this Assembly the
Communities would rightly expect reports of
their observations, their comments, or WEU's
conclusions. This makes me afraid that the
Communities, which already bring up defence
problems outside the orbit of the Treaty of
Rome, might thereby find a procedure and a
natural way, if I may say so, to take up prob-
lems beyond their terms of refdrence.

I would add that the Communities already
have enough problems - nine on one side,
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seven on the other, to refer once again to Mr.
Urwin's comment - for there to be a risk that if
the two assemblies were merged into a nine-
power assembly then WEU, already accused of
being ineflicient, would become even more
ineffrcient, as regards this serious problem of
defence.

I would therefore be glad if Mr. Page would
make the two paragraphs of the recommenda-
tion, especially paragraph 5, more precise in
order to avoid any misinterpretation.

Finally I would like to tell Mr. Tanghe how
much I appreciate the great contribution his
report has made to our work. Only, I would
be happy if he could see his way to accepting
Amendment 3 by Mr. Bozzi which strengthens
paragraph I of the recommendation. I believe
that, insofar as it is possible for WEU and the
Council to consult together before the consulta-
tions in the North Atlantic Council, prior and
closer consultation at European level should
lead to a more coherent discussion on the part
of the member states individually, but above all
collectively as representatives of Europe within
the North Atlantic Council.

I would therefore be happy if this point could
be accepted by the Rapporteur.

For the rest, I shall say no more, as it seems
that all our colleagues understand the legitimate
aspirations of Germany to somewhat wider
responsibilities. But this is a matter on which
we have to proceed with great caution. I
believe the recommendation respects the need
for caution in the positive sense, that is in
terms of what Germany might express through
its government. Now, I do not think that we
have for the time being been presented with
explicit demands by the German Government.
The recommendation, then, with the added
emphasis of a couple of amendments, appears
to be well balanced, and I simply would like us
to make a number of small improvements if it
is still possible to do so.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Mr. Valleix.

I now call Mr. Dejardin.

Mr. DEJARDIN (Belgium) (Translation).-
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, may I
put forward a point of view in this Assembly
which may not come as a surprise to some of
you but at any rate - to my regret - seems more
original than most; that is to say, I shall speak
to the WEU Assembly in the voice calling for
peace, not for armed peace, that contemporary
imitation of the Pax Romana built on cemete-
ries, but for peace through d6tente and under-
standing between people. Replying to violence
by violence is not the way to promote civilisa-
tion and the happiness of mankind.

I regret to say, Mr. President, that when one
analyses most of the reports put before us
during this session and some of those
submitted at the last session - a tougher attitude
is perceptible, almost a call for a hard-line
approach. This is evident in the excellent
report of my friend Mr. Tanghe, excellent in its
construction, the depth of its research and its
serious approach, but less excellent in my view
in its political foundation, its judgment and the
policy it advocates, as seen in paragraph 2.14,
for example, which begins:

" The Committee welcomes the fact that the
United States and some of its allies having
appropriate resources are reacting in this
way, thus proving their ability to resist by
force... "
Mr. President, one can question the capacity

and credibility of the United States, at any rate
its political capacity. Will we ever know the
true explanation of the dramatic and unhappy
outcome of the apparent attempt to invade Iran
by American troops? Will we ever know the
real reasons behind it and why it failed? And
need we recall what happened in previous years
in cases of American intervention all over the
world?

Mr. President, I wish to mention here the
reports submitted to us by Mr. Vohrer and Mr.
Ahrens which, when dealing with strategic
mobility, also refer to what Mr. Tanghe des-
cribed as " the need for the armed forces of
certain allied countries to have ready access to
areas of the world where those countries exer-
cise responsibilities. " This repeated call,
which was explained in detail at the October
meeting in Bonn of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments, in which I took part
and in which, incidentally, I abstained on Mr.
Tanghe's report, is a call to go beyond the
limits imposed by the North Atlantic Treaty,
especially as regards the Tropic of Cancer.

Can one regard this as a real threat or an
eflective ambition, now that the Belgian
Government, in its recent government state-
ment, actually specified that there was no
question of going beyond the limits imposed by
the treaty, either directly or indirectly?

May I reiterate the warnings of my colleagues
and what I understood Mr. Urwin to say about
developments that can threaten WEU. I think
we are witnessing a kind of shift. Mr. Urwin
said WEU was at the half-way stage. I would
like someone to explain half-way to what?
Half-way to disintegration or half-way towards
co-operation between the allied countries in
WEU? Paragraph I of the draft recommenda-
tion recommends that the Council: " Consider
that consultations in the North Atlantic
Council may supplement, where appropriate,
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those provided for in Article... " So I shall
vote for Mr. Bozzi's amendment since what I
fear is precisely that imperceptible but steady
shift of WEU's competences towards another
body, the North Atlantic Council or NATO. I
cannot accept the continued signs of American
dominance in NATO. My ambition is that I
shall take part one day in the construction of a
European unity, a European sovereignty, which
also includes the defence of Europe, and here I
may be expressing an opinion that differs from
that of my French colleagues.

Mr. President, may I also express my reserva-
tions as regards paragraph 2 of the recommen-
dation. I cannot agree with a proposal to call
for the strengthening of defence through the
urgent implementation by the states concerned
of measures of the long-term defence pro-
gramme, for I wish to remain consistent in what
I say here, in Brussels and to my constituents in
Lidge. I cannot accept that, if the situation
arose, our western countries, faced with finan-
cial and budgetary difliculties, found their
social budgets cut while their military budgets
were left untouched.

May I remind you that the Belgian Govern-
ment, which has our confidence, including that
of Mr. Tanghe, provides in its government
statement for a 2.2 0/o cut in its national defence
budget in 1980 and for limiting expenditure or
investment in military material to 6 o/o at con-
stant prices.

If the governments were to follow the recom-
mendation, that would without doubt mean
increasing the military expenditure in our coun-
tries' budgets, and I say here and now that I do
not intend to take part in such an operation at
a time when large sections of the population in
our various countries are not receiving accord-
ing to their needs, especially as regards social
welfare.

Mr. President, perhaps I will be accused of
ill-will, but I am simply reading the texts pro-
posed to me.

In paragraph 7, I note a further allusion to
the question of chemical weapons; and I
compare this text to the Banks report which
discusses the protection of the population
against nuclear, biological and chemical
weapons and then calls for the member coun-
tries to be equipped with stocks of chemical
weapons, which would lead to an escalation of
horror. But this will be the subject of another
debate, on the Banks report.

Because of all this I abstained in the vote in
Committee. I cannot abstain in the hnal vote
because of the development of the international
situation, the proliferation of statements in all

directions, which are too aggrcssive for my
taste, and the details given during the
debate. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you very much,
Mr. Dejardin.

The next speaker is Mr. Momlnersteeg.

Mr. MOMMERSTEEG (Netherlands) (Trans-
lation).- In view of the time, Mr. President, I
shall limit myself to one or two remarks on the
draft recommendation attached to the report by
Mr. Page.

I think both Rapporteurs have done most
valuable work.

In the first paragraph of the preamble the
point is made that the relationship between the
Assembly and the Council re$ts on a sound
basis. A number of speakers have already
questioned that statement; even Mr. von Hassel
has indeed offered some criticism of this, and I
too wonder whether the statement is correct.
It is in the nature of things that the importance
of, particularly, political discuqsion within the
Council of WEU should have ldssened over the
years, as European political oo-operation has
grown in extent, depth and in the machinery
available for it. We all know that this political
co-operation involves very intensive consulta-
tion between the countries, and also provides a
framework for communication between the
various foreign ministers. Obviously, therefore,
political consultation in the WEU Council has
now a lesser significance. This is not some-
thing I regret, because this European political
co-operation is enormously imflortant.

The Chairman of the Council has just told us
that he is glad that the Europgan Community,
the counterpart of Europeah political co-
operation, is back on the railb again. I shall
have to see, over the days ahead, whether this is
in fact so. There is the row in Bonn, for
instance.

I have to wonder, too, about what is happen-
ing in London, bearing in mind the recent
about-turn in London in connection with the
recently-agreed sanctions against Iran. The
antagonisms have not been rernoved, and struc-
tural reforms have still not been begun. Initia-
tives that have been promised, such as those on
a common industrial policy from which the
United Kingdom might draw considerable
advantage, have not been taken further. So I
would put a very big question-mark against
what is said in the first paragraph of the
preamble to the draft recommsndation.

The hnal paragraph of the preamble says that
Europe must have genuinely integrated and co-
ordinated foreign and defence policies. There
undoubtedly is a genuinely co-ordinated policy
- that is what happens in the system of Euro-
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pean political co-operation. But genuinely
integrated? What do the governments of the
countries whose parliaments we represent here
think about that? I think we are still a long
way off integrated policies, though I am very
much in favour of them.

Paragraph 5 of the draft recommendation
raises the question of what WEU's place is.
This does not seem clear to me, and I would
ask Mr. Page to go into this in more detail, and
to say exactly what he means by this. For me,
the Brussels Treaty is the real heart of the
matter. The central provision of the Brussels
Treaty - and this does not feature in any other
treaty - is automatic mutual support in the
event of an attack. This is the central point
from which we must proceed. This means that
the Assembly has to concentrate on the central
issue, that is to say on defence as an element of
international policy. When considering de-
fence, one must think not only of armaments.
Within a policy of ensuring security, the
control of armaments forms an equally valid
component.

This draft recommendation ought to merit a
very much fuller speech. This is not possible.
We can go into points it contains when we
are discussing other reports; and I shall not fail
to do so.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Mr. Mom-
mersteeg.

I call Mr. Hanin.

Mr. HANIN (Belgium) (Translation).- Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I had not
intended to speak during this debate, but having
heard the speech by my friend and fellow
countryman, Claude Dejardin, I think it might
be useful to explain why I and my group shall
be voting for Mr. Tanghe's report.

I fully understand Mr. Dejardin's feelings. I
can very well understand the fear inspired by
the escalation of violence and armaments, and
the reasons for asking oneself how one can
possibly put an end to it. I accept that one
should try to end the escalation and I person-
ally fully share the desire to do so.

But unilateral disarmament and unilateral
concessions may not be the best road towards
peace.

After re-reading those passages of Peter the
Great's will that are devoted to the policy to be
followed in Europe as long ago as that, I could
not help thinking that he had found some
rather surprising successors who fully shared his
ideas about the way in which, not the Tsarist or
Soviet r6gime but Russia as such, should
conduct its policy in Europe and the world.

I am convinced that at the present time our
capacity to resist is being weighed up. Some
people think we ought not to install new
missiles in Europe. It is not desirable.
Certainly, we ought not to do so if, prior to
this, the others had not begun, without
consulting anyone, to replace outdated missiles
by missiles that are more recent and infinitely
more formidable. It is a very strange concep-
tion of d6tente to begin installing new weapons
and then intimate that your adversary should
not redress the balance on the grounds that to
do so would compromise the d6tente process.

Moreover, the same country has, in terms of
world geography, chalked up an indisputably
important point by managing if not to neutra-
lise then at least to seize hold of a country as
important as Afghanistan.

Against this background, an attempt has been
made to compare social and military budgets.
In this respect the first thing to safeguard is
peace, for if peace is not safeguarded, every
social budget will be annihilated. In reality,
what concerns us at the moment is to decide
whether we are capable not of conducting an
aggressive policy but of showing that in any
event we are quite determined not to accept
passively the attempted spread of Russian
domination.

As to our relations with the United States, I
do not desire American supremacy in NATO
or anywhere else, although I would remind you
that not so very long ago, in 1943 or 1944, we
accepted such supremacy in our struggle for
liberation.

For the rest, I share Mr. Dejardin's feelings.
Like him, I would like Europe to be able to
speak with one voice and to constitute a
defence force that could speak to the Americans
as an equal. In this respect we missed an
exceptional opportunity - whatever the reasons
put forward at the time - by rejecting the Euro-
pean Defence Community. Unfortunately,
however, we are no longer in the same situa-
tion. My ally in the framework of the Atlantic
Alliance, the one with whom I would wish to
be able to speak on an equal footing, is the
United States of America. To claim that the
American incursion in Iran was a military inva-
sion is peryerse, when its purpose was to release
people taken hostage in defiance of the human
rights that we defend in Strasbourg. It is a
funny way to look at things.

Europe, therefore, must not be prepared to
accept a passive r6le in this matter. On the
contrary, it must be capable of taking initiatives
in order to break through the vicious circle of
permanent rearmament. It must not disarm
unilaterally because there are, unfortunately,
certairt governments that only understand the
language of resistance. (Applause\
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The PRESIDENT.- Thank you very much,
Mr. Hanin.

The joint debate is now closed.

Do the Rapporteurs wish to reply? Mr.
Page?

Mr. PAGE (United Kingdom).- I was,
fortunately, asked questions by only two
colleagues, Mr. Valleix and Mr. Mommersteeg,
neither of whom, I believe, is present, which
makes it easier to answer them. Both points
raised by these two colleagues concerned the
question of general affairs thinking: that the
Assembly should stand back and take a look at
the future. What I can say, and I should have
emphasised in my speech, is that the modified
Brussels Treaty must, and shall, stay as the
centrepiece of European defence.

Where our position needs looking at again is
how our relationship stands in relation to these
different organisations. The most eloquent
speech of Mr. von Hassel pointed that out. All
we are doing is not changing our situation but
taking stock of our present relationships.

That is what I would say. I hope very much
that the Chairman will be able to make a
summary of some of the other points that have
been raised.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Mr. Page.

Mr. Tanghe, do you wish to speak?

Mr. TANGHE (Belgium) (Translation).- Mr.
President, there are two reasons for me to be
brief. The hrst is the lateness of the hour.
The second is that Mr. Hanin, whom I know to
be a very pacific person, a supporter of peace
throughout the world, has just replied to all
those speakers in this debate who have express-
ed the fear that in certain reports, and perhaps
in mine too, there is a certain hardening, a call
for a " tougher " attitude.

Listening to them brought to my mind the
famous cartoon character, Popeye the sailor,
who, seeing his opponent's biceps swell eats a
tin of spinach and watches his own do the
same. You must understand, my dear collea-
gue, that when there is a call for disarmament
on one side and we see, on the other, the inva-
sion of a country not belonging to the Warsaw
Pact, an invasion accepted by no one - not the
members of NATO, nor the neutral countries,
nor the countries of the third world - when we
are being asked to refrain from installing the
Pershing and other missiles but the other side is
continuing to install SS-20s - there are already
ninety in position and five new ones are built
every month - we are entitled to ask ourselves
what we have to do on our side in order to be
strong enough to prevent war, in order for it
not to happen, in order to preserve peace and
avoid an attack by one side or the other.

I shall not reply to the individual
speakers. I will simply say to Mr. Bozzi and
Mr. Valleix that I have for many years under-
stood the quite special position of France. I
remember the time when the NATO headquar-
ters moved from France to Belgium. I am
aware of all the consequences of this special
position and I know that already - several times
in certain committees - there has been agree-
ment to accept amendments which made
certain recommendations more acceptable.
Mr. Bozzi knows this. It was the case on this
occasion.

}'[r. BOZZI (France) (Translation).- That is
correct.

Mr. TANGHE (Belsiun) (Translation).- All
the same, I cannot go too far. I know that in
order to handle delicate objects it is sometimes
necessary to put on kid gloves. But if you put
two pairs on at once you can no longer feel the
object you are touching, and that too is
dangerous.

Mr. Antoni said that he would not vote for
the recommendation - and others too, no doubt
- but he promised that if other amendments
were accepted he would be able to change his
mind. I hope so for him and fqr the Assembly.

I shall confine myself to these remarks, after
the speech by Mr. Hanin, with whom I am in
total agreement.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Mr. Tanghe.

Does the Chairman of the General Affairs
Committee wish to say anythinq?

Mrs. von BOTHMER (Fedlral Republic of
Germany) (Translation).- Mr. fresident, would
you allow me, taking the floor for the last time
as Chairman of the General Affairs Committee,
to speak to the Page report.

To me, too, it seems diffrcult to hnd a satis-
factory solution to the problem dealt with in
this report. For we encounter, from the
Council of Ministers, permanent, albeit polite,
reticence; at the same time, however, we are
always being warmly assured by the Council
that what we do is of immense importance and
that nothing is as important to our governments
as the support of WEU.

We therefore find ourselves swinging between
spells of resignation and of faint optimism.
Yet we talk about the special tasks and the
special responsibility resting upon us. We see

that we have a special responsibility; but appar-
ently we really are the only ones who do see it.

If then we have a special task, how should
we, how can we do justice to it? How can we
play an important part in the held of defence
and security when our governfnents keep us on
a long leash with an attitude of lukewarm
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benevolence? It is indeed diffrcult for this
Assembly to play a useful r6le when we are not
kept adequately informed by the Council.
Despite the existence of the treaties, we repeat-
edly have to ask for co-operation and yet
receive little more than promises.

But when we hear - and that, too, has
already become clear today - that the Council
at its brief meetings has hardly any discussion
at all about the subjects which are of interest to
us and on which we put questions to it, and
consequently that, as far as I can see it is quite
incapable of adopting on Afghanistan, Iran or
the Middle East a position that is really in line
with the latest developments, then I do not
know, either, how the position is to be
improved. The Council ought perhaps to give
some thought to how it, for its part, can fulfil
the duty to the Assembly which, after all, rests
upon it under the treaties. Mr. Mommersteeg
is undoubtedly quite right when he speaks of
the need for genuine integration. For what
otherwise is the use of all the talk about a
common foreign policy? In my view, it is here
in particular that we simply must have a
genuine will to achieve integration. It is
perhaps only then that we - as Europeans - will
be able to avoid being the victims of the arna-
ments race. I refer here to the words spoken
by Mr. Hanin.

Since we have all this clearly in mind, I think
that the draft recommendation formulated by
Mr. Page and approved by the Committee is
extraordinarily important. It formulates clear-
ly and objectively, although very politely, what
we are asking for. I have just put these points
rather more bluntly. I think, as the recom-
mendation is so polite and not in fact quite as
blunt as it really ought to be, everyone will be
able to agree to it.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Mrs. von
Bothmer. I am sure that I speak for all mem-
bers of the Assembly when I express our thanks
for the work you have done over three years as
Chairman of the General Affairs Committee.
(Applause)

We shall now vote on the draft recommenda-
tion in Document 834.

No amendments have been tabled to it.

If there are no objections to it and no absten-
tions, and if the Assembly agrees, we can save
the time required for a vote by roll-call.

Are there any objections?...

Are there any abstentions?...

I note that there are abstentions. Does the
Assembly accept that the abstentions be recor-
ded without there being a roll-call?

It is agreed.

There are four abstentions.

The draft recommendation is agreed tot.

We now proceed to the draft recommenda-
tion in Document 836, to which six amend-
ments have been tabled. Before we can vote
on the draft recommendation, we must dispose
of the amendments. The first in sequence is
Amendment 3, tabled by Mr. Bozzi, which
reads as follows:

3. In paragraph I of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out " supplement " and insert
" be preceded " and, at the beginning of line 2,
insert " by ".

Mr. Bozzi spoke about the amendment in his
speech earlier. Does he wish to say anything
further in support of it?

Mr. BOZZI (France\ (Translation).- I shall be
very brief since I am simply repeating what I
said a short while ago.

The purpose of my amendment is to reaffirm
the specific nature of and need for consultations
among Europeans prior to the discussions
conducted regularly in the Atlantic framework.
These are two things which logic and aware-
ness of Europe's legitimate interests require us
to keep separate. Furthermore, European
consultations will not be fully effective unless
they precede the meeting of the Atlantic
Council.

That is the purpose of my amendment.

The PRESIDENT.- Does anyone else wish to
speak to the amendment?...

Does the Rapporteur wish to comment?

Mr. TANGHE (Belgiun) (Translation).- As
Rapporteur, I do not think that we can accept
this amendment. The wording was already
weakened in Committee by another amendment
of Mr. Bozzi's.

In fact, in the original text the verb
" replace " stood instead of the verb " supple-
ment ", which was subsequently accepted by
way of amendment. And now we are being
asked to weaken the text still further by amend-
ing the beginning of paragraph I of the recom-
mendation to read as follows: " Consider that
consultations in the North Atlantic Council
may be preceded, where appropriate, by
those... ".

I therefore cannot accept the amendment.
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The PRESIDENT.- I now put Mr. Bozzi's
amendment to the vote by sitting and standing.

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Amendment 3 is negatived.

The next amendment is No. 6 tabled by Mr.
van den Bergh:

6. In paragraph 2 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out " urgent ".

Mr. van den Bergh does not appear to be pre-
sent to move it.

Amendment 6 is not moved.

We come next to Amendment 4, tabled by
Mr. Bozzi, which reads as follows:

4. In paragraph 3 of the draft recommendation
propei, at the beginning insert " Invite the
states concerned, subject to the agreement of
the Federal Republic of Germany, to ".

I call Mr. Bozzi to support the amendment.

Mr. BOZZI (France) (Translation).- The
point of the amendment is simply to take full
account of the freedom of decision and the
responsibility of the member states of WEU, in
this case to take account of the wishes that
might be expressed by the Government of the
Federal Republic of GermanY.

The PRESIDENT.- Does anyone wish to
speak?...

Mr. TANGHE (Belgium) (Translation).- This
amendment is a further attempt to " water
down " the text.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you.

In that case I shall put the amendment to the
vote.

(A vote then taken by silting and standing)

Amendment 4 is negatived.

The next amendment is No. l, to be moved
by Sir Frederic Bennett. It reads as follows:

l. In paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation
propei, leave out " Arrange " and insert
" Delete ".

With it we shall discuss Amendment 5 which
reads:

5. In paragraph 4 of the draft recommendation
propei, leave out " Arrange " and insert
t' Examine the possibility of arranging "'

Amendment I will have priority when we
vote.

I call Sir Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom).-
Mr. President, I move this amendment for two
reasons, one of substance and one procedural.
I begin with the matter of substance. In the
report, as it was originally considered !y tne
Committee, the word was " delete ". It was
removed by the Committee'only at the eleventh
hour before the document came here. It seems

to me - and I hope that I do not speak alone on
this matter in Europe - that as we are speaking
only of conventional weapons and not seeking
to set out a new principle, it is time, twenty-
five years after the end of the second world war,
that we treated Germany as an equal member
of the Alliance along with the rest of us' To
try to continue to impose restrictions on
Germany in the area of conventional weapons -
and I stress the important difference between
that and the nuclear aspect - is to seek to
perpetuate history when Germany has been a
ioyil and friendly ally of France, Britain, Italy
and the rest of us for many ydars. I hnd that
repugnant.

I move to the point about procedure. There
is no way, if we are to have two languages in
this Assembly, in which the text can stand as it
is in English. It is entirely meaningless and
there is nb way in which it carl mean anything,
unless we wish to make fools of ourselves over
paragraph 4.

I have been a member of the House of Com-
mons for twenty-eight years, and I have never
heard of the term " arrange " ip relation to any
document. Whether or not nty amendment is

adopted or rejected, we shal,l have to think
again about this matter, or yop, Mr- President,
oi yout f,rst day in offtce, will] pass into. history-
as ihe President who allowed a piece of
complete nonsense in the English lan-guage to
go forward in a document emanating from this
Assembly.

The PRESIDENT.- I must offer a colrec-
tion. According to the Rules of Procedure, the
President cannoi speak or vote and, therefore, I
can take no responsibility for any of these

matters.

Will Amendment 5 be ProPosed?

Does anyone else wish to sPeak?...

Mr. BOZZI (France) (Translation).- I shall
move the amendment brieflY.

On the substance of the matter I have no
objection to what Sir Frederic Bennett has just
said. I would simply point out that as far as

the form is concerned - and you will grant me
that in regard to international treaties the form
has some importance - the treaty as it now
stands allows for consultations with a view to
any modiflrcation. It lays down only ong
condition: that the modification be adopted
unanimously.
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Given that the Federal Republic of Germany
has made no specific proposal - and I am
making no judgment as to the substance - I
think it would be wise to proceed with caution
and not surreptitiously to adopt a text that
involves a fundamental change and in fact
modifies the treaty.

The PRESIDENT.- Thank you, Mr. Bozzi.

Does anyone else wish to speak?...

Mr. TANGHE (Belgium) (Translation).-
When a proposal for amending the list of arms
that shall not be manufactured on German
territory is tabled in the Council, the latter
must decide on the matter by a two-thirds
majority.

Sir Frederic Bennett's amendment is designed
to put back the word " delete " which was in
the Committee's original proposal but subse-
quently amended. Personally, I am in favour
of Sir Frederic Bennett's amendment, which
means I am against Mr. Bozzi's, since Sir
Frederic's goes further than Mr. Bozzi's
Amendment 5.

The PRESIDENT.- I will put to the Assem-
bly the amendment in the name of Sir Frederic
Bennett.

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Amendment I is agreed to.

Consequently Amendment 5 is not moved.

The remaining amendment is No. 2.

I call Mr. Ahrens to move his amendment
which is:

2. In paragraph 6 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out " elsewhere ".

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation).- Mr. President, the amendment
which I submitted does not make any material
change. I merely think that the word
" elsewhere " or, in French, " ailleurs ", might
allow it to be inferred that the NATO
countries' troops are employed practically all
over the world. We think that any redeploy-
ment should be reported. We should therefore
delete the word " elsewhere " or " ailleurs ". I
believe that the Rapporteur might agree to this,
since it in no way alters the material content of
the report.

The PRESIDENT.- Does anyone else wish to
speak?...

Mr. TANGHE (Belgium) (Translation).- I
agree.

The PRESIDENT.- I now put Amendment 2
to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Amendment 2 is agreed to.

The Assembly will vote now on the draft
recommendation in Document 836 as amended.

If there are no objections to it and no
abstentions, and if the Assembly agrees, we can
save the time required for a vote by roll-call.

Are there any objections?...

Are there any abstentions?...

I understand that there are three abstentions,
Mr. Bozzi, Mr. Valleix and Mr. Pignion.

Is that otherwise agreed?

If there is opposition, we must have a roll-
call. There is no alternative.

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

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was then taken\

There appears to be some difficulty in the
voting because some representatives have voted
who have not been notified as substitutes. It
appears that we do not have a quorum.
Therefore, under Rule 36 we must vote again
tomorrow.

6. Date, time and Orders of the Day of the next
Silting

The PRESIDENT.- I propose that the
Assembly hold its next public Sitting tomorrow
morning, Tuesday 3rd June, at l0 a.m. with the
following Orders of the Day:

l. Impact of the evolving situation in the
Near and Middle East on Western Euro-
pean security (Presentation of and Debate
on the Report of the General Aflairs
Committee, Document 844 and Amend-
ments).

2. The international situation and European
security (Presentation of and Debate on
the Report of the General Affairs Commit-
tee, Document 845).

3. Application of the Brussels Treaty - reply
to the twenty-fifth annual report of the
Council (Vote on the amended draft
Recommendation, Document 836).
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4. Address by Mr. Hurd, United Kingdom
Minister of State for Foreign and Com-
monwealth Affairs.

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.

(Tl:e Sittins was closed at 6.3'0 p.m.)
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THIRD SITTING

Tuesday, 3rd June 1980

Sutr,tt,teny

^.The 
Sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Mr. Reddemann, Vice-President of rhe Assembly, in the

Chair.

1. Adoption of the Minutes.

2. Attendance Register.

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

4. Changes in the membership of Committees.

5. Impact of the evolving situation in the Near and
Middle East on Western European security (Presen-
tation of and Debate on the Report of the General
Affarrs Committee, Doc.844 and Amendments)

Speakers: The President, Sir Frederic Bennett (Rappor-
leur), Mr. Vecchietti, Lord Reay, Mr. Mattick,
Mr. Jung, Mr. Beith, Mr. Deschamps.

6. Application of the Brussels Treaty - reply to the twenty-
fifth annual report of the Council (Vote on the amended
draft Recommendation, Doc. 836).

The PRESIDENT. - The Sitting is open.

l, Adoption of the Minutes

The PRESIDENT. - In accordance with Rule2l of the Rules of Procedure, the Minutes of
Proceedings of the previous Sitting have been
distributed.

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

2. Attendance Register

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

3. Election of three Yice-Presidents of the
Assembly

The PRESIDENT. - Yesterday rhe Assembly
was called upon to elect the six Vice-Presidents
of the Assembly. Three places were reserved
for France, Luxembourg and the Netherlands,
to be decided upon later.

7. Address by Mr. Hurd, Minister of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom.

Speakers: The President, Mr. Hurd (Mmister of State Ior
Forergn and Commonwealth Allatrs of the Uniled
Kingdom).

Replies by Mr. Hurd to questions put by' Mr. Bozzi,
Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Grant, Mr. Jager, Lord Reay, Mrs.
Knight, Mr. Pignion, Mr. Osborn.

8. Impact of the evolving situation in the Near and Middle
East on Western European security (Resumed Debate on
the Report of the General Afiairs Committee, Doc. 844
and Amendments).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Mtiller, Mr. Hardy,
Mr. Stoffelen, Mr. van den Beryh, Mr. Mommersteeg.

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

I have received the following candidatures, in
alphabetical order: Mr. Cornelissen (Nether-
lands), Mr. Mart (Luxembourg) and Mr. Valleix
(France).

Is the Assembly unanimous in approving
these candidatures?...

I therefore declare them elected as Vice-
Presidents of the Assembly of Western Euro-
pean union.

I recall that all the Vice-Presidents have been
elected by acclamation. The order of prece-
dence is in this case determined by age.

The Bureau of the Assembly is now
composed of the followirtg: President: Mr.
Mulley; Vice-Presidents: Mr. Tanghe, Mr.
Talamona, Mr. Mart, Mr. Valleix, Mr. Redde-
mann and Mr. Cornelissen.

4. Changes in the membership of Committees

The PRESIDENT. - The Italian Delegation
has proposed the following changes in the
membership of Committees: Mr. Maravalle as
titular member of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments in place of Mr.
Labriola; Mr. Maravalle as an alternate member
of the Committee on Scientific, Technological
and Aerospace Questions in place of Mr.
Labriola.

Are there are any objections?...

The nominations are agreed to.l. See page 29.

92



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES THIRD SITTING

5. Impact of the evolving situation in the Near
and Middle East on Western European security

(Presentation ol and Debate on the Report of the General

Alfairs Committee, Doc. E44 and Amendments)

The PRESIDENT. - The next Order of the
Day is the presentation of and debate on the
report of the General Affairs Committee on the
impact of the evoltuation in the Near
and Middle East on Western European security,
Document 844 and Amendments.

I call Sir Frederic Bennett, Rapporteur of the
Committee.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
I should like first to indicate that, owing to the
confidence of my colleagues, I have just been
elected Chairman of the General Affairs
Committee, responsible for this report. It will
be a little difficult for me, having been Rappor-
teur of the Committee, to function effectively
during the course of the ensuing debate if I am
trying to do both things at the same time. As
Mrs. von Bothmer was Chairman of the Com-
mittee when the report was conducted through
the Committee, I hope you will agree, Mr.
President, that she may remain as a de facto or
de jure Chairman - I note that she is not yet in
her place - in order to give me a little
assistance. I think it is right that the Assembly
should hear from the former Chairman, who is
reflecting the views of the Committee as a
whole, and not just from the Rapporteur, who
had a particular point of view when he wrote
the report.

It seems only yesterday that I stood at this
rostrum to talk about a paper with a title very
similar to the present one, although not so large
in scope. When I came to prepare my notes
for my introduction this morning, I came to the
melancholy conclusion that, with very few
exceptions, nothing has changed since I
addressed you on this general subject last
December, except for the worse. It is, there-
fore, not a particularly pleasant task that I have
to fulf,rl.

The fears that I, as Rapporteur, the Chair-
man and members of the Committee and
members of the Assembly as a whole expressed
about a worsening situation have, with one or
two small exceptions, regrettably become true
and are becoming more true with every week or
month that passes.

It is a melancholy scenario that I have to put
before you. In the first place, I think it is right
to say that most of us last December would
have hoped that by the time we met in June at
least the American hostage question would
have been resolved. It would have been a very

pessimistic person who really believed last
December that the hostages would not only still
be in Iran but would be in a worse position,
being dispersed around the country with even
more difficult consequences as regards obtaining
their collective release.

Yet it remains something which we must
re-emphasise today that we should not in this
Assembly regard this as simply a matter of
argument on the basis that this is a matter
between the United States of America and
Iran. As long as this situation continues, it has
grave international consequerlces in that there
has been a gross breach of historic convention
and understanding about the treatment of diplo-
mats in one another's countries and the breach
remains. There is an old saying:

" Never send to know for whom the bell tolls;
it tolls for thee. "

I should be less than fair if I did not think that
if this situation continues unresolved it will be
followed by other breaches of international law
of very grave consequence indeed to all of
us. We have already seen some of them in my
own country which were resolved only with
great diffrculty.

It is a very serious matter indeed and one
that stands in the way of building conltdence
and peace between nations when their diploma-
tic representatives are subjeoted to threats and
stresses of this sort in the conduct of their
work. Therefore, I make po apology at all
today for making these remapks in the forefront
of my speech, because the lorrger this continues
the more dangerous the whole process of peace-
building and bridge-buildingl between countries
becomes.

More dramatic than this cdntinuing miserable
situation about the hostages is the fact that of
course, when I last addressed you in December,
the military aggression against Afghanistan had
not taken place. At that time, what we were
considering was only thq fact that there
appeared to be under way another example of
creeping political subversion which is a
feature of the Soviet Unionls policies - to take
over another country. But I do not think that
many of us at the beginnirlg of last December
really contemplated a massive military invasion
against a country which had not previously
been in any way part of thd Brezhnev doctrine
or part of the so-called Yalta spheres of allo-
cated interests.

What is so dangerous about this is that there
appears little or no prospect, unless we want to
indulge in flights of fancy, in thinking that
there is any early possibiliqy, or even medium-
term possibility, of getting the Soviet Union to
take its forces out of Afghanistan. This, in my
submission, is for two reasdns. The first is that
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once the Soviet Union voluntarily relinquishes
its military hold on another country, this would
obviously carry with it the seeds of a further
break-up of the present Soviet empire among
the other increasingly restive peoples over
whom the Kremlin rules at the present time.
Secondly, why I myself can see no early
likelihood of the Soviet Union withdrawing its
forces, whether in favour of a neutralist non-
aligned nation or anything else, is that because
of what has happened in Afghanistan - and I
had the opportunity only during the last few
days of meeting some of the Afghans who have
escaped - the Afghan puppet government that
was left behind would not last five min-
utes. There is not the slightest doubt that so
far, because of the brutality of the invasion and
the continuing brutality of the occupation, any
Afghan politician or leader who tried to remain
in office after the Soviet forces had withdrawn
would literally not last five minutes before
there was a revolution and total destruction of
that government.

Therefore, I can only be pessimistic about the
early chances of a Soviet military withdrawal
from Afghanistan, although, of course, we must
continue our best efforts. It seems to me - and
I have tried to draw this out in my report - that
the limited best we can do in the circumstances
to which I have referred is to ensure that the
Soviet Union knows that it really cannot hope
to repeat this kind of adventure without much
more grave consequences.

Although people say that historic parallels
are not always correct, some of us at least have
been saying that if Hitler and Germany before
the war had learned much earlier the tull
disquiet that their expansionist eflorts were
causing, we might have been able to avoid the
last conflict. We shall never know that,
because that is in the realm of.hypothesis.

Certainly there has been a healthy awareness
of the threat that faces us. There is no doubt
that the Soviet Union has learnt, I believe to its
surprise and shock, the full extent of the indig-
nation among not just western or allied coun-
tries but of many third world countries as
well. They must know now at least that if
they proceed further on their path of
expansionism by military means, or military
threat, they are increasingly going to come up
against resistance not just from a group of
western nations but from the world as a whole.
That at least is a bonus on our side. In the
same context, Pakistan itself, which I have had
the privilege of visiting since I last addressed
this Assembly in December and since the inva-
sion of Afghanistan, is now in a peculiarly
difficult and delicate and exposed position and
is now right in the front line.

Because of constraint of time, I want to
venture into only three small points. First of
all, the tension has been increased directly, so
far as Pakistan's precarious position is
concerned, because of its alliance and friend-
ship on the one hand with China. Therefore,
we have another frontier on which there is a
potential confrontation not only between
Pakistan and the Soviet Union but between
Pakistan, linked with China, and the Soviet
Union in occupation of Afghanistan. I do not
need to spell out the potential dangers of that
situation.

The second unhappy aspect that I found
when I went to Pakistan is that there is a great
deal of subversion, and attempted subversion,
and training in so-called educational establish-
ments outside Pakistan of the Baluchis, who
have never found a particularly happy perma-
nent home within Pakistan under any govern-
ment there. This is not because of any
particular faults of any government there but
because the Baluchis themselves are, like the
Kurds, people who are spread out not in one
country but in two or three countries.

It is dangerous to have a potentially dis-
satisfied group of people, some of whom are in
Pakistan, some in Iran, some in Oman and
some in Afghanistan, grouped together in a
situation in which the opportunities of exploi-
tation and disquiet are great.

Perhaps the most dangerous situation of all is
one to which the press has, unhappily, paid
little attention. Pakistan is having to cope as a
single country with the biggest invasion of
refugees the world has ever seen - far more
than have gone into any country as a result of
the troubles in South-East Asia. About the
same number have left, but it is Pakistan alone
that is having to cope with a situation that is
not only very expensive economically but poli-
tically very dangerous. The Afghan refugees
are not refugees of the kind that we historically
associate with that word. They are desperately
looking not for a home elsewhere but for the
opportunity to return and continue the battle
against those who expelled them from their
homes and took over their country.

I have seen many unhappy refugees in my
life. For the most part they have expressed the
wish for food, comfort and sanctuary. If one
goes to the borders of Afghanistan, as I have,
up into the tribal areas and down into Pakistan,
one finds that it is arms and equipment to go
on with the fight that are requested of any
visitor from the outside world. The explosive
possibilities do not need underlining.

I have not touched on every part of my
report, but other speakers may do so. For
example, I have not touched on the position in

94



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES THIRD SITTING

Sir Frederic Bennett (continued)

Turkey, where the dangers are also great but
where, happily, there is understanding by the
western allies. There is a tribute in the report to
West Germany. Things are a little better in
Turkey. They are a good deal better in Oman.
But I should be here far too long if I dealt
with each country that is covered in my report.

Therefore, I end with a brief but essential
reference to the chief subject under discussion
last December - the continuing Arab-Israeli
dispute. Here again, the position is worsening.
It is worse than when I addressed the Assembly
on the last occasion. Not only is it worsening,
but new, dangerous tensions are being created
in that part of the world, because, as many of
us expected, the Camp David peace process did
not achieve any contribution towards dealing
with the autonomy question by 26th May.
Tensions that are now arising there could
lead to serious developments which could affect
not only the peace of the world but, very mate-
rially, essential European and other western
interests during the months ahead unless some-
thing is done to take the steam out of the situa-
tion.

I am aware that, for a variety of reasons that
I do not need to spell out, the United States

President does not wish any European initiative
such as I have outlined, or any other, to take
place. But I am addressing a European
Assembly, and my first responsibilities must be
to my own country and to Europe as a whole.

Although we fully understand the feelings
and attitude of the American Government, the
position has become worse since the resignation
of Ur. Cyrus Vance. The change there has not
helped in the search for a reinforced European
solution, or at least a European initiative,
which I have put forward and which has been
put forward by a number of European -leaders,
not least President Giscard d'Estaing of France
and my own Foreign Minister. It is for the
Americans to make up their minds how they
think their essential irtterests are best pro-
tected. I cannot abrogate the essential interests
of the people in my own country and through-
out W-estern Europe that I represent in this
Assembly.

There are those who ask me what good I
think a European initiative would achieve. I
do not know. I wish that I could look into the
crystal ball. But I'know that Camp David has

done nothing to achieve a solution or a

lessening of the tensions, except in the context
of Egypt - and even there the most recent
developments have not been helpful. We
cannot sit back and wait for the result of the
American elections before launching an initia-
tive to try to lessen the tensions that are

building up in that part of the world. If it
achieved nothing else, we could buy a certain
amount of time for reason to prevail and for
there to be a change of attitude in Israel
through changes within the government.
Tlicre have been two resignatioqs of prominent
Israelis, great patriots, in the persons of General
Dayan and, more recently, Mr. Weizman. It
is not only this Assembly that is gravely
anxious about development$ and about deve-
loping attitudes.

With an initiative, we should give heart to
those forces of moderation within the Arab
world whose positions are becoming increas-
ingly precarious when they see no develop-
ments that will assuage the desires of the Pales-
tinians, now spread throughout Arabia. If we
could at least show the Palestinians and the
moderate Arab leaders that we were prepared
to try to play our part in reaching a compro-
mise solution that recognised the undoubted
integrity of Israel and the undoubted and equal
right of the Palestinians to a homeland of their
own, I believe that this Assembly would have
served a useful purpose. But if we were to
reject the idea of a European initiative I am as

confident as I have ever been on any political
issue in my life that we should live to rue the
day when we encouraged the extremists in that
part of the world, who would then be able
to tell those all too ready to listen " We have
tried the ways of peace and diplomacy. We
have tried political contacts. They have all
failed. Even Europe will do nothing to try
to help. " The consequences of those extre-
mist forces gaining strength ipr that part of the
world would be a source of delight in only
one place - in Moscow. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. Thank You, Sir
Frederic.

I now open the debate.

I have twenty-four names on the list of
speakers and I begin by calling Mr. Vecchietti.

Mr. VECCHIETTI (Italy) (Translation).- Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlqmen, it seems to
me that Sir Frederic Bennett's report and the
draft recommendation to the Council on the
impact of the situation in the Near and Middle
East on European security do not correspond
with the aims of this Assembly which cannot
contemplate European security by concentra-
ting on armaments policy instead of peace

policy. Both documents reflect the concept of
ddtente advanced by President Carter in his
recent Philadelphia speech, rather than the
present average view of the countries of
Western Europe.

May I elaborate? President Carter's decla-
ration that d6tente must be based on deter-
rence, on military superiority and on recogni-
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tion of the United States' global interests has
produced the obvious riposte from the
Soviet Union to the effect that if this
American policy were put into effect it
could only lead to a general anns race
and to increased international tension. This is
precisely what Europe is seeking to avoid or at
least this is the line taken by most Western
European governments.

Indeed, France and the Federal Republic of
Germany are claiming the right to make inde-
pendent European peace overtures precisely
because the United States is paralysed by the
prospect of the forthcoming election and by the
present policy of President Carter who is deter-
mined to negotiate with the Soviet Union from
a position of strength only.

Now, Sir Frederic Bennett's report and the
draft recommendation tabled for discussion aim
at establishing positions of strength in Europe
also and then negotiating worldwide for a
return to the policy of peaceful coexistence.
The Rapporteur argues that European security
is gravely threatened by Soviet expansionism in
two directions - towards Western Europe and
the Middle East - in a drive to gain control of
the oil routes. He maintains that this
imminent danger can only be averted by
strengthening Western Europe's armaments also
and by the active participation of the European
countries in the defence of the Near and Middle
East.

If I have understood correctly, all this is to be
achieved by strengthening NATO in Europe
and by extending the military commitments of
the NATO countries in the Near and Middle
East. It would appear to me that the documents
now before us are based on the conviction that
European security and world peace can only be
saved by the massive rearmament of the West.
In my view, however, security must be sought
through persistent efforts to establish a military
balance at the lowest level of armaments,
towards which we in fact seemed to be moving
before Afghanistan and the Iranian crisis.
Consequently, the aim now should not be an
arms race but the solution of the Afghan and
Iranian issues, by the restoration of respect for
international law, the independence of Afghan-
istan and security in the Middle East.

I shall not go into the merits of Soviet policy
here or argue whether it is dictated by expan-
sionist aims or by the conviction that a policy
of encirclement of the USSR is gaining the
upper hand in the West, as the Russians claim,
pointing in particular to the newly-established
relations between the United States and
China. We Italian communists have con-
demned the Soviet intervention of Afghanistan

primarily on grounds of principle but also
because of the damage it was bound to cause to
world peace and d6tente. And we did so
regardless of any view we might have as to
whether the USSR had acted in this way for
expansionist or defensive reasons. But is it
possible to maintain seriously, as do the
documents now before us, that the world is now
faced by the threat of the absorption, directly or
indirectly, of the whole Near and Middle East
into the Soviet Union's political and military
orbit and by the threat of Soviet expansion
directed against Western Europe? Above all,
this view is not seriously shared by most
European governments, and certainly not in the
axiomatic form contained in the report.

At this moment, various moves and sugges-
tions are being put together for a political
solution of at least the most acute crises, caused
by the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan and
the taking of American hostages in Iran.
Soundings and proposals have come not only
from France and Germany but also from
Algeria, India and now the Islamic countries
themselves. Messages to Washington and
Europe are coming out of Moscow and
Warsaw. It is not our duty to assume that only
the worst can happen. On the contrary, w€
should support these moves, emphasise how
important they can be for the maintenance of
peace and call on the governments of Europe to
test the real intentions behind the messages
coming from Moscow.

One final comment. On the Palestinian
question and the subject of peace in that vital
area of the Middle East, the proposals tabled
quite rightly recognise the existence of the PLO,
the right of the Palestinians to self-
determination and the essential condition that
peace in the Middle East must guarantee the
security and territorial integrity of all countries,
including the state of Israel. But, in my view,
no European peace moves in the Middle East
can have any reasonable prospect of success by
way of a conference designed to impose a line
of conduct on the United Nations from outside,
as proposed in the documents. The Geneva
Conference was still-born because it made a
Soviet-American agreement the main condition
for a Middle East agreement and this was pre-
cisely what was lacking. The Camp David
agreements have reached a dead end because
they were based on the mistaken assumption
that Israeli-Egyptian agreement, under the
leadership of the United States, would create a
de facto situation which would sooner or later
be accepted by the other Arab countries and
would therefore be grudgingly swallowed by the
Palestinians themselves.

The proposal now before us is for an
approach lacking the universal character
required to reconcile the divergent views and
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interests which, in the Middle East, separate the
United States from the Soviet Union, the
United States from the countries of Western
Europe, Israel from the PLO and the Arab
countries, and the Arab countries from each
other. Israel at present rejects any just and
stable settlement in the Middle East and will
only be able to accept if its traditional allies,
headed by the United States, use the necessary
means to bring it about. In its present
domestic situation, the United States will only
be able to influence Israel to accept a fair
settlement if it really wants to do so and if it
can overcome its own internal opposition
and Israel's hostility to the authority of the
United Nations.

Finally, it seems to me that the United
Nations is the most appropriate place and offers
the best means of resolving the long-standing
problem of the recognition of Israel by the
PLO and of the recognition by Israel of the
Palestinian's right to self-determination.

Many steps towards a just and peaceful
solution of the Middle East question have been
taken by major Arab countries and by the PLO
itself. The succession of crises triggered
off within his own government by Begin's
intransigence, and the resumption by the Israeli
Labour Party of positions of undoubted interest
show that in Israel there are now not merely
heart-searchings but also signs of signilicant
political changes. In my view, we should be
encouraging these new tendencies emerging
from both sides by the most suitable means and
wherever is most appropriate.

The PRESIDENT. - I call Lord Reay.

Lord REAY (United Kingdom). - I support
the recommendation that is before us. I should
also like to congratulate the Rapporteur on the
report, in which he has drawn on his thorough
study and great experience of the region to
produce a masterly analysis of its political
problems and their most complex international
ramifications.

I particularly agree with paragraph 3 of the
recommendation. No western country should
contemplate acceptance of the fait accompli of
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan. Indeed, the
West should not accept anything less than a
return to the situation which existed prior to
Soviet intervention and should talk only in
terms of such a return. The Soviet Union may
brush aside, or seek to weaken, such demands
today. That does not mean, if we do not allow
this demand to be weakened, that they will
brush it aside indeflrnitely.

The title of the report is "Impact of the
evolving situation in the Near and Middle East

on Western European security ". Nothing
demonstrates better this characteristic of the
situation to evolve than the threat by President
Carter on Sunday to use the United States veto
if European countries seek to introduce a
resolution in the United Na.tions designed to
supplement Resolution 242. This prompts two
questions. How should European governments
react to this warning, and how should we react
to it in our resolution?

So far as we are concerned, I think that it
would be wrong to expect us to alter a recom-
mendation which it has taken our Committee
several months to compose in order to take
account of remarks made only forty-eight hours
earlier by one of the major parties. We do not
have that degree of flexibility. We are not
ourselves conducting diplomacy. Therefore, I
suggest that we should keep that part of the
recommendation which calls for a new
European initiative and urges a review or a
supplement to Resolution 242 by the Security
Council. In any case, we set no time limit.
Our recommendation does not exclude the
possibility of the postponement of the consi-
deration of this question by the Security
Council until next year, if the governments
concerned so decide.

As for the European governments, they will
have to consider the matter carefully. It may
be that they could state their own collective
view that Resolution 242 neads to be supple-
mented to take account of the political rights of
the Palestinians and that thgy could develop
further their policy of recognlsing the need for
the PLO to be brought into the peace process
without forcing the issue, at this stage, in the
United Nations. If they adopt this course, as
they do so they could bear in mind that the
Palestinian leadership and its moderate sup-
porters are just as aware as anybody else of the
restraints which the presidential election
imposes this year on United States policy.
This may incline moderate Palestinians and
moderate Arab states to be self-restrained until
that election is over. Of course, if there is no
activity for the rest of this ye4r, it will certainly
build up a serious pressure of expectation on
the next United States presidency. But it may
be wiser for Europe to sperld the rest of this
year in preparing the ground for an initiative to
be taken next year either by European govern-
ments or by the United States itself rather than
forcing the issue in the United Nations at this
time.

In Committee, anxiety was expressed that our
recommendation might induce in Israel a sense
of desperation. To that I would say that if
our policies envisaged for one moment the
possibility of Israel's destruction, such a fear
would be justified. But at present it is not
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Israel but the Palestinians who have a right to
feel desperate at the march, or perhaps I should
say the marking time, of history. Resolution
242 provided for the restoration of occupied
Arab territory which, thirteen years later,
remains in Israeli hands. By its policy of
settling those lands, the Israeli Government
gives the impression to some that it never
intends to return them. With Jerusalem it has
behaved in the same way with the law which
has recently passed through the Knesset. On
the West Bank, to stifle unrest, the Israeli
Government finds itself forced into repression.

Under these provocations, it seems to me that
it is the Palestinians who are being driven to
desperation. Let us all hope that their
patience will last a little longer. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - I thank Lord Reav.

I call Mr. Mattick.

Mr. MATTICK (Federal Republic of Ger-
manv) (Translation). - When, on a day like
this, we cast our minds back and ask ourselves:
"What has happened? " we find time and again
that in politics there are many individuals and
many groups who, in the light of their own
standard of living, believe that time is a great
healer, and who think that if they take their
time much will gradually be forgotten. I
should like to refute this idea, because the
argument that in politics time will or can heal
everything is wrong. Even steel begins to rust.
and wounds begin to fester. And then there
comes a point when action is too late, no
matter what one tries. I am thinking in this
connection of Turkey, Greece and Cyprus. We
talked about these countries here years ago. I
am also thinking of Israel and Palestine..

Please forgive me if I now say something
further on this subject. I am thinking of
1914. The Kaiser called and everyone, yes,
everyone came. I remember a scene I
witnessed when I was six years old. In that
July of 1914, families were receiving call-up
papers. Fathers - those of the younger gene-
ration too - went gladly off to the front, ready
to save the Reich for the Kaiser, believing that
" it would all be over by Christmas ". But
when Christmas l9l8 came it really was all
over. It was the worst catastrophe ever experi-
enced by my generation.

After 1918, we, the younger generation,
entered the political struggle with the slogan:
" No more war! " We did not understand
what had happened in our own country. Until
in 1933 the internal peace of the German Reich
of the day was shattered.

Then, Ladies and Gentlemen, came the next
development, and I should like to remind

you of that too. In 1936, as a young man in
Berlin together with a few friends, I stood with
clenched teeth near the Brandenburger Tor
when those taking part in the Olympic Games
came to Berlin and marched past in front of
Hitler. On that occasion it could be said:
Hitler called and everyone. yes, everyone
came. Anyone who experienced this knows
how it is possible to play politics even with the
Olympic Games. When the Olympic Games
were being held in 1936, Hitler had long been
pressing on with rearmament at top speed. I
still remember how the Labour Party said at
that time in the House of Commons " We are
disarming, even if Hitler rearms ". We saw
many mistakes made at that time.

A writer, Emil Ludwig, who after l9l8
concerned himself a great deal with the war,
wrote a book called " l9l4 ". In it he says
that it would not have required the skill of a
Bismarck to avoid the most stupid of all wars
meaning the world war of l9l4-18. The
second world war was not avoided either.

When we look at what happened then, it
seems to me that we must, during our dis-
cussions here today, yesterday and tomorrow,
really ask ourselves what they are achieving,
and what we are doing not only to make others
aware of what we realise here but also to make
political action possible.

I have the impression that, while the events
in Afghanistan did in lact cause feeling to run
very high, many people here in Europe still
have the idea, deep down, that it is after all
rather a long way away.

The question the world is asking today is not:
" What is Europe's position? " but - if there is
talk of Europe and it is recognised that Europe
means something today - people ask: " What is
Europe doing? ".

I can see in this room a number of colleagues
who were also in Brussels three weeks
ago. The conference on security and co-
operation in Europe was meeting there. At
that meeting, after Afghanistan, the Soviet
Union and the eastern bloc were pretty much
under fire. But they came, and we argued with
them. We managed to adopt unanimously
resolutions which were accepted even by the
communists of all nations. But we are making
nothing of it. I have hardly found one line in
the press about the actual significance ol this
CSCE meeting after Afghanistan. This confe-
rence, held three weeks ago in Brussels. made it
somewhat clearer that movements have in fact
developed within the eastern bloc which wish
to avoid a break or hostile clashes. and that the
governments and political authorities of the
individual eastern bloc countries are endea-
vouring to ease the pressure, trying to develop

98



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES THIRD SITTING

M r. Mattick (continued)

other forms. This development - as we saw
three weeks ago in Brussels - has led to the
adoption of resolutions. If parliamentarians
will take advantage of these decisions in their
efforts to deal with communists and reaction-
aries in their own countries, then more was
achieved in Brussels than most people realise, if
they care about it at all.

I ask, " What is Europe doing? " meaning by
this that we cannot behave here as if we are
taking care of Europe but merely mourning for
the world. We must know what we can do for
the world.

Let me give an example. We are in a
difficult position when we look at the relation-
ship between Turkey and Greece and at the
Cyprus problem. If we do not offer Turkey
every possible assistance, that country will,
given its internal situation, drop out of the
Alliance. We are acting this way while
knowing that Turkey has not in fact behaved
properly in Cyprus. It is time the problems
connected with Cyprus were tackled. The
breakdown of the coalition between Kyprianou
and the communists has now reached a stage
where it is creating grave dangers as regards
developments in Cyprus.

I have already overstepped my time - please
excuse me. I would just like to add one final
remark.

We must turn the question " What is Europe
doing? " into a great discussion, a great
debate. We must appeal to the powers
involved in the places where a conflagration
can occur at any moment and we must say to
them: " It is time for the opposing sides to meet
each other part way ". Wherever it may be -
in Ankara, Athens, Cyprus, Israel or Egypt - it
is time to come together in the realisation that
time does not heal wounds, but that time can
be squandered. And if it is thought that things
will sort themselves out, that can lead to
disaster. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you Mr. Mattick.

I call Mr. Jung.

Mr. JUNG (France) (Translation). - Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I would first
like to congratulate the Rapporteur on his very
lucid and objective analysis of the situation in
that area and tell him how fully I agree with
the section describing the grip which Russian
imperialism has taken on one part of the world.

I also share his conviction that the Middle
East problem can be solved only by an
agreement between Israel and the Arab
countries.

But I must also say that I cannot concur with
our Rapporteur's proposal in paragraph 7 of his
recommendation.

Mr. Rapporteur, you who are a statesman,
try for a few minutes to. put yourself in the
shoes of the Prime Minister of lsrael. Would
you have any hope of finding a solution, with
the PLO as your partner, as long as the basic
issue of the destruction of Israel has not been
settled? Do you see any possibility of
accepting, in any form whatever, a group which
still allows the murder of children, which
regards placing bombs in a market or on
planes as an heroic action? Do you think
that is the way to find a preliminary
basis for talks and peaceful settlements?

It is precisely the mission of our Assembly to
try to find such a basis and to show the Pales-
tinian people, for whom I personally have great
sympathy, that that is the way to find solutions.

I also think, Mr. Rapporteur, that we are
adopting rather dangerous positions here
concerning Resolution 242 of the Security
Council. We have very little time, since the
deadline is 26th May, but I would point out
that even in Europe some negotiations lasted
ten or twelve years. Take for example the
entry of your country, Mr. Rapporteur, into the
Common Market, which took nearly ten years
and was even then perhaps premature.

I am convinced that the avdnues mapped out
at Camp David must be left open if a solution
is to be found. For in the final analysis the
Camp David agreements recognised the legiti-
mate rights of the Palestinilans, giving them
autonomy for a five-year tnansitional period.
So let us not throw the whole of this
process out of gear.

Ladies and Gentlemen, keehly aware as I am
of world developments and the dangers facing
Europe, I ask myself whether we are not in the
process ofcreating a very odd situation, because
I cannot forget that, despite everything, the
PLO will take its orders from Moscow. Do
you not think we will be creating a situation
which will allow USSR troops to establish
themselves on the other border of the oil-
fields? And that oil is vital for Europe.

I am quite sure, Mr. Rapporteur, that you do
not wish at any point to confirm Mr.
Brezhnev's statement in Prague in 1973 to the
eflect that he hoped by 1985 to have achieved
all his objectives so that Western Europe would
be under his thumb.

We must be fully aware of all these consider-
ations before taking the decision proposed in
this report. I share your hope of finding a
solution, but I also share your view that a
President of the United States should not be
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able to present an ultimatum to the countries of
Europe.

We must move very cautiously and in full
awareness of our responsibilities, we Europeans
in particular, who are always talking of human
rights and how to combat terrorism. (Applause)

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

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr.
Jung. I must draw the attention of the Assem-
bly to the fact that the list of speakers in this
debate has already reached twenty-five, and
practically every speaker so far has had ten
minutes. It is a matter of arithmetic to see that
we shall be in grave difficulty in keeping to our
agenda. I must ask, first, that speakers keep
within their time-limit and, if at all possible,
reduce their ten minutes to, say, six or seven
minutes. Secondly, the list for this debate will
be closed in another fifteen minutes, at
ll.l5. I do not think we can go on as yester-
day with people coming in right up to the last
minute adding their name to a list which is
already twenty-five speakers long.

The next speaker is Mr. Beith.

Mr. BEITH (United Kingdom). - Mr. Presi-
dent, may I first say what a pleasure it is to see
you restored to full health and occupying the
President's chair in this Assembly for what I
hope will be a fruitful period of presidency.
(Applause)

I support in general terms both this report
and Mr. Vohrer's report, which is now to be
debated separately. I am too young to have
any detailed memory of the Berlin airlift and
anything more than a fleeting memory of the
building of the Berlin wall. The Soviet repres-
sion in Hungary and Czechoslovakia fall well
within my remembered consciousness, but a
generation is growing up which does not
remember any of those things.

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan has
reminded that generation and shown them what
Soviet imperialism is like in practice. The
Soviet Union may not realise what damage they
have done to their interests in the free world by
the action they have taken. The damage that
they may have done should not blind us to the
advantages they have gained by the use of
military force. I share many of the reser-
vations and fears which the Rapporteur has
expressed about what their next adventure will
be and about their desire to neutralise - or, to
use that rather unfortunate word, " Finlan-
dise " - as many countries in the free world as
possible. One can sense in some of the reac-
tions of India to the Soviet invasion of

Afghanistan a dangerous move in the direction
of that emasculation of all serious views on
foreign policy which is a Soviet objective for
the free world.

They are dangers of fermenting insurrection
which make relations between Western Europe
and the Moslem world so important. Those
relations that we so much want to improve
between the western world and the Moslem
states are made very difficult by two things at
the moment. The first is what is happening in
Iran, and particularly the continued holding of
diplomatic hostages, which needs to be recog-
nised more widely, not least by Moslem states,
as a denial of the freedom on which we all
depend and from the removal of which we
would all suffer; the continued holding of the
hostages under the control of students whose
attention to their studies must now have been
seriously neglected and who are in reality very
much the creatures of extremism with external
influences upon it. The continued holding of
hostages under the control of these so-called
students makes the Iranian r6gime look totally
unable to exert any authority at all and makes
it appear dangerously subject to influences
which have nothing whatever to dci with the
Islamic revolution. If the Iranian r6gime wants
to establish some credibility in the world, it
must bring an end to this intolerable situation.

The other key and much longer-term flactor
which is inhibiting western relations with the
Moslem world is the Arab-lsraeli conflict. The
longer it remains. unresolved, the more we will
encourage vicarious Soviet activity in the
Middle East and the more we make the Pales-
tinian leadership beholden to the Soviet Union
- and Finlandisation is something that has
already clearly happened to the PLO. It is
obvious in the PLO's attitude to Soviet activity
elsewhere, such as Afghanistan, that their
foreign policy is very much influenced by their
increasing feeling of dependence upon the
Soviet Union.

I am worried by the implied acceptance in
the preamble to the recommendation of the
principle that the Palestine Liberation Organi-
sation might be the sole representative of the
Palestinian people by reference to the fact that
Arab states took that view some time ago.
Their involvement is crucial. They are a
significant element in the power struggle of the
Middle East, but I will never accept that they
should be regarded as the sole representatives of
the Palestinian people, and many Palestinians
would not accept it either.

Another point o_n which I disagree with the
Rapporteur's emphasis both in this report and
previously is over the Camp David agree-
ment. It is wrong for us in any way to deni-
grate the progress, limited though it is, which
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the Camp David agreement represents, not least
because President Sadat and the Egyptian
people deserve our support for the stand they
have taken. What Israel and the United
States must recognise is that Camp David itself
cannot be left half-finished and that progress
must be made on the Palestinian issue.

Under present leadership, Israel is the despair
of her friends with her settlement policies,
harassment of legitimate Palestinian leaders, her
attitude to the territories which Israel occupies
and her refusal to continue the Camp David
process. Israel really delivers weapons to all of
her enemies. Those of us who stand firm by
Israel's right to a secure future find our task of
advocacy made ever more diflicult by the
policies of the present Israeli Government.

Moreover, the United States and President
Carter himself ask too much of their allies if
they expect Western Europe not to develop
policies on this issue. We in Europe may
judge that a European initiative could be better
timed in order to assure that a Washington
administration might be a little freer to support
it when political uncertainties press less heavily
on the American President. But we cannot
wait indefinitely in Europe, because we see this
Middle East situation at much closer quar-
ters. We cannot allow our security indefinitely
to be threatened by the absence of peace and
stability in the Middle East. The development
of European policies to deal with these matters
is essential, and the Americans and Israelis will
have to recognise that that, too, is a factor in
the fight to secure stability in that part of the
world. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - I now call Mr. Des-
champs.

Mr. DESCHAMPS (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the Near
and Middle East are the scene of major tensions
for which a political solution must be found,
for the sake of the peoples involved and of
world peace.

The only possible way of putting an end to
these tensions is by respecting the peoples' right
to self-determination.

Far from being guided in its actions by the
teachings of history, American imperialism is

on the contrary endeavouring to destabilise the
democratic r6gimes in this part of the world
and to oppose the peoples' legitimate and
unquenchable desire for independence.

The deplorable and dangerous American
military operation against Iran, whose people
are taking action to establish their sovereignty,
is an illustration of this, as is also the admission

made a few days ago by a senior oflicial of the
State Department, the Assistant of Secretary of
State Muskie, who said in connection with
Afghanistan: " We are still trying to help them
... " - he meant the rebels opetrating in Afghan-
istan - " ... by every means at our disposal. "

The terrible bloodbath in South Korea, the
support given to repression and political
murders in Turkey, the only puropean country
where the communist party is still banned, the
build-up of American forces in the Indian
Ocean and in particular of the giant base at
Diego Garcia, together with the support given
to Israel in its expansionist policy, all bear
witness, to quote examples rfrom this region
alone, to the aggressiveness of imperialism in a
world situation marked by the advance of the
peoples and the growth of the forces of peace,
which are now capable of preventing the out-
break of another world war.

But, as Sir Frederic Bennett's report and the
draft recommendation singlo them out for
mention, allow me to dwell for a moment on
two sets of problems: those concerning Afghan-
istan and those raised by thre failure of the
Camp David agreements.

With regard to Afghanistan, we have already
had occasion to state that the peoples' right to
self-determination naturally includes that of
calling upon their allies if they consider it
necessary. This is what Aflhanistan did by
calting for the help of the Soviet Union against
threats and attacks instigated and encouraged
from outside.

Today a political solutioln is possible, but
account must be taken of the proposals made
by the Afghan Government. For, on l4th May
that government issued a declaration which
reflecis a genuine determination to eliminate,
by negotiation, the sources of friction, espe-
cially with Pakistan.

The Kabul Government prpposed to Tehran
and Islamabad that bilateral agreements should
be worked out on the basis " of good neigh-
bourliness and non-interference in internal
affairs " and " concrete commitments prohi-
biting armed activities and all hostile acts "
against each other.

The Afghan Government calls upon all its
nationals who are temporarify, for one reason
or another, on the territory of Pakistan or in
other neighbouring countries, to return to their
homeland, where they will come under the
terms of the amnesty declared on lst January
I 980.

Lastly, the statement calls for political
guarantees, to be given in particular by the
Soviet Union and the United States.
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The Afghan Government states: " The
question of the withdrawal of the limited Soviet
military contingent from the territory of
Afghanistan must be resolved within the
context of the political settlement. The
guaranteed cessation and non-renewal of armed
aggression and all other forms of interference in
the internal affairs of Afghanistan will eliminate
the causes which led Afghanistan to ask for the
sending ofthis contingent. "

Those who genuinely want a peaceful poli-
tical settlement of these problems cannot dis-
regard - or pretend to be unaware of - these
proposals. As my friend Georges Marchais
said on 29th May: " With such a political
settlement it would be possible to envisage the
withdrawal of the Soviet troops and to establish
lasting peace in this part of the world. "

With regard to what the draft recommen-
dation calls the Arab-lsraeli dispute, the issue is
in fact the need to recognise the Palestinian
people's right to independence, including the
right to form an independent state, which was
incidentally acknowledged by the United
Nations as far back as 1947.

Instead, the Camp David agreement, which
was a separate United States-Egyptian-lsraeli
attempt at reaching a settlement, far from
paving the way for a settlement on that basis,
merely encouraged the expansionism of Mr.
Begin's Government.

The Israeli-occupied West Bank of the Jordan
is offering increasingly determined resistance to
this occupation, a legitimate resistance, as a
sacred duty, by a people whose sovereignty is
being flouted.

Far from changing its attitude, the Govern-
ment of Israel is stepping up repression on an
unprecedented scale. Mayors and religious
leaders are being expelled. Palestinians are
being imprisoned, tortured and killed, and this
morning's press tells us that the extremist
Israeli organisations' professional killers struck
again three times on Monday morning. Bombs
were placed in the cars of the mayors of the
West Bank towns of Nablus and Ramallah.
They exploded as these men were getting into
their cars. The mayor of Nablus, Mr. Bassam
Shaka, was taken to hospital and had to have
both legs amputated. The mayor of Ramallah,
Mr. Karim Khalaf, was also very seriously
injured.

We condemn these outrages and the policy
which permitted and encouraged them and we
bow our heads in tribute to the victims of these
crimes. We reaffirm our solidarity with the
population of the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip in their struggle against occupation,

colonisation and repression, and with the PLO,
the only rightful representative of the Pales-
tinian people.

We demand that those responsible for these
outrages be punished and that the arbitrary
measures adopted against the population, espe-
cially the expulsions, be discontinued.

Camp David is a failure. For there can be
no solution other than recognition of the right
of the Palestinian people to a state of its own
and recognition of the PLO as the only rightful
and legitimate representative of the Palestinian
people.

These are, in brief, the main lines, as we see
them, of the policy which ought to be pursued
in the Near and Middle East in order to relieve
the tensions, and we note with interest that
other voices - some in this Assembly - are
being raised in favour of moderation and peace.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - The debate is adjour-
ned.

6. Application of the Brussels Treaty - reply to
the twenty-fifth annual report ofthe Council

(Yote on the amended draft Recommendation, Doc. 836)

The PRESIDENT. - We now proceed to the
vote which had to be postponed yesterday on
the draft recommendation in Document 836, as
amended.

If there are no objections to it and no
abstentions, and if the Assembly agrees, we can
save the time required for a vote by roll-call.

Are there any objections?...

Are there any abstentions?...

We shall take a vote by roll-call.

The roll-call will begin with the name of Mr.
56nds.

The voting is open.

(A vote bv roll-c'all was then taken)

Does any other Representative wish to
vote?...

The voting is closed.

The result of the vote is as follows | 
:

Number of votes cast . . .

Ayes .

Noes

63
55

6

Abstentions
The amended drali

./bre adopted2.

l.S.. p"C" 30.

2. See page 31.

2

recommendation is lhere-
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However, I must stress again that there were
some diffrculties in taking the roll-call because
a number of substitutes had not signed the list
to indicate that they were taking the place of
absent representatives. It is impossible to work
the system unless, at the beginning of each
sitting, representatives and substitutes sign the
list, preferably printing their names clearly on
the list so that they can be read by the
clerks.

7. Address by Mr. Hurd, Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the

United Kingdom

The PRESIDENT. - Although it is a little
earlier than envisaged, we are delighted to
welcome Mr. Douglas Hurd, the Minister of
State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of
the United Kingdom, to address us. We had
word that Mr. Hurd's aircraft was late, but he
has managed to be here at the appointed time.
We very much look forward to his address.
He has also indicated that he will answer
questions at the conclusion of his address.

I invite the Minister to come to the rostrum.

Mr. HURD (Minister of State .for Foreign
and Commonw'ealth lffairs o.[ the United
Kingdom). - I thank you, Mr. President, for
that invitation and take this opportunity to say
to all the parliamentarians assembled here what
a pleasure it is to have been invited to address
this session this morning.

First, I congratulate you, Mr. President, most
warmly on your election, which has given us
great pleasure. We wish you a highly success-
ful term of office.

I am glad to have the opportunity to salute
the work that Western European Union has
done in the past and to welcome the work that
it continues to do at present. It seems that the
part played by WEU in the reconciliation and
the construction of Europe was absolutely
crucial, as historians certainly will recog-
nise. It was through WEU in 1954 that the
British Government first took the formidable
step of committing themselves to the stationing
of forces on the European mainland
- formidablb in terms of British history up to
that point.

It is not too much to say that it was through
WEU and the Council of Europe in the 1940s
and 1950s that Britain became irrevocably part
of Europe and started on the path which led
subsequently to our membership of the Euro-
pean Community. I hope that representatives

will forgive me for adding that I am certain that
after the last few days the British commitment
to Europe has received fresh strength as a result
of the heroic efforts of those concerned in the
provisional agreement on the budgetary
question. It as I hope; that agreement is
s;rstained by all member govornments of the
Community this week, there can be some
confidence that this will be the beginning of a
new, more reasonable and happier chapter in
the history of European co-operation.

But there is another reagon why it is
refreshing and interesting to nJe to be here in
this Assembly. We are all members of natio-
nal parliaments, and the fact is that national
parliaments are the bedrock of Europe. It is
the fact that we are all parliamentary demo-
cracies which provides the means of shared
inheritance which enables us to co-ope-
rate. The parliament of the European Com-
munity is now directly Blected. It no
longer provides an opportunity for a meeting
place for members of national parliaments.
Therefore, it is all the more important that here
in this Assembly - and in the Assembly of the
Council of Europe, but particularly here - such
a meeting place exists. The whole enterprise
of European co-operation would be the poorer
and would begin to lack substdnce unless there
were some meeting place or forum in which the
members of national parliaments could meet in
a European context. My British colleagues in
the Assembly are very consciours of the respon-
sibility which is placed upon them. I think
that increasingly this may be afr important and
dominant aspect of the work oflWEU.

I wish to turn to the international scene, as I
was invited originally to do by the former Presi-
dent of this Assembly, Mr. von Hassel, to
whom I wish to pay my respects and thank him
for all he has done.

I was slightly embarrassed 1o be handed in
the car on the way here from Charles de Gaulle
airport a copy of the excellent speech made to
this Assembly by the Minister for Foreign
Aflairs of the Netherlands. Although the
phrases I use will be diflerent, I must emphasise
that many of the sentiments will echo many of
the things said by the Dutch Foreign Minister
and are, perhaps, none the worse for that.

I must begin, because this is the starting point
for most of our British thinking on foreign
affairs, by adding a few words to the millions of
words which have already been spoken and
written about the Soviet invasion of Afghan-
istan. I make no apology for taking that
course because I am certain that our response
to that aggression continues to be the best
measure available of the alertness and energy of
the Alliance to which we all belong. So long
as Soviet forces continue to bomb and to kill in
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Afghanistan, so long is it unsafe for us to forget
Afghanistan.

If we were, as we are sometimes urged to
do, to gloss over what is happening, we would
not simply be condoning a breach of the most
essential principle of international order. We
should also be forgetting the needs of our
own security here in Europe. It is not for the
reason that we in Europe had any special
interests in Afghanistan itself, nor is it because
we wish to dictate the future of Afghanistan.
But if we have learnt anything from history in
this continent, it is surely that once the
principle of aggression is accepted, we can be
sure that aggression will be repeated. In that
case none of us is safe, whether we are big or
small, however peaceful our language, however
unprovocative our policies.

Since the invasion of Afghanistan, there has
been a massive series of consultations between
the governments of the countries represented
here. Often the cry goes up for yet more
consultation, for more meetings, for more
diplomatic machinery. I think that perhaps
- and this is a personal view - there is a
danger here, because there is no magic in
meetings for their own sake. Indeed, they can
sometimes build up expectations which it is
difficult to match. I sometimes feel that we
expect our leaders to spend too much of their
time in aeroplanes and at airports. On the
desk of Mr. Harold Macmillan, when he was
Prime Minister of my country, was a notice
- quoted, I think, from a Gilbert and Sullivan
opera, but I have not been able to confirm
this - saying " Quiet deliberation disentangles
every knot ". Perhaps we need a little more
emphasis on quiet deliberation so that we can
achieve the discipline of working together in
accordance with a shared analysis.

The British Government is very glad that
within Europe of the Nine there has been a
steady growth of the work of political
co-operation under the stimulus of recent
events. We must be honest and say that there
is still a long way to go before the Nine can be
satisfied that they are exerting to the full the
weight of the European Community in the
world. But in the last few months there has
been real progress, and on this we mean to
build.

I have the pleasure, if that is the right
description, of wrestling on behalf of the British
Government with some of the problems of the
Middle East. Among all the perplexities of
that region, there is one thing that has
impressed me perhaps more than any other in
the last year, and that is the extent to which
governments and peoples of the Middle East

now, when they look at us, think in terms of
Europe rather than of individual nation states
and ask themselves " What will Europe do on
our behalf, and when? "

Of course, in an alliance of free states there
will often be differences of emphasis and
sometimes differences of interest, although one
hopes that the differences of interest will in the
end be only marginal. In societies where the
media are free, obviously these differences will
prove more exciting and more interesting to
press and television than will our agreements.
It is perhaps necessary to stress the extent of
our agreement within the Alliance, particularly
on the question ofthe Soviet threat.

We are all agreed, I think, that Soviet
military force has now for the first time since
the war been used directly to extend the Soviet
sphere of influence rather than to maintain
it. This is a dangerous leap forward. The
Brezhnev doctrine, devoted to maintaining the
sphere of influence, was already unaccept-
able; now it has been enlarged. All the
countries represented here have in their diffe-
rent ways emphasised the danger of that
change. We are all agreed that this calls into
question not the principle of detente but the
way in which detente has been operating.
None of us can accept an interpretation of
d6tente by which the Russians secure for them-
selves all sorts of benefits in terms of trade,
credits and access to western technology while
reserving the right to expand their power out-
side Europe by any means available to them.
There is no such thing as a kind of Euro-
d6tente confined to an area north of the 40th
Parallel.

I think that our agreement - the shared
ground between us - goes beyond analysis. As
to Afghanistan, we are agreed that the
proposal first put forward by Lord Carrington
for a neutral and non-aligned Afghanistan could
provide a way for that country to recover its
sovereignty and independence. The Russians
have claimed - not convincingly - that their
own security and that of Afghanistan were
threatened by the situation in Afghanistan in
early December. Actually, what was happen-
ing was that the people of Afghanistan were
reacting against 4n unpopular and brutal
Marxist r6gime. But, if we accept that the
Russians were genuinely concerned about
security, our proposal about neutrality could
remove their concern, because it would involve
guarantees of non-intervention by all the states
concerned. It would give the Soviet Union the
opportunity to withdraw its forces from
Afghanistan while- avoiding any risks to Soviet
or Afghan security.

We are not particularly optimistic - I do not
think that any objective observer can be parti-
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cularly optimistic - about the Soviet Union
deciding to withdraw in the near future. So
far, it seems intent on continuing to use
force. But it is also true that the Russians
evidently underestimated the extent of inter-
national opposition to their move and also the
extent of internal resistance in Afghanistan.
Already they feel bound to pay lip service to
the concept of a political solution.

We have the impression that the concept of a
neutral and non-aligned Afghanistan is gather-
ing support in other parts of the world. It has

been supported by the ASEAN countries in
South-East Asia and by some of the Islamic
countries. We can all note with great interest
the result of the latest Islamic conference in
Islamabad in this respect. We have no parti-
cular pride of parentage in this proposal. It
does not matter to us under whose auspices it
goes forward. It does not matter to us what
label is attached to it or by what precise route
the goal is achieved. What is important is the
maximum agreement on the proposition that
the Russians must withdraw from Afghanistan,
so leaving the Afghans free to determine their
own future internally and internationally.

We also all agree in principle that these
events cannot leave untouched our policies
towards the Soviet Union. The British
Government have supported all the efforts
which have been made in the West to show a

vigorous reaction. We have cancelled certain
visits and events, we have ended what we
regarded as excessively friendly credit arrange-
ments for trade between Britain and the
Soviet Union, and we think it is right to tighten
the arrangements which govern the export of
higher technology to the Soviet Union. Work
on that, as everyone here knows, is continu-
ing. We have urged British sportsmen not to
take part in the Olympic Games, so far - as

witl have been observed - with only partial
success; but we shall continue.

We believe that it is necessary to react in this
way not in order to punish the Soviet Union
- because the concept of punishment in these
international matters is not very real - but in
order to show the Soviet leaders and Soviet
people, as far as we can reach their ears, that
aggression will bring penalties and that a
repetition could cause - indeed, would cause -
a major crisis. We believe that if the West had
reacted more vigorously on earlier occasions, in
the case of Angola or in the case of the Cuban
military move into Ethiopia with Soviet
backing, and if there had been a stauncher
response on those occasions, the Soviet Union
might have thought more carefully before
moving into Afghanistan.

We have also turned our attention to the
countries which lie along what Mr. Brzezinski
and others call the arc of crisis. I think that a
side effect of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
is that we are all more alert, more energetic
and, I hope, more imaginative in thinking
about tackling some of the problems of the
area, the Middle East and South-West Asia,
which have been with us for a long time but
have tended to continue without perhaps the
attention which their importance deserves.

The Middle East and South-West Asia are
dangerously full of unsolved problems. There
is the problem of the American hostages in
Iran. We and our partners in the Community
have thought it right to respond to the United
States' request for economic sanctions - a
request made only after five months of patient
but unsuccessful diplomacy. Our sanctions on
new trade are now in effect. We hope that
they will be taken by the Iranians first as a
signal that, while we have no quarrel with the
people of Iran or their aspirations and the way
they want to run their country, nevertheless
they cannot expect to enjoy full economic
co-operation with the West so long as they defy
a basic principle of international law.

There are serious econofitic problems in
several countries of the area, notably Turkey.
We pay tribute to the work of the
German Government in taking the lead in this
area and we believe it right that we should all
join in an effort to make this Turkish problem
and other similar problems more bearable.

There is the long-standin! unO desperately
diflicult Arab/Israel dispute, vyhich I know this
Assembly has been discussih!. The heads of
government of the Nine will be considering
next month at Venice whether a way can be
found for Europe to help towards a just and
lasting settlement.

If it is in order, Mr. President, I should like
to take this opportunity to refer with thanks
and appreciation to the report submitted to the
Assembly by Sir Frederic Bennett. He was
kind enough to send me a copy of it on behalf
of the General Affairs Committee and I have
discussed it with him. The way in which he,
in his broad sweep of analysis of the inter-
national situation, concentrated upon and
returned from time to time to the need to find
an answer to the Arab/Ismel problem was
extremely helpful, because it tended to show
that this was not a separate problem. It
is an ancient problem but it is not separate
from the other problems ulhich confront us.
Unless it is tackled in the context of those
other problems, those other problems will be
much more difficult.

This, I think, is the particular lesson that I
have drawn from recent events. We have all
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these problems. Some of them are familiar.
Some of them make us weary even when we
think of them. In the past we have tended to
treat these problems in separate compartments.
We now need - I hope that the Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan has been persuasive in this
respect - a new form of mental discipline
which obliges us to consider each of these pro-
blems in a wider framework. We must not act
on any of these problems in a way which
contradicts our other aims.

In particular. we should take every possible
step to show the peoples of the area that we
understand their aspirations and hope that they
succeed. Their culture is different from ours
and we have no wish to impose our culture on
them. Our only interest - this is true of
Britain and, I think, of all the countries repre-
sented here - is in a peaceful and stable Middle
East, Gulf and South-West Asia.

The main threat to that stability comes from
the Soviet Union. It is not we who seek to
invade, subvert or overthrow. We should
tackle the unsolved problems with greater
imagination and energy so that all in the area,
whether they call themselves aligned or
non-aligned, can see that our motives are
honourable and our lriendship sincere.

We believe, Mr. President, in d6tente
provided it is real d6tente; we think it is right to
keep the lines of communication open, to go on
talking to the Russians about the issues of war
and peace which concern us all. There have
been several contacts o[ substance and
importance between the western allies and the
Soviet Union and its friends in recent weeks,
based. I think, on this analysis. They include
the discussion which Lord Carrington, the
Foreign Secretary of my government, had with
Mr. Gromyko in Vienna last month.

In addition, we believe that the SALT II
agreement should be ratified when that becomes
possible. We believe that it is probably right
to proceed with the Madrid conference on
European security, which follows the original
Helsinki agreement. But, of course, the situa-
tion has changed, and we shall have to see
exactly how we conduct that conference in
Madrid this autumn.

It is essential that we should have a thorough
examination of the performance by all the
parties of their obligations in all three
baskets. We could argue that by invading
Afghanistan the Soviet Union has broken all
the principles in basket l. It would thus be
unrealistic to look for decisions on new actions,
new developments, in the Helsinki context until
we have had a thorough examination of the

past performance by the various parties to the
final act. But we hope that it may be possible,
having had this examination of past perflor-
mance, which is inescapable and right, to move
on to achieve at least agreement on some future
steps so as to keep the Helsinki process
going. For instance, it may well be worth
seeing how far new confidence-building mea-
sures could contribute to greater security.
Very much work has been done in this field,
and it is certainly our wish that at Madrid that
work could begin to show fruit.

Just over two weeks ago the Warsaw pact
produced what they have described as a major
initiative, for a world summit to eliminate what
they called hotbeds of tension. This proposal
was backed up by fifty-four pages of prose
containing a whole series of well-worn propo-
sals. I have to say that this is not the way
forward. Why should the Soviet Union want
to propose a grandiose conference to eliminate
world tension when the most recent and dra-
matic increase in that tension stems directly
fiom their own actions? It is time for the
Soviet Union to realise that one cannot bring
peace and progress to the world with guns and
bombs. One has only to compare what is
happening in Afghanistan now with the hard-
won peace which our efforts have opened up in
Zimbabwe to see the contrast between our
wares on display at the moment and theirs.

._Let us say to the Soviet leaders: Yes, let us by
all means talk, let us keep the channels of
communication open, but let us talk about
ending the fighting in Afghanistan and about
letting the people of that country determine
their own future without outside interference
from anyone, including the Soviet Union. In
that way, maybe we can develop detente,
develop a system of living with the Soviet
Union, which will really be worthy of the
name.

To sum up, Mr. President, our own commit-
ment to progress in arms control and keeping
the lines of communication open is not in
doubt. The achievement of genuine, balanced
and verifiable measures is an integral part of
our efforts to safeguard peace and security.
But we have to be realistic. Arms control is
not a one-way option. We cannot defend
ourselves and our interests around the world
with an unreciprocated commitment to arms
control. We cannot, in our view. shirk our
share of responsibility for the common defence
of Europe or, if need be, for expanded effort
elsewhere.

Britain will use the_ resources provided by
carrying through the 30/o increase in defence
spending to give all the support it can. We
have long-standing links with South-West Asia
and in the Gulf. We continue to make a
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modest but, I believe, significant contribution to
stability in that area, and we do this both
militarily and politically.

In thirty years the West has adapted itself to
succeeding changes in the military threat and in
the political climate. It is not always easy for
us - representatives of parliamentary demo-
cracy - to lead, guide, or persuade our fellow
citizens to recognise early enough a changed
threat, a new development. It is not for us to
give orders. Governments cannot give orders
to parliaments in our countries; members of
parliament cannot give orders to their consti-
tuents, to the free society and the components
of the free society in which we live. It tends to
be a slow process because we have to work time
after time with the instruments of persuasion
and not of dictation. Therefore, we have
always to be alert for new changes so that we
can begin this process of persuading and of
change in free societies. The strength of this
system - the danger is its occasional slowness -
is that once one has achieved action through
persuasion, that action is much more likely to
be successful and sustained than if it is

achieved simply by the orders of a dictator.

It is a task not just for governments or chiefs
of staff but for all of us as parliamentarians' for
all those who have the duty of forming public
opinion. {e have this task of showing to our
pbople the change in the nature of the world
ind the continuing, though subtly changing.
threat to which our free societies are

exposed. We have to show that we can adapt
ourselves to a new phase, which over the years

may perhaps be even more demanding than
when the threat was a direct and clearly per-
ceived military threat in Europe. Today, the
threat is not in EuroPe alone but to
the international community as a whole. We
have to rally not simply those who are aligned,
those who are members of our Alliance, but
those outside who are non-aligned but never-
theless have a passionate interest in their own
independence and well-being.

This was illustrated by the overwhelming
vote at the United Nations on the Soviet aggres-

sion in Afghanistan, which illustrated the devo-
tion to independence and the will of the vast
majority of the nations of the world for
peace. This is the new phase into which we
ire moving and in which we will need all our
resources - not just of determination, of
willingness to stand on our defences, but also of
subtlety and imagination in tackling these
problems outside our own continent on which,
nevertheless, the interests of our own continent
so heavily depend.

We have the capacity and just enough shared
unity of purpose, but we would all admit that
there is more work to be done in building on
that unity and making it more effective. This
is the main task which the British Government
wislies to put its hand to. We are reasonably
confident, although there are so many problems
still to be solved, that the materials and the will
exist to bring that task to a successful conclu-
sion. Thank you very much. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Minister,
for your address, which has given us much to
think about. I am sure merhbers will have
been greatly encouraged by your reference to
the r6le and the work of the Assembly.

I now invite questions.

It is for your preference, Minister, whether
you answer each question individually or take
them in groups at the end, because I find that
inevitably there is some duplication.

The hrst question is by Mr. Bozzi.

Mr. BOZZI (France) (Translation). - Since I

have the honour to speak first, may I say to the
Minister that I found his address most interest-
ing and that I agree with his analysis of events
in many respects.

However, I would like him to develop in
more detail his rather-briefly stated view of
Middle Eastern affairs, and, in particular, I wish
to ask the following question:

What is his assessment of thp declarations by
the President of the United Sthtes to the effect
that he is opposed to any European move to
modify Resolution 242 of thd United Nations
Security Council?

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Cavaliere.

Mr. CAVALIERE (Italtt) (Translation). -
Europe is divided on what action to take to
persuade the Soviet Union to withdraw from
Afghanistan. lndeed, opposing decisions have
been taken giving the impression that some
allied countries want to keep ln with the Soviet
Union or are even tending to use the interna-
tional situation to obtain advantages of various
kinds. Does not the Minister think that all this
jeopardises the success of the pressures now
being exerted on the USSR to withdraw from
Afghanistan and to abandon its expansionist
policy?

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Grant.

Mr. GRANT (United Kingdom). - As the
best, most practical and irnmediate way of
condemning the Soviet actions in Afghanistan
would be a boycott of the debased Moscow
games, I was very glad to hear the Minister say
that he would continue attempts freely to
persuade athletes, and no doubt administrators,
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not to participate. Will he confirm that these
efforts will continue vigorously right up to the
time of the games, if they ever take
place? Will he also endeavour to persuade
other governments in similar positions that are
allies of ours to take exactly the same line, to
be robust in their condemnation of the Moscow
games? Will he work in close concert with them
to make certain that the games are treated with
the derision that they deserve?

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Jager.

Mr. JAGER (France) (Translation). - Mr.
Minister, I have a very brief question.

As the Minister responsible for common-
wealth affairs, what do you think of the seces-
sion of the island of Espiritu Santo in the New
Hebrides? What measures do you intend to
take, in agreement with the French Govern-
ment, to ensure that the New Hebrides gain
their independence in an atmosphere of calm?

The PRESIDENT. - That is a rather fast
one, as the matter is still under discussion, but
no doubt the Minister will deal with the
question.

I call Lord Reay.

Lord REAY (United Kingdom). - Would the
Minister like to say something to assuage the
disappointment and criticism expressed by
some of Britain's European allies - in parti-
cular, the Cerman Goverment - at the final
failure of the British Government to backdate
sanctions against Iran to 4th November?

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mrs. Knight.

Mrs. KNIGHT (United Kingdom). - May I
ask the Minister a question connected with Sir
Frederic Bennett's report, which we are
in the process of debating? The Minister
referred to the report and in particular to the
Israeli-Arab conflict. I should like to ask him
about a slightly diflerent point concerning the
undoubted fact that Baluchistan now forms the
only land mass to stop Soviet troops reaching
the Indian Ocean. In view of the political
situation in Baluchistan, where there is a
certain amount of turmoil, does the Minister
agree with the assessment of the report that
efforts should be directed towards solving the
problems between India and Pakistan with
fence-mending action?

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Pignion.

Mr. PIGNION (France) (Translation). - Mr.
Minister, you have called for European action
on Afghanistan, but you also said that account
must be taken of economic and trade interests.

One of my colleagues has already put this
question, but I repeat it: How do you explain
the United Kingdom's refusal to apply eco-
nomic sanctions against Iran to which it had
committed itself with its European partners?

The PRESIDENT. - I call Mr. Osborn.

Mr. OSBORN (United Kingdom). - I congra-
tulate the Minister on the way in which he
succinctly put forward a European attitude and
foreign policy. In this institution and in other
institutions the tendency is to examine the
work, whether it be the Council of Europe,
Western European Union or the European
Parliament. There is no doubt that in defence
matters Western European Union, with NATO,
is the vehicle for expressing a joint strategy in
connection with the matters that the Minister
has touched on. As an ex-member of the
European Parliament, I for one hope that the
European Parliament and the Community will
not only deal with foreign affairs but will
interest themselves in defence, even in defence
procurement. To what extent has that pro-
gressed at ministerial as well as parliamentary
level, bearing in mind the existence of Western
European Union?

The PRESIDENT. - I think thar you may
wish to reply now, Mr. Minister.

Mr. HURD (Minister of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth A.ffairs of the United
Kingdom). - It is a rather long list of searching
questions to answer, but I was warned that this
was likely to happen.

Mr. Bozzi raised the important question of a
European initiative on the Middle East and
cited the comments made by the President of
the United States. I must make one point of
fact. Many of the distinguished representatives
here have experience of the United Nations. It
is not possible to amend a resolution. A
resolution is part of history. AII that one can
do, if one wishes, is to introduce a new reso-
lution. We have taken the view for several
months now - Lord Carrington said it at the
General Assembly - that there is a gap in the
resolution of the Security Council on the
Palestine question, because the political rights
of the Palestinians are not fully recognised and
to a considerable extent their position is
equated with that ol refugees. It might be
sensible - I emphasise " might " - at the right
time and in the right circumstances to fill that
gap and so move the peace process forward.

I apologise for having dealt with the present
position very briefly in my speech. It is that
the heads of government of the Nine at
I.uxembourg requested the Foreign Ministers of
the Nine to see whether Europe could make a
contribution to helping the peace process
forward, neither contradicting nor affrrming
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Camp David - I am putting my own gloss

upon it - but making its own contribution.
With the help of their officials, the Foreign
Ministers are now hard at work on that
question. They will report to the next summit
in Venice this month.

All that I would add to that necessarily rather
cautious reply is that Europe has an entirely
legitimate and genuine interest in this
matter. If we believe, if the heads of govern-
ment come to the conclusion, that Europe can
make a contribution at this stage in the present
situation, which is increasingly tense and
violent, on the West Bank and the present
situation as between Israel, Egypt and the
United States, I believe that we have the right
and possibly the duty to do so.

Mr. Cavaliere made a point with which I
agree about the need for unity and for occasion-
ally making a compromise on individual
interests in order to achieve the major goal,
which he described as being to bring about the
withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan.
We need discipline in working together,
which will occasionally mean subordinating a
particular interest.

Mr. Grant asked about the Olympics. Some
federations of British sportsmen representing
important sports - equestrians, sailors and two
others - have decided not to go to Moscow'
So in Britain we have a partial boycott, though
not as widespread as we should like. We shall
continue to make our views known forcefully to
our competitors. We are gladdened by the
decisions made by athletes in some other
countries, notably the German athletes. They
have shown great courage and sacriltce in a

diflicult situation. We are in close touch with
other governments in the same position as

ourselves and we will remain so.

On the question of the New Hebrides, I must
excuse my colleague, Mr. Peter Blaker, also
Minister of State at the Foreign and Common-
wealth Office, who was in this city yesterday

discussing the matter. I do not know whether
our aircraft crossed, but I was in the House of
Commons until I o'clock this morning and I
have not had the opportunity of discussing with
him the way in which he and his French collea-
gue saw this matter. I have no doubt that a

atatement will be made in the House of
Commons today or tomorrow which will
explain the British Government's policy in this
respect.

Lord Reay raised, quite rightly and in
reasonable terms, the question of sanctions
against Iran. Mr. Pignion indicated that we
hive refused to implement sanctions against

Iran. If that is a widespread vibw, I am glad to
have the opportunity to contradict it. As from
Iast week, British sanctions agdinst Iran are in
effect. They will be debated qnder our parlia-
mentary procedures during thO course of this
week. I do not doubt that the necessary parlia-
mentary orders will be approved by the House
of Commons.

The diffrculty arose not frorrl the principle of
sanctions but from the date of their taking
effect. We are reluctant sanctioneers, if there
is such a word. We are not enthusiastic about
sanctions and I do not think that any sensible
people are. We have had recent experience in
Rhodesia which has not incroased our enthu-
siasm. Nevertheless, the House of Commons
and the British Government, in common with
the parliaments and govemments of the
Community, recognised that despite a certain
reluctance it was right to respond to the appeal
made to us by the President of the United
States on 8th April and introduce sanctions.
This was agreed at Naples bnd it has been
done. Our diffrculty related to the subor-
dinated and subsidiary mattef of the date of
starting the sanctions.

The Naples agreement to implement sanc-
tions from 4th November last year, the date on
which the hostages were taken, received a

violent reception in the House of Commons for
two reasons. First, we had the Rhodesian
experience, which we felt more bitterly than
others, and secondly, in my party particularly,
there is a deep-rooted and long-standing anta-
gonism to the principle of rqtrospection - the
principle that governments can, by law, make
illegal a past act which was previously legal.
We have fought many parliamentary battles on
that issue and we regard retrospection as a first
step towards authoritarianism and increasing
the power of government which we believe is
intolerable.

Therefore, the Naples proposal hit those two
rocks, and the British Government decided

- and events have proved us wise - to intro-
duce sanctions but to change the date on which
they became effective to new contracts made
after the order rather tharl contracts dated
before that.

Trade will be substantially affected. The
press reports which indicate that these will be
phantom sanctions are well wide of the
mark. Our trade with Iran is increasing. New
people are entering the market and others are
ioming back, having been excluded since the
revolution. These people will not be able to
undertake new business or slgn new contracts.
The effect on our trade with Iran will be notice-
able and considerable, as will be the effect on
trade with our partners. I am sorry to have
dealt with that matter at some length, but it is
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important and there has been some obscurity
about it.

To Mr. Osborn I simply say that I am not an
expert on this matter, as he is. But I do not
believe that any of us are satisfied with the pro-
gress that has been made on common defence
procurement at ministerial level. We all feel
that there is a great deal more to be done before
we can be even reasonably satisfied.

I accept entirely what Mrs. Knight said when
she raised several points from Sir Frederic
Bennett's report. We believe that it is essential
that there should be better understanding
between India and Pakistan. There has been
some progress in recent months. The position
between those two countries is not as difficult
as appeared possible after the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan and Mrs. Gandhi's reaction to
it. There is understanding on the part of both
governments that their ancient quarrels should
be relegated to the past and that a new way of
living together should be found in this
increasingly dangerous world. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you again, Mr.
Hurd, for your full and comprehensive replies
to those searching questions, in addition to your
valuable address. We appreciate it all the
more knowing that less than twelve hours ago
you were on your feet in the House of
Commons in London. We appreciate the
trouble that you have taken to prepare your
speech and to come here and answer our
questions. Thank you very much. (Applause)

Mr. HURD (Minister of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth A.ffairs of the United
Kingdom). - Thank you, Mr. President.

8. Impact of the evolving situation in the Near
and Middle East on Western European security

(Resumed Debate on the Report ofthe General Alfairs
Committee, Doc, 844 and Amendments)

The PRESIDENT. - We now resume the
debate on the report by Sir Frederic Bennett,
Document 844 and Amendments.

The next speaker, Mr. Portheine, is not here,
and so I call Mr. Mtiller.

Mr. MULLER (Federal Republic oJ' Ger-
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies
and Gentlemen, may I begin by thanking the
Rapporteur, Sir Frederic Bennett, most warmly
for the balanced report he has presented. I
believe it broadly represents the common
conviction of the members of this Assembly.

First of all let me say something about
today's speech by Mr. Mattick, in which he said
the present situation reminded him of 1914. I
would not draw the same parallel, because it
reminds me more of the run-up to 1939. In
point of fact, there were decisive differences as
regards the periods leading up to the two world
wars and attitudes at those times. In l9l4
there was an underlying readiness to run the
risk of war, and the great powers - as the histo-
rians have put it - slid into the first world war.
Before the second world war the situation was
quite different. Then there was never any talk
of war - always of d6tente and peace; and in
that I see a certain parallel to the present day.

From 30th January 1933, that is from the day
he became Chancellor, Adolf Hitler talked
continuously of peace while preparing for war,
and many people were taken in by it - I would
say in the beginning almost all the major
European political movements and states-
men. Today it seems hardly credible that on
lTth May 1933 even a party like the German
Social Democratic Party voted in favour of the
Reichstag resolution on Adolf Hitler's peace
declaration. Hearing that today, after the
event, one feels it could not possibly have
happened. But it did. In just the same way
French and British statesmen repeatedly gave
credence to the dictator's protestations of
peaceful intentions right up to 1939, when their
illusions were finally shattered. Thus, at that
time, the more talk there was of peace and
d6tente, the greater was the practical danger of
a second world war. And then, once the Ger-
man army had marched into Poland, there was
no other option then and the terrible war
began.

And that is what I am reminded of when I
consider the present discussion. For this
discussion too is based on the assumption that
we have entered a period of peace and d6tente
and that, when all is said and done, there can
be no more risk of war if the great powers talk
reasonably together.

In 1939 it was the Stalin-Hitler pact which
prepared the way, in Eastern Europe at least,
for a certain division of power, and it was to
clinch this that sacrifices were accepted which
it has not subsequently been possible to reverse
- look at the fate of the three Baltic states, the
present-day Moldavian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lic and other areas. Comparing that with
what has happened in Afghanistan, we can see
that the reality of what has been described since
about 1969-70 in current international discus-
sions as " detente potlcy " is at least in some
respects open to question. Of course one
already knew that the dialectic of peaceful
coexistence was a typical example of dialect-
ical materialism, and that war, though outward-
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ly rejected, was of course still covertly recogni-
sed in the guise of class struggle or internal
disputes. Only Afghanistan, the Red Army
invasion, and the massive deployment of
regular troops in such a class conflict - if I may
describe it as such - made clear the imperialist
character of Soviet policy today. At the same
time it became obvious that the word
" d6tente ", on the other side at least, had
remained a mere word.

I was therefore in no way surprised to hear
our French communist colleague, who is unfor-
tunately no longer here, defending Moscow's
policy today in exactly the same way as his
comrades in the French Communist Party
defended the Hitler-Stalin pact in 1939. They
always align themselves on Moscow. There is
not the slightest dissenting view here, at least as

far as the French Communist Party is con-
cerned.

It sounded like a bad joke when he said the
women and children need only return from
Pakistan or Iran, as an amnesty had been
declared for them in Afghanistan. As if
women and children needed to be amnestied
because they fled across the borders to escape
napalm bombs and the destruction of Afghan
villages!

In this connection one cannot but wonder
how far the peace we have been talking about
in the framework of d6tente policy for the last
ten years has become more secure. I use the
phrase " more secure " deliberately, as one of
the few members of the Christian Democrat
Group in my country who voted in the Bunde-
stag in 1972 not against but in favour of the
treaties with the eastern bloc countries
- treaties that were concluded at the time
under the same slogan of making peace " more
secure ".

I have strong doubts about this, if only when
I read the sentence that appeared on 5th
January this year in a leading article in UZ, the
official organ of the German Communist Party,
where the deputy editor-in-chief, writing about
the Red Army's invasion of Afghanistan,
affirmed that it had made peace more secure.
The same argument that served detente policy
is thus now being used to justify aggression by
an army that has invaded a neighbouring
country. This - if I may say so - simply
makes anyone who honestly believed in the
Soviet Union's readiness for detente look
foolish.

Let me, while on this topic, make one more
comment about the reaction to Afghanistan.
In view of the time, I shall be quite
brief. Whatever one may think of the Ameri-
can President and his call for a boycott, and

about whether it was very cleverly formulated
- I leave the answer to the historians; I too
have my doubts - the Europeans ought at least
to have recognised that there was a moral duty
to react to the Red Army invasion of Afghan-
istan, not out of solidarity with the Americans
but out of solidarity with the rnen, women and
children who have to suffer thq effects of Soviet
imperialism in Afghanistan.

And given that the International Olympic
Committee had decided years &go at a meeting
in Montevideo that the 1980 Olympics would
be known as the " Games for Peace ", the
moral consequence for the sportsmen and
sports officials - not for the governments or
politicians, but for all those who feel that they
belong to the West, to a free society - should
have been that as long as women and children
are being murdered there can be no " Games
for Peace " in Moscow, and one cannot partici-
pate in such " Games for Peace ".

It is signif,rcant - and I will end on this
point - that almost all governments and leading
politicians in the member states of this Assem-
bly have been against participation by their
sportsmen in the Olympic Games - the Dutch
Parliament adopted a resolution to this effect,
as did the House of Commons and the Bunde-
stag - but that the influence of the political
leadership in those countries was not strong
enough to ensure that their sportsmen and
sports offrcials would take due heed. I have
the greatest respect for those sportsmen who,
despite decisions by their national olympic
committees to participate in the Moscow
games, have said, as individupls, " No, I shall
not take part ". They are true examples of the
spirit of sportsmanship, examples who at this
time deserve our respect and our esteem.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - I thank Mr. Miiller.

I call Mr. Hardy, to be fiollowed by Mr.
Stoffelen.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - The
report that is before us deals with grave
problems, and throughout that part of the world
with which the report is concerned the
problems are grave enough to threaten peace

and security for us all, and certainly grave
enough already to have markedly affected the
international economy.

In regard to Afghanistan, the western res-
ponse has been more ap@rent than real.
Words have been tough but much of our
action rests on a boycott of the Olympic
Games, so that a great deal of the burden of
western foreign policy has been placed on the
shoulders of young athletes. But what the
West's posture will look like as soon as the
Olympic Games are over, heaven only
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knows. Perhaps attention will be given then,
as might have been more desirable earlier, to an
economic response of a more marked charac-
ter. It is certainly odd that many young
athletes will not be going to Moscow but that
American grain is cheaper in Moscow than it is
in London and that there seems to be no lack of
credit to facilitate its purchase.

Although I am hesitant about enthusing over
recommendation 2, since I am reluctant to
appear to endorse administrations which may
provide future difficulty, I think that the words
and the reactions have been firm, although I
doubt whether the free world will be able to act
swiftly to shift the present commitment and
influence of the Iranian theocracy and revo-
lution.

I have no quarrel with recommendations 3
and 4. As Sir Frederic will recall, I would
have preferred to see not only our rightful
condemnation but a clear statement making
conditional upon the release of hostages our
hope and willingness to co-operate in achieving
cordial and close diplomatic, economic, poli-
tical and cultural relationships with lran. I
believe that the olive branch should not lie
further from our hand than do our armouries.

The report refers to western patience. There
is no better alternative than the patience of
diplomatic endeavour. It may not seem attrac-
tive to the media and it may offer no swift
immediacy, but events have proved that this is
the best instrument. On the other hand, it
may be wrong for us to rely on the same degree
of patience in our consideration of the Israeli-
Palestinian issue. For that reason, I concur
with the Rapporteur in that I do not believe
that the peoples and governments of Western
Europe should meekly respond to the wish of
the United States in allowing the Israeli-
Palestinian question to be held in both hazard
and abeyance. There may be a very real need
and a serious opportunity for Western and
Western European governments to promote
progress, and therefore I support recommenda-
tions 8 and 9. They should be seen together,
for they are closely related. They deserve
much attention, and the world interest is such
as to suggest that delay is scarcely tolerable; for,
given the nature of present Israeli policy, there
is a possible danger.

Europe must pursue sensible courses. It
should do so with cohesion. One hopes that
the Council of the Nine, meeting very shortly
in Venice, will commence the contribution to
the pursuit of the initiative that is essential. A
comprehensive settlement is necessary. This
means that the Israeli policies in regard to the
occupied territories must swiftly be changed.

It also means that the question of Jerusalem
cannot be ignored much longer. There must
be an attempt to ensure that a unified adminis-
tration is established in that city. All this
depends, as it must depend, upon an unequi-
vocal, firm and clear acceptance by the Palesti-
nians and Arabs of Israel's right to exist in
sovereignty and security.

But I am also concerned about recommen-
dation 5 with regard to Turkey, and I congra-
tulate the Rapporteur on presenting to us a
report r{hich shows the severe difficulties and
problems there. That is why I support recom-
mendation 5, especially if it is amended in the
way that I suggest. Turkey's geographical
position is important. It stands exposed to the
East-West Caucasian interface, and at the same
time it faces enormous difficulties. It may be
that these difficulties will become more severe
during the 1980s in the context of the widened
Europe.

Last autumn the Council of Europe's
Committee on Agriculture presented a report
which showed recognition of these likely diffi-
culties. Turkey needs to increase its exports of
Mediterranean products into European markets,
and it seems to some of us that within a
widened Europe those prospects will be more
limited rather than broadened. If that occurs,
the political consequences could be quite severe

- possibly dreadful.

It is right that Turkey should be assisted.
We should ensure that it is supported. But the
context of the amendments suggests that we
ought not to offer that which we cannot deli-
ver. We should not put ourselves in a position
of saying that we shall guarantee all the support
that is necessary, because it could be so
immense that we have little capacity to deliver.

I do not wish to burden the Assembly any
longer. I believe that the report is a serioui
contribution to the debate and that it is right
for us to stand by stability and to condemn
both the invasion of Afghanistan and the chaos
and dangerous nature of the events in
Tehran. I believe, therefore, that the govern-
ments of our countries should pay particular
attention to the report and seek to serve stabi-
lity by ensuring that -some diplomatic and
political advance commences urgently. If that
happened, we would be not merely ensuring a
more stable world economy; we would be
making a marked contribution to the achieve-
ment of world peace.

The PRESIDENT. Thank you, Mr.
Hardy. I thank you particularly for not taking
the full ten minutes for which you asked - an
example that I hope will be followed by sub-
sequent speakers.
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The next speaker is Mr. Stoffelen.

Mr. STOFFELEN (Netherlands). - Since in
this Assembly the Dutch language is one of the
oflicial languages, Mr. President, I shall now
speak in my own language.

(The speaker continued in Dutch)

(Translation). - Mr. President, I want to start
by congratulating Sir Frederic Bennett on a
valuable and most interesting report. I say this
most emphatically; I very often find Sir
Frederic's work very interesting, but disagree
with quite a lot of what he writes and says.
That is not the case this time.

Despite my agreement with the main lines of
his argument, I have one or two comments to
make, first of all about the situation of
Afghanistan being occupied by Soviet troops.
An occupation, by force and by military means,
of another country or parts of another country
deserves the strongest condemnation. And that
applies to this occupation. So I agree that an
expression - a collective expression - of this
condemnation is called for.

I think it is dangerous, however, to say as the
draft recommendation does that this should be
done with every conceivable means. There
must be no doubt Ieft that this should be done
solely by peaceful means.

It is obvious, Mr. President, that the tensions
between East and West have been heightened
by a number of events, such as the NATO
decision to modernise its nuclear weaponry and
the stationing of 577 medium-range nuclear
missiles on European soil, and the occupation
of Afghanistan. The essential process of
d6tente and policy of ddtente have been
threatened as a result. It would be wrong,
therefore, to jeopardise d6tente further still
through a fresh continuation, at a faster pace, of
the arms race.

(The speaker continued in English)

Perhaps the Rapporteur can find the oppor-
tunity at least,to listen to the speakers. I shall
wait until he has the decency to listen.

I shall now continue in my own language. I
hope that the Rapporteur had the opportunity
to listen to my hrst remarks, and I hope that he
will have the decency to answer especially my
first remarks.

I shall now continue in my own language.

(The speaker continued in Dutch)

(Translation). - My second comment
concerns the Middle East. As I did in April,
during the debate on the Middle East in the

Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe, I would like again to make my basic
position clear.

The hrst point from which I start is that
Israel's existence and right to exist within
secure and recognised borders rhust be guaran-
teed; that must be beyond any doubt. The
second point is that the Palestinrian people have
a right to an independent Palestinian state of
their own on the West Bank and in the Gaza
Strip, perhaps federated with Jordan, perhaps
not. The third point from which I start is that
lasting peace in the Middle East, and the
achievement of these various points, must be
reached by peaceful means, that is to say,
through negotiation. A lasting peace cannot be
attained without negotiations with the PLO.
Many people, not only in the Arab
countries, look on the PLO aS the sole repre-
sentative of the Palestinian people. I offer no
judgment on that. It is however a fact that at
the present time the PLO is an extremely
important representative of the Palestinian
people, one that has to be taken account ofand
talked to. My fourth point has to do with the
conditions under which these talks might
start. It would of course be ideal if the PLO
and Israel were tb agree to conditions before-
hand. It would be ideal if the PLO were from
the outset to makb a definite and solemn decla-
ration that it acknowledges Israel's existence
and right to exist, and that it ienounces the use
of force.

It would be ideal if Israel Were to recognise
the right of the Palestinian pbople to a Pales-
tinian state of their own on th6 West Bank and
in the Gaza Strip, with the PLO as sole repre-
sentative of the Palestinian pebple, and were to
renounce the use of force againt the Palesti-
nians. As I have said, this would be ideal; but
I cannot see it happening. This is why talks
have to be started off through the initiative of
others, without these prior conditions. I am
mentioning initiatives by others, and among
these I mean in particular the initiative of the
European Communities. From the very begin-
ning of the Camp David agreements I have
doubted whether they could lead to a lasting
peace in the Middle East. It is now beginning
to be more and more clear that this is not going
to work, and that a European initiative, in the
closest possible co-operation with the United
States, might make sense.

I should add to this that I feel that it is above
all essential that Israel should call a halt to, and
reverse, its pernicious and provocative policy of
settlement. Secondly, it is above all essential
that the PLO should ensure that its supporters
cease their frightful acts of violence, and that
Israel should at once stop using force, as for
instance in the bombing of Palestinian refugee
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camps. Israel should also put an end as
speedily as possible to the banning of leaders of
the Palestinian community.

The Palestinian people have been waiting so
long in vain for a state of their own that it is
right from all viewpoints that a real prospect of
this state of their own should be offered them as
soon as possible.

For all these reasons, I think that the draft
recommendation could be improved on a num-
ber of points. Nevertheless, I can broadly
agree with it, especially the passages dealing
with the Middle East. It is a recommendation
which, cautious though it may be, represents a
further step towards lasting peace in the Middle
East. (,4pplause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr.
Stoffelen.

The next speaker is Mr. van den Bergh.

Mr. van den BERGH (Netherlands) (Trans-
lation). - Mr. President, I cannot agree with
those who have said that the report from Sir
Frederic Bennett is a good report. I feel that
on a number of points it is imbued with a spirit
of confrontation instead of reticence. the need
for tact and caution. Let me offer one or two
examples.

NATO must build up its military strength
because the Russians have gone into Afghan-
istan. I do not know that this is true.

Then. Sir Frederic says that the Americans
need speedily to set up a strike-force in and
around the Persian Gulf. We all know that a
force like this will not come about, because it
cannot be afforded. Pakistan ought to be
strengthened militarily - and that after the
Pakistanis have turned down a modest offer of
arms from the United States.

In my view, there have first of all to be
political and economic solutions found to the
problems that have arisen in Afghanistan and
elsewhere. In spite of the very clear condem-
nation we must voice of the invasion of
Afghanistan, the situation is not such that
NATO has to react with an immediate military
response. This is the path we have taken lor
years - that of more and more armaments. It
is not a path that leads to a better situation in
the world.

Where Afghanistan is concerned, we must in
the first place try to start a political dia-
logue. In the second place, we must find a
solution that involves not only Afghanistan, but
also India, Pakistan and, most of all China.
Without this political perspective it will be
impossible in any near future to find an answer
to the problem of Afghanistan.

Now I come to lran. Everyone starts by
saying that the hostages must be released, and
that hostage-taking is a serious breach of
international law. This is an attitude I agree
with, and it is an attitude from which we
should not budge by one inch. I do worry,
however, about the lack of readiness in the
western world to show greater understanding of
what has happened in Iran, bearing in mind
what has gone on there in the past.

I tell you very clearly and distinctly that we
shall never manage to start up a political dia-
logue with Iran unless we admit that the past,
when under the Shah there was oppression,
massacres and so on and so forth, is the main
reason for the present bad relations between
Iran and the West. The Shah was always,
because of the economic interests involved,
massively supported by many countries of the
West. This does not mean that we do not
continue to condemn what is happening now in
Iran. By admitting this we can achieve an
understanding of what the fundamentalists in
Iran have brought about, even though this does
not stop one having one's doubts about
it. This recognition that we are ourselves
partly responsible for developments in recent
years in Iran is the only basis for a political
dialogue with that country. At the present
time, a short-sighted view predominates in our
dialogue with lran. That is wrong. We shall
not obtain the release of the hostages in that
way. We shall have to put our political rela-
tions with Iran on a new footing before we can
make any progress.

The same applies to our attitude towards the
growth of Islam. I agree with those who feel
there is cause for concern about what is
happening in many countries of the Islamic
world. This is a movement that is and will
continue to be of major world significance. I
do urge that we should not be short-sighted in
our reactions to developments in lslam. We
must try to understand what is going on, and
accept the development of Islam as a valid
development. And difllcult as it may be, we
must try to arrive at a real dialogue.

Then I want to make a couple of comments
on the Arab-lsraeli conflict. Things are not
going well between Israel and the Arab coun-
tries. The Begin government's policy on the
West Bank is disastrous. Yesterday in Damas-
cus El Fatah stated that it is essential " fully to
liberate all of Palestine and liquidate the entity
at economic, political, military, educational and
ideological level ". That is an official state-
ment from the most important organisation
within the PLO.

More and more, political extremism is
gaining the upper hand. and this must make us
very worried. The question is to know how
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Western Europe can best contribute to a solu-
tion of the conflict. It is evident that we have
to make a contribution, but I do not care for
the proposals made by Sir Frederic Bennett.
Our experience with conferences of the kind he
suggests, a conference with a lot of countries
taking part, has been very poor. Such confe-
rences have failed in the past, because the
political basis needed for a conference like this
is lacking. The political climate is too bad for
solutions like this.

Then I note that the Soviet Union would not
be involved in such a conference. I call that
being politically naive. I am no friend of the
Soviet Union, but it is as clear as day that it is
naive to suggest letting the Western European
countries work on a solution to the Middle East
conflict without the Soviet Union taking part in
a conference on the subject. It is a very major
power.

But as I have said I do not think a large-
scale conference would be sensible. The draft
recommendation says that Western European
countries should contribute to the success of
such a conference. I would ask the countries
that share that view, for instance countries with
oil interests, to stand up and tell us what ought
to happen. Was it right, at the very moment
when relations with the United States are poor
on a number of points, for us to get from a
confirmefl proponent of the Atlantic Alliance
like Sir Frederic, a proposal that has
roused the American President's anger? The
proposal suggests a vague European conference,
without there being a European point of
view. We are not told which European coun-
tries ought to attend, though I have an idea
which countries Sir Frederic thinks ought to
take part. I think this is a bad proposal. We
should tackle the limited task of bringing about,
in consultation with the United States, a change
in the political attitudes in Israel and the Arab
countries. Only a change in attitudes like this
can provide the basis for a broad-based confe-
rence, in which the Soviet Union must natur-
ally be involved. Such a conference, which I
hope will take place very soon, would have
solely to set the seal to what had been achieved
in the meantime at political and diplomatic
level. Without this approach, such a confe-
rence will be doomed to failure. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - We have time for one
more speech before the lunch adjournment.

I call Mr. Mommersteeg.
Mr. MOMMERSTEEG (Netherlands) (Trans-

lation). - Mr. President, we have before us
today an interesting, comprehensive and
important report from Sir Frederic Bennett,
which sketches out the complex relationship of

elements and factors that can be brought toge-
ther under the phrase " the present inter-
national crisis ". There are, understandably
enough, one or two points I would want to
question.

I would think that this is equally true for Sir
Frederic, but I shall not go into those matters
now. I shall concentrate my remarks on the
draft recommendation, and in particular on
what it says about the Palestinian problem
proper.

In the first substantive paragraph of the
recommendation, for example, the Council is
recommended to intensify consultations and to
agree on joint action on questions concerning
balance and security outside the North Atlantic
Treaty area. Leaving aside the fact that
treaties limit the sphere of action, it strikes me

- and I think this is wrong - that it says
nothing about consultation with the United
States. Yet in matters of security America is
the major and indispensable member of the
Alliance. Where balance outside the NATO
area is concerned, the United States is the prin-
cipal and decisive factor.

The third paragraph recommends that all
available means be used to show that the Soviet
intervention in Afghanistan is unacceptable.
Yet nothing specific is sAid about these
means. Are solely verbal means intended?
The refusal to take part in the Olympic
Games is one such means. Refusing to supply
high technology products oould have some
meaning. Is this the sort of thing Sir Frederic
has in mind?

ln the fifth paragraph, it slys that a just and
lasting peace in Palestine is 0ssential for stabi-
lity in the region. I would agree with this, but
we must be under no illusions. It is not, of
course, saying that such a peace will guarantee
security. The differences between the Arab
countries - in their various political systems,
for instance - are too great for that.

It is further recommended that there should
be a European initiative aimed at amending
Security Council Resolution 242. I admit that
the content of that resolutlon is inadequate,
because it treats the Palestinian people as

refugees. On the other hand one has to
remember that this resolution forms the basis
for all the discussions and negotiations that
have taken place to date. It strikes me, too,
that a European initiative is being urged, and I
do not feel that this is sornething that could
come from the Council of WEU. We know
that political consultation and political collabo-
ration within Europe have shifted towards the
Nine; that is where such an initiative ought to
come from. I see that here too there is no hint
of consultation with the Urtited States, though
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over recent years the United States has done a
Iot towards finding a solution.

I must make the point that the peace treaty
between Israel and Egypt is an important poli-
tical fact, which must be seen as wholly posi-
tive. Yet this is not acknowledged in any way
in either the report or the recommendation. I
admit that the treaty has also had its negative
side, for instance in isolating Egypt from the
Arab and Islamic world. The lack of any
beginning to an answer to the Palestinian
problem exacerbates these adverse conse-
quences, and also affects domestic politics and
the social and economic scene inside Egypt.
For all that, the treaty is still an important
factor.

The Palestinian problem is a major
component of the international crisis, I grant
Sir Frederic that. It has never, of course, been
purely a question of refugees. A Palestinian
people exists, or is in the making, separate from
the other Arab nations. This people is looking
for the opportunity to decide its own future.
The question is, however, whether the Nine can
launch an initiative that could come up against
a United States veto. I think this would be an
extremely ill-judged move. Mr. van den
Bergh, too, mentioned this, and I support what
he had to say. The United States has played
an important part in the inception and fostering
of the peace-making process. Where the Pales-
tinian problem is concerned, progress in the
Camp David process would seem to be
blocked. The United States seems unable - at
least in this election year - to bring Israel to
show greater flexibility. This blocking of
progress is not in the interests of the West, or of
the United States. Further progress in the
Camp David talks, making it possible via an
interim period, to offer a prospect of a more
permanent settlement, would be in the interests
of the United States as well.

Any European initiatives that may be worked
out need to be geared to this, and they need to
be acceptable enough to the United States for
them not to run up against an American
veto. A veto would make European-American

relations even more difficult, and this would
militate against the solution it is so essential to
Itnd. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Mom-
mersteeg.

The debate is adjourned.

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

The PRESIDENT. I propose that the
Assembly hold its next public Sitting this after-
noon at 3 p.m. with the following Orders of the
Day:

l. Impact of the evolving situation in the
Near and Middle East on Western Euro-
pean security (Resumed Debate on the
Report of the General Affairs Committee
and Vote on the draft Recommendation,
Document 844 and Amendments).

2. The international situation and European
security (Presentation of and Debate on
the Report of the General Affairs
Committee and Vote on the draft
Recommendation, Document 845).

3. Interpretation of Rule 7 of the Rules of
Procedure (Presentation of and Debate on
the Report of the Committee on
Rules of Procedure and Privileges and
Vote on the draft Resolution, Document
843).

4. Co-operation between WEU member
countries on video communication sys-
tems (Presentation of and Debate on the
Report of the Committee on Scienti-
fic, Technological and Aerospace Ques-
tions and Vote on the draft Recom-
mendation, Document 839).

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 Silting was closed at 1 p.m.)
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Tuesday,3rd June 1980

Suttttrlnnv

1.

2.

3.

Adoption of the Minutes.

Attendance Register.

Impact of the evolving situation in the Near and Middle
East on Westem European security (Resumed Debate on
the Report of the General Alfairs Committee, Doc. 844
and Amendments).

Speakers: The Prclrdent, Mr. Grieve, Mr. Pavitt, Dr.
Miller, Mr. Pignion, Mr. Jessel, Mr. McGuire, Mr. De
Poi, Mr. Grant, Mr. Valleix, Mr. Vyzas (Observer from
Greece), Mr. Koutsogeorgas (Observer from Greece), Sir
Frederic B€nnett (Rap porteur'1.

Welcome of the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Belgiu'm.

Speakers: The President, Mr. Nothomb (Minister for
Foreign Alfairs of Belgium), the President.

Impact of the evolving situation in the Near and Middle
East on Western European security (Resumed Debale on
the Report of the General Afiairs Commiltee and Vote
on the draft Recommendation, Doc. 844 and Amend-
ments).

The Sitting was opened at 3 p.m.

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

l. Adoption of the Mi,rutes

The PRESIDENT (Translation).- In accord-
ance with Rule 2l of the Rules of Procedure,
the Minutes of Proceedings of the previous
Sitting have been distributed.

Are there any comments?...

The Minutes are agreed to.

2. Attendance Register

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

Speakers: The President, Mrs. von Bothmer, Mr.
Valleix, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Hardy, Mr. Cavaliere,
Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Hardy, Sir Frederic Bennett,
Mr. Valleix, Mr. Dejardin, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr.
Valleix, Sir Frederic Bennett ; (explanation of vote) : Dr.
Miller, Mr. Reddemann.

6. Interpretation of Rule 7 o[ the Rules of Procedure
(Presentation of the Report of the Committee on Rules of
Procedure and Privileges, Doc. 843).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Grieve (Chairman and
Rapporteur\; (point oforder): Sir F'rederic Bennett.

7. The intemational situation and European security
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the General
AJlairs Committee and Vote on the draft Recommen-
dation, Doc. 845\.

Speakers: The President, Mr. Vohrer (Rapporteur\, Mr.
Atkinson, Mr. Ellis, Mr. Brown, Mr. Depietri, Mr.
Yohrer (Rapporteur).

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

wilh Mr. Tanghe, Vice-President of the Assemhly, in the Chair.

3. Impact of the evoleing sitlation in the Near
and Middle East on Western,p,uropean secarity

(Resumed Debate on the Repon { the General Affairs
Committee, Doc. 844 and lmendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translafion).- The Orders
of the Day now provide for the resumed debate
on the report of the General Affairs Committee
on the impact of the evolving situation in the
Near and Middle East on Western European
security and the vote on the draft recommenda-
tion, Document 844 and Amendments.

In the resumed debate I call Mr. Grieve.

Mr. GRIEVE (United Kingdom). Mr.
President, I am not sure whether it is an advan-
tage or a disadvantage to speak first after the
luncheon adjournment. One has the advantage
of getting it over with, but one has the feeling
that one is talking to thin ain until one actually
sees one's remarks in print, Of course, those
present make up in quality for what they lack
in quantity.

I wish to congratulate most warmly my friend
Sir Frederic Bennett on the report. It fulhls a
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useful function at present, and it is a conti-
nuation of a long series of services which Sir
Frederic has given to this Assembly. The
report follows three previous ones on similar
subjects following up the situation in the
Middle East and South-West Asia as it has
evolved in recent years.

In my submission, the most important service
that Sir Frederic's report renders to the Assem-
bly is to show how the problems of the
Middle East, and even the Far East, interlock.
It is on that interlocking aspect of the
immediate and critical situation that I wish to
comment this afternoon.

Because the problems of world peace
interlock so much, it is impossible for any
statesman or any political assembly to consider
one particular problem in a void. In
November last year, when the staff of the
American Embassy in Tehran were taken
prisoner and made hostages, I was one of those
who rose in this Assembly shortly afterwards
and protested. What was done then in Iran and
what is continuing there is an outrage which
could not have been contemplated by civilised
society thirty or forty years ago.

I make no apology for saying again now that
the persons of diplomats are sacred in the cause
of international negotiations. It is horrifying
that today the persons of diplomats should be
subject to the exigencies of what almost
amounts to war and that they should be pawns
in the hands of terrorists and others pursuing
causes which, however just they are in them-
selves, put the lives and freedom of those
diplomats in danger.

Therefore, I believe that we must have the
greatest sympathy for the United States and we
must show the utmost solidarity with that
country. For the American people it is an
appalling emotional strain to see their
diplomats and emissaries to what was once a
friendly state being held prisoner in this way in
the capital of that state.

We must avoid seeing the problems of Iran
and of the American hostages in a void - as a
problem of itself. I believe that the problems
of Afghanistan and Iran are interlocked so
clearly and manifestly that they are the most
striking example of the interlocking of the cause
of peace in the modern world and the dangers
to it. Because I felt it so necessary that we
should show solidarity with the Americans, I
supported the immediate demand for sanctions
against Iran in my parliament. Indeed, I was
prepared, much as I dislike sanctions, to go
along with retrospective sanctions. I was
prepared to do this despite the fact that the

whole experience of my lifetime has been that if
any course of conduct is likely to bear little
fruit in international affairs, it is that of
sanctions. We have seen it recently in
Rhodesia and before the war when Italy
invaded Abyssinia. ,We have seen it again and
again in the lifetime of many of us here
today. But overriding the interrogation of the
efficacy of sanctions was the necessity to show
solidarity with our United States allies, on
whom we are still dependent for the main-
tenance of peace, security and freedom.
That was an overriding consideration.

Having said that, I wish to make this
point. Grave as is the question of the
American hostages in Iran, the danger to
world peace and to the security of East and
West in Afghanistan is of vital importance.
We must not overlook that fact. In showing
solidarity with our American allies, we
must not forget that the prime problem in the
East at present is that of Afghanistan. In that
case, a relatively free country has, until
recently, maintained its freedom for centuries
against all comers, including my own country
in the nineteenth century. It has now been
invaded with colossal military forces and war is
being waged even against children. When
children stoned the Russian tanks in Kabul the
other day, they were mercilessly treated. In
this case an Asian people are holding fast to
their freedom in their mountains and in their
snows while they are being subjected to the
most outrageous invasion that has taken place
anywhere in the world since the war. I say
that not forgetting Hungary and Czechoslo-
vakia. In those countries there was at least the
excuse of Yalta. We made many mistakes at
Yalta, but on that occasion those countries
were placed within the Russian sphere of
influence.

There is no excuse at all in Afghanistan.
The invasion of Afghanistan and the presence
of Russian troops in that country has brought
this great Russian empire - because, despite
communism and Marxist ideas, it still is the
heir of the empire of Peter the Great - within
striking distance of the warm waters of the
Indian Ocean. It is a terrifying situation, and
we are fighting it with our hands tied behind
our backs because we still wish to preserve the
peace of the world. But we must now stop at
nothing else to show to the rulers of Russia that
this is a situation which the free world finds
intolerable.

I welcome the -initiative taken by Lord
Carrington and our allies at the February
meeting in Naples. I very much hope that it
may be possible in some way to neutralise
Afghanistan and to see Russian troops
withdrawn, although I am not very opti-
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mistic. It may be that for a long time the
freedom of the people of Afghanistan will
depend on their own desire for freedom and
their determination to fight the invader.

We must use every other means in our power
to express our disapproval. We have in our
hands an elementary means of so doing -
namely, by saying: " We will not go to the
Olympic Games. We are free countries. We
do not dictate to the people of our countries
whether they leave our shores or when they
leave them, or, indeed, for what purpose,
provided that it is a legal purpose. "

I am horrified when I find athletes - much as
I sympathise with their desire to excel and to
win gold medals, for which they have trained
and disciplined themselves for so long - putting
their priorities in the way of the necessity of the
free world to dissociate itself from Russian
actions in Afghanistan. I repeat that we have
the means at hand, and that is to tell Moscow
that we will not go to its games.

I am happy that some at least of the British
team, including our riders, have decided not to
attend the games. I very much hope that as

the day of the games approaches more and
more people will withdraw from them. I lived
through the 1936 Olympic Games, and, indeed,
I had already come to manhood. I saw the
situation for myself, and I witnessed the
propaganda advantage drawn by Hitler by the
very presence of the athletes of the whole world
at Berlin in 1936. I hope that Russia will be
able to draw no such propaganda advantage
from the presence of the athletes of
the free world in Moscow this year.

I return to the main point of my remarks.
We must do all we can, by diplomacy. by
helping the Americans and by showing soli-
darity with them, to procure the release of the
hostages. The holding of the hostages is an
outrage. However, we must also examine the
larger problem and must not run the risk of
pushing Iran into the hands of Soviet Russia by
treating her as an outlaw. Therefore, we have
a difficult course to pursue in diplomacy,
negotiation and the actions we take.

I approve in every way what the report says
about Turkey, which is a key nation in the
maintenance of peace and security in the free
world. Those of us who have been to Turkey
in recent years know of the appalling poverty
and bad economic conditions that prevail in
that country. We must do all we can to
support Turkey and to help that country to
make its way out of the dangerous and difficult
economic situation in which it hnds itself.
There will be no political stability in Turkey
until it has achieved the economic stability

which is necessary to Turkey and to us as her
allies in the free world.

Finally, I touch with trepidation on the
problem of Palestine and Israel. I believe that
we cannot achieve maximum understanding
with the Arab powers, who are so necessary to
the defence of the free world, without resolving
the problem of Israel and of Palestine. It is no
use pushing the Palestinians under the carpet,
as it were, and saying that many of them are
terrorists. The nation of Israel was founded by
those who did not hesitate to use terrorism - for
example, in the explosion at the King David
Hotel - to achieve their ends. The Arabs must
recognise the existence of Israel and promise to
retain it. But Israel, too, must be tolerant and
give to the Palestinian people their homeland
to live in.

With those few observations - and there is
little that is original in them - I commend Sir
Frederic's report to the Assembly. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - I wish to thank Mr.
Grieve.

I call Mr. Pavitt.

Mr. PAVITT (United Kingdom). - I agree
with my colleague, Mr. Grieveo in his remarks
on the interrelationship of this excellent report
and its recommendations. However, I shall
not worry the Assembly with a number of the
other points made by Mr. Grieve.

I yield to nobody in my respect for the value
of the relationship with the United States and
its place in the world scene. But, in the
present circumstances of tkre presidential
election, I believe that a sincere friend is one
who is prepared not only to consult and to
work alongside oneself in pursuing the objec-
tives that we all have in mind but from time to
time to be frank and free irr discussing the
courses of action we should take.

The report before us has the appearance of a
chessboard. It has isolated a part of the world
scene so that we have been able to focus our
attention on a number of areas which give
parliarnentarians grave cause for concern. We
should be aware not only that the pieces in play
in the Middle East are important but that the
great pow€rs which have their existence outside
that area are part and parcel of the conside-
ration we must give to the settling of the very
real problems which afflict the area and to the
suggestions which are put forward in the report.

Three important areas of consideration have
already been emphasised - namely, the United
States, the Soviet Union and Europe. In the
next ten years the Assembly will be wrong if it
ignores the emergence of China as yet a further
person sitting round a chessboard and prepared
from time to time to intervene in the game.
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The title of the report emphasises the word
" evolving ". In the hot climate of the Middle
East, the growth rate of some of the problems
dealt with in the report has been far more rapid
than we have been able to grasp. It is a seed
which has developed into a great problem in
the hothouse of the Middle East, a problem
which we must seek to control.

The wider perspective put forward by the
United Kingdom Minister, Mr. Hurd, this
morning is part of the considerations relating to
my remarks in this debate. Parliamentarians
as part of their task read a great deal of
material. The tendency is to get the gist of it
in the nine points on which we are asked to
concentrate. I commend the explanatory
memorandum because Sir Frederic Bennett has
put within it a very wide historical background,
without which the nine proposals would lack
any solid base on which to make our decision.

I now turn to the recommendations and in
particular to the part concerning Pakistan. We
have to be aware that Pakistan is still not
stable. We all know of the tragedy of
Bhutto. We know of the problems faced by
General Zia. We know that the country is
under martial law and that in an evolving
situation we have to be aware of the day-to-day
changes taking place in Pakistan.

Sir Frederic drew attention to the Baluchistan
problem. I have lived there and I have also
been in Uzbekistan in the Soviet Union. Having
been on either side of the border, one realises
that it is not possible to understand the
problems of the people of that area simply in
terms of frontiers formed in the last
century. The Baluchis, with their nomadic
cattle, have many tribal problems, but we
would be wrong to consider Pakistan in this
perspective without considering the future
developments in Baluchistan.

The United Nations has some responsibility
concerning the mobility of the cattle which go
from Afghanistan into the North-West Frontier
Province and also into Baluchistan. The
amount of feed on the ground is limited. With
such large numbers of cattle, there is
immediately an immigration problem - not of
people but in terms of the use of cattle and
keeping the cattle alive.

The Assembly ought to be pressing the
United Nations and its other agencies to
consider what can be done to alleviate the
human problem and also to alleviate the
problem that will be faced if the Baluchis, the
Pathans and the other people involved feel that
the feed for their cattle is being eaten by the
Afghanistan cattle and that they are theiefore
being deprived.

I commend the point made this moming
concerning the age-old problem of India and
Kashmir. When Afghanistan was invaded,
there was an initial response from Mrs. Gandhi,
who had not then been in offrce very
long. But her second thoughts were better
than her first, and the visit by the United
Kingdom Foreign Secretary and the discussions
which took place represent one of the most
hopeful signs in that part of the world.

We have already been discussing Turkey, and
I draw attention in that context to the Cyprus
problem. If we are thinking of Turkey in
terms of economic and military strength and its
place within the Alliance, we cannot ignore the
problem that arises when we have yet another
barrier drawn between people, as we have on
the island of Cyprus, with checkpoint Charlies
and armed forces to keep the island in separate
compartments.

As politicians we have been very lax. When
we are able to solve a problem temporarily - as,
for example, between India and Pakistan over
Kashmir, and in the Middle East in regard to
the West Bank - we ought to go back a little
further and remember the partition of Northern
Ireland from Ireland after the first world
war. When we leave a problem unsolved, it
sometimes takes a good many years before it
erupts. The best hope to give Turkey would
be to find a solid solution to the Cyprus
problem, so that Turkey can release its
forces. That would also have beneficial
economic effects. I believe that we can play a
part in that respect.

Recommendation 9 expresses our hopes
concerning self-determination for Palestine and
real security for Israel. Although we may have
the right words, I regret that there is not the
strength to guarantee Israel's feelings about the
need for security. In 1966 Israel had security
because of the United Nations forces which
stood between Israel and the Arab states, but
those forces were withdrawn within twenty-
four hours. This time we have to go much
further. I accept recommendation 9 - as I
think the Assembly will - but it places on us a
responsibility to make it a reality in terms of
self-determination and security.

The Palestinians wOuld be well advised to
think a little more about their economic future
and about what is to be done, if they get the
state into their own hands, in regard to
self-sufliciency, trade and economic strength.
If I lived in Israel, I would be looking at the
pressures coming from all the Arab states. I
would be thinking not of the provision of seeds,
tractors or other agricultural machinery but
primarily about defence matters.
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I commend the postscript to the docu-
ment. The General Aflairs Committee had the
very good fortune that our Rapporteur went to
visit the various parts of the Middle East just
before the report was finalised. The postscript
therefore contains some extremely important
material. We cannot hope to solve politically
the problems of the area that we are discussing
without accepting that the first and most
important aspect is oil and the energy crisis and
that the second and third most important
aspects are also oil and the energy crisis.
Unless that thought is at the forefront of our
attempts to solve these problems, we shall be
rnissing the prime motivating forces for action
in the world today. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Pavitt.

Dr. Miller has the floor.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - In his
report, Sir Frederic Bennett very wisely tells us
at the beginning that it does not pretend to be
an overall and detailed historical analysis of the
position in the Middle East and South-West
Asia as was Document 820, which was
approved by the Assembly in December and
which I bitterly opposed.

Since Sir Frederic has been forthcoming in
indicating that his report was not an attempt to
be a tour d'horizon,I cannot say that I have as

many objections to this document as I had to
the previous one.

I shall come to the recommendations which
the document makes. First, in the intro-
duction it asks this Assembly a little too much
to blame Israel for everything that is happening
in the Middle East today. Sir Frederic says

that foremost remains the unresolved and
worsening Israel-Arab dispute. The Arab
countries, because of their continual territorial
dispute with Israel, are experiencing internal
disruptions. The report goes on to blame what
is happening in the Lebanon on Israel, what
happened in the Great Mosque in Mecca on
Isriel, and what happened when Colonel
Kadhafi's commando forces attacked Gafsa, in
Tunisia, on Israel.

But is it seriously suggested that the little
country of Israel is at the root of all these
problems? If Israel did not exist, the Arab
states would have to invent her. I do not think
that there are any two out of the twenty-one or
twenty-two Arab states which have had friendly
relations one with another. Certainly no one
state has friendly relations with every one of the
others. It looks to me as though there is
developing in the minds of some people the
idea of producing a scapegoat for all that is
going on in the Middle East. We had a

scapegoat, or scapegoats, in the 1930s. Those
were the Jews of Germany. We now have
scapegoats in the 1980s which look to me as

though they are the Jews of Israel. I do not
think that we ought to be approaching the
problem there from the point of view of even
implying that one little country lies at the root
of atl these problems. That is nonsense and
should not be said.

Lord Reay, in a speech which I have now
come to associate with him, shows admirable
concern for the Palestinian Arabs, but he
forgets that these difficulties are largely of their
own making. If they had accepted the situa-
tion which the United Nations outlined in
1947, these problems would not have arisen.
Words have been bandied around and defi-
nitions are being put forward, but, whatever we
say about them, they are refugees. If one
wants to accord them another status, that is
fine. I do not say that we should not do so,

but legally they are refugees because they did
not previously have a state of their own.

Some people were thrown out of their homes;
that is true and is something that I deplore.
That does not give them the status - unless
they wish themselves to accord that status to
their group of people - of a nation. In my
opinion, we ought to acoord them that
status. I do not say that we should not do sq
but it should not be argued that, ipso facto,they
are a state, because they are not a state, even
though they have set up in exile people who
take upon themselves the rights of an elected
government.

I warned the Council of Europe Assembly in
April - if I dare use the wbrd - that if we
accord to one group of refugees or dissidents, or
to any group of people who want to accord
themselves that status, the title of a state, we
may have to do it to the Basque separatists, the
Serbo-Croats, the Montenegrans, the Kurds, the
Corsican separatists, the Quebec separatists, the
South Moluccans and a whole host of other
people who may demand the same status'

I agree that Israel still occupies territories
whictr it occupied for the first time in
1967. So did we after a war. So did the
allies. There is nothing illegal in occupying
territory after a war pending a peaceful settle-
ment. It is a normal situation. I totally
condemn Mr. Begin's policy of not only the
extension of settlements into the West Bank but
his whole policy - his whole economic policy
as well. But I deplore Mrs. Thatcher's
policy. I know that some of my colservative
iolleagues do not. But irn deploring Mrs.
Thatcher's policy I do not associate myself in
any way with people who waht to eliminate the
British people. To my mind peace, so far as

some of the Arabs are concorned, and, in fact,
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so far as the PLO is concerned, means the
elimination of Israel, and we cannot talk in
these terms.

If we can satisfy the Israelis on the security
problem, the whole series of difficulties in
relation to the Palestinian Arabs could well be
on the way to a settlement. Incidentally, if we
could satisfy the Russians that we have no evil
intentions towards them, however much they
may be wrong in their belief that we have evil
intentions, we could put an end to the arms
race.

If European countries were less critical of
Camp David, more inclined to encourage
developments and less inclined to grovel in the
face of oil problems, much greater progress
would have been made. At very great risk to
Israel, the Egyptians are now fast achieving all
that they asked for, and there are many risks to
Israel. Israel gave up a large part of land
which she had occupied and which acted as a
buffer in case there was another attack on her,
as there had been in the past. The Israelis
gave that up. They have had to build new
defences at enormous cost. They gave up
something else in addition to security and the
risk to security. In addition to having to
construct new defences somewhere else, Israel
gave up oil which was supplying most of her
needs; and now she has another problem adding
to her balance of payments deficit, and that is
the import of oil.

It is not far-fetched to believe that if we were
behind the Camp David agreement, pushing it
forward. satisfaction similar to that which has
been achieved by the Egyptians could be
achieved by the Palestinians and the Arabs. An
independent Arab state on the West Bank and
at Gaza is advocated by some people, but not
by the report, which talks about self-
determination. I commend that, because that
is the way we should be proceeding. If one
visualises the map of that part of the world, one
can see that an independent Arab state on the
West Bank and at Gaza would be an extremely
serious threat to Israel. From the north there
would be the Syrians, and from the east and
from the Gaza Strip in the west there would be
an attack on her.

When mentioning the possibility of a
European initiative to try to solve this problem,
a good point was made by Mr. van den Bergh
when he said that a European initiative could
include the Soviet Union. Why not ? It is
part of Europe. How would those who
advocate a European initiative respond to that
suggestion? We have every right as democrats,
as people concerned about peace and about the

interests of our people, to try to resolve this
situation. But we also must recognise, while
we fall over backwards to recognise the
problems of the Arabs, the problem that Israel
has.

Israel looks upon Europe as an area, a conti-
nent, a group of countries, that will once again
sell her down the river. Let us face it : we sold
Czechoslovakia down the river in 1938. The
Israelis are extremely concerned that that kind
of thing might happen again.

We should be giving encouragement to the
vast majority of the Israeli people who are
democratic in outlook and who want to see a
just resolution of the problem. I deplore and
totally condemn the senseless retaliatory
violence that has taken place - and took place
yesterday - which is absolutely terrible. It is
the Jewish people in Israel acting totally outside
their normal behaviour.

What overlies every argument and every
debate in this chamber, the Council of Europe
and nearly all the legislative assemblies of
Europe is the point that my colleague, Mr.
Pavitt, made - our fear that our economies will
be disrupted and our standards of living will fall
if we do not appease the Arabs by making sure
that we stand up against Israel and, therefore
continue to get the Arab's oil.

I end with a quotarion from a British
historian of the Middle East, Mr. J.B. Kelly, in
an article in ly'er Republic only two weeks ago:

" We have only to look around us today to
see the degree of debasement that Arab oil
money has caused in western society and
politics over the past ten years. If such
degradation can occur in so short a time,
what on earth will be our conditions ten
years hence ? " (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Dr. Miller.

(The President continued in French)

(Translation).- I call Mr. Pignion.

Mr. PICNION (Frazrce) (Translation).- Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, there are
facts, and facts are stubborn, and then there are
explanations of facts. There is the Europe one
talks about and the Europe that actually
exists. It is on the basis of these two points
that I wish to make a substantial contribution
to this debate.

Afghanistan is a problem, and although we
can hold forth at length about its origins, we
can hardly plumb the hearts and minds of
Brezhnev and others. The awakening of Islam
is a fact. Where will it lead ? Again, we have
no crystal ball to tell the future. We cannot
define the purpose of Soviet expansionism, but
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we can see its results, and the hypotheses
considered by the Rapporteur are all credible;
they are all in the realm of the possible.
Whether one speaks of the Brezhnev doctrine
or any other, may I simply say, and repeat, that
those are the facts and that it would be futile
not to see all these events as a direct threat to
peace in the short or medium term.

I also hnd that most of these problems are
rooted in the underlying economic situation.
We are not going to do anything for the
Afghans, but we will for Oman if things should
go that far.

May I simply draw your attention to this
point and join you in asking whether there is

any way we can resolve these problems. other
thin individually. I hope that, facing as it does

the two blocs with their on-going policies,
Europe may at last be able to present itself as a

trusted and credible negotiating partner to
whom one can turn with full confidence. And
as regards the report submitted to us, I think we

should not give way to pessimism or to a kind
of neurotic belief in the inevitability of confron-
tation.

What I want to emphasise, speaking of
Europe and corroborating what I said earlier' is

that at present Europe is not credible. Our
offers of mediation have not been accepted - in
the case of the Arab-Israeli conflict - and you
will have seen from the results of the most
recent AI Fatah congress last Sunday that the
European countries' proposals could not be
taken seriously because these countries seemed

too weak to make their wishes respected. The
congress also affirmed that the Americans were
equally suspect since they had again declared
thlough the voice of Jimmy Carter that they
alone had been empowered so far to try to
resolve this conflict but were not succeeding in
doing so.

That is a lesson for the European countries
which, acting separately, are not capable of
inspiring confidence and for that reason are

continuing to strengthen the process of bipolar-
isation.

All the verbal condemnation, the indignation
expressed on many sides and the few economic
sanctions against the USSR have been no more
successful than the Nine's proposal to neutralise
Afghanislan in swaying the Soviet Government
in its determination to control that country.

So I think Europe's flrrst priority should be to
achieve credibility by helping the Afghan
people. We must give them the assistance they
need very quickly. Short of resorting to armed
force, we can at least provide them with

prompt and effective aid. Practical humani-
tarian action of this kind is the only way to give

the Afghan people conltdence in Europe.

The same applies to Turkey. I remember
the visit to Turkey by the members of the
Council of Europe's Committee on Economic
Affairs. We visited the country and listened to
comments on its political organisation, its
troubles and, in particular, the pconomic crisis
it is passing through. And those who showed
us the Soviet cargo vessels and warship passing

by made it quite clear to us that Europe must
help Turkey, since otherwise Turkey could
easily swing to the other side. Will these
words be heard and will these expectations be
met ? I do not think they will as long as we
continue our separate approach to these
problems and to hold futile disclrssions.

Europe must, I repeat, take concerted and
rapid iction to restore a climate of confi-
dence. I have referred in this connection to
the example of Turkey and the Afghan people.

As a French socialist and as one who has

recently attended debates on the way we think
these problems should be resolved, may I point
out that the connecting thread running through
our policy should be the resolve to consider
system of blocs and replace this by a collective
organisation for peace. That is to say, it seems

to us that the East-West tenpions cannot be
reduced merely by creating a North-South axis
putting an end to exploitatiop of the under-
developed South by the industrlalised North.

Given the risk of an aggravation of the
tensions between the big powors, we must not
succumb to the war mentality or allow
ourselves to be caught up in the machinery of
confrontation between the blocs. We think
that France, which was and remains a member
of the Atlantic Alliance, must not let the
United States use the Alliance as an instrument
of its policy. France must preserve its own
means of defence and its independent power to
take decisions. So it is now more urgent than
ever to ensure Europe's political independence,
as the British Minister pointed out this
morning.

As for d6tente, whatever the chances are, we
must begin by identifying the principles on
which to base our action. For, Ladies and
Gentlemen, it is because we lapk clearly-enough
defined principles that instead of avoiding the
threats facing us we meet them head on. For
lack of principles, embassies no longer have

extra-territorial rights. How did we react?
For lack of principles, we let the UNIFIL
soldiers be murdered, as in tfe good old days,
by a bullet in the neck. Who reacted? The
United States reacted againFt the taking of
hostages. We took our time. Once principles
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have been abandoned, we no longer have a firm
policy and, above all, as one of our colleagues
said earlier, our policy is no longer backed by
the power to assert the validity of our
principles.

Now, I think the life of nations is like the life
of individuals. If we abandon these principles,
we will lose the thread of any sound policy.
Individuals, when they grow up, rise above
their selfish desires and personal needs to think
of others and in so doing become credible,
reliable and worthy of respect. They become
all the more so in that, physically almost, they
come to stand for something.

I see no other solution in the life of nations
and the dramas now being played out on the
world stage than, firstly, firmness backed by the
means to assert it and secondly, a deep attach-
ment and continuous return to sound
principles.

Surely we are not short of agencies to settle
our problems? Surely we are not going to go
on believing in the bilateral character of the
negotiations? Are we going to let people
believe, in the final analysis - and I conclude
with this - that Europe does not exist?

Ladies and Gentlemen, we have spoken a
great deal about Europe here. It must prove
itself worthy of what the countries expect of it.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - I now call Mr. Jessel.

Mr. JESSEL (Uniled Kingdom). - I listened
with great interest to the remarks of Mr.
Pignion. He talked about the affrrmation of
sound and valid principles as part of our stand,
but that cannot be enough. He said that we
must not be pessimistic about the world
situation, but I do not agree at all. It is right
to be profoundly pessimistic about the world
situation, which has become appalling. We
have heard many representatives talk about
Afghanistan and the ruthless aggression and
wicked brutality of the Russians. Mr. Pavitt
said that the world was like a chessboard.
Afghanistan can be seen as the latest episode in
a progression of conquests, subversions and
takeovers by the Russians, who are determined
to impose their system of communist dicta-
torship on the entire world. Nothing they
have said or done gives one any reason to
believe that they have abandoned their aims.

Our generation sees Afghanistan as the latest
in a long line of events. We have seen the
ruthless suppression of Czechoslovakia and
Hungary. We have seen suppression in
Cuba, Angola, Mozambique, Ethiopia and the
Yemen. This cannot be allowed to continue.

Of course, the Russians have their eyes on
the oil in Iran and other places in the tVtiOOte
East. The stocks of oil there are so vast that,
even at the present rate of consumption, they
will last another 120 to 150 years, unlike most
other stocks in the world, which will last for
much shorter periods.

It is essential that the West gives a firm
response to the events in Afghanistan, otherwise
the Russians may miscalculate by committing
aggression in another country where the West
must respond militarily, and thus the Russians
may trigger off a third world war.

I hope that everyone accepts the need to
prevent the Russians from gaining a propa-
ganda advantage in their own country and in
the third world from the Olympic Games, to
which Mr. Grieve referred. We all understand
how the athletes must feel. Many are very
young and have striven for years to build up
their athletic prowess. But, surely, the
disappointment of a few thousand athletes must
be absolutely trivial compared with the preven-
tion of the third world war.

However, it goes beyond that. This matter
must be seen as a moral question. No one in
this Assembly would wish to eat or drink with
thugs or murderers. Neither should anyone
wish to play games in the country of thugs or
murderers in a way which could result in
favourable publicity. As the elected represen-
tatives of the European public, we must seek to
give a lead in this matter.

I turn to the problems of the Middle East and
the Arab-Israeli dispute, on which I spoke at
length at our meeting six months ago. If the
so-called West Bank, which is known by the
Israelis as Samaria, fell into the hands of the
Arabs, it would be like a thumb on the
windpipe of the Israelis. This is only a narrow
strip of land - there is about fifteen or twenty
miles between the West Bank and the sea. It
would be a strategic position for people who
were hostile to lsrael, and this would render the
Israelis highly vulnerable.

We must consider the question of a European
initiative in terms of political realism. Is such
an initiative realistic? I do not believe that it
is. The position of the Americans is far more
realistic. It cannot be possible, realistically, to
ask the Israelis to give up strategic positions
from which they are highly vulnerable to
attack by people who have sworn to destroy
them. That cannot possibly be a realistit
suggestion. Therefore, there can be no
question of expecting the Israelis to hand over
these territories until the persons to whom it is
suggested that they hand over have absolutely
renounced their foresworn threat to destroy
them.
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I am sorry to be repetitive, but this point
must be emphasised. This Assembly does not
seem to understand that aspect. I agree with
Mr. Grieve on many matters, but I do not agree
with him when he suggests that the Israelis
should be tolerant. How can anyone be
tolerant towards people who are planning to
destroy one? That makes an utter mockery of
the word " tolerance ". The threat to destroy
them is not a new matter for the Israelis. Only
thirty or forty years ago vast numbers of their
relatives were destroyed in concentration
camps. Therefore, they must look at this
matter in the light of that experience.

I conclude with a brief reference to the Gaza
Strip on the other side of Israel. The position
here is somewhat different from that of the
West Bank. I went on a trip to the Middle
East as a member of the Council of Europe's
Committee on Migration, Refugees and Demo-
graphy. As well as meeting Arabs and Israelis,
we met some Arab leaders in the Gaza
Strip. On that side there was a great deal of
relief felt by some of them about the agreement
between Egypt and Israel at Camp David. On
the border between Egypt and Israel, war had
continued on and off for nearly thirty years and
the Arabs there were extremely thankful for
Camp David. I hope that no one will belittle
Camp David or attempt to play it down. I
hope that this Assembly and the governments
of all the countries of which we are the elected
representatives will do their best to build on
Camp David. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Jessel.

The next speaker is Mr. McGuire.

Mr. McGUIRE (United Kingdom). - I wish
to begin by paying tribute, as I did on the last
occasion, to the Rapporteur for his indus-
try. In his introduction, the Rapporteur
mentioned the wider scope of this report,
Document 844, as compared with Document
820, with the same title, which he presented
last December. This report deals with some of
the problems facing India, Pakistan and Turkey
and also with the situation in Afghanistan, Iran
and the Arab-Israeli conflict. It succintly
illustrates the interrelationship of all these
problems with our own security.

The Chinese have a saying " May your
children live in exciting times ". I am not sure
whether that saying is meant as a curse or as a
blessing. What may be exciting for the viewer
or commentator may be absolute hell and
misery for those who are involved, particularly,
in this case, the poor people of Afghanistan.
We are living in exciting times, but they are
dangerous times. I believe that the response of
the West must be certain and sure.

I wish briefly to touch on three points: Iran
and the American hostages, Afghanistan and
the Middle East. In regard to Iran, we must
utterly condemn what has happened. My
colleague Mr. Grieve has already said that the
protection of diplomats was an ancient and
civilised way of dealing with foreign nationals
in one's own country, but that ancient custom
has now been breached in every possible
way. I regret even more the attitude of those
who condemn what has happened as a violation
of international relations but who temper their
views with references to what the Shah did or
did not do. I believe that democratic institu-
tions such as this Assembly should say
unequivocally that the hosta$es should be
released. We say in the first place that
they should not have been seized. It is a

wicked act that those hostages should continue
to be held against their will and to be
threatened with trial. I should not like to
contemplate the position of anybody who was
put on trial in such circumstances. I have no
truck with anybody who seeks to temper any
criticism ofthe taking ofthose fiostages.

In regard to Afghanistan, I as a socialist
condemn the invasion of that nation. I am
greatly annoyed that many of my socialist
colleagues in m4ny parts of the world temper
their criticisms of this violation, this wicked act
of aggression, by .the Russians. I believe that it
is the duty of all members of free democratic
societies such as those to which we have the
privilege to belong unequivocally to condemn
such acts. We should say to the Russians that
they should not have gone in in the first place
and that the quicker they get Out the better it
will be for the world.

I turn to a delicate matter which has been
recently discussed in the British House of
Commons, namely, the question of how best
can the West, short of going to war, show its
abhorrence, detestation and condemnation of
this act of aggression. I believe that the best
means open to us to make our view felt in the
strongest possible way is to boycott the
Olympics. Sometimes we in the West tend to
misunderstand the psychological make-up of
the Russians. I think that we wrongly
assume that they are totally western in their
outlook. I hope that I offend nobody's sensi-
tivities if I say that the Russian make-up is part
oriental. Certainly loss of face is a powerful
weapon and something about which the
Russians feel deeply.

If we could have inflicted on the Russians the
humiliation of a boycott - and I regret that the
boycott has not been complete - this would
have been the most powerful weapon in our
hands to show the Russians how we view their
invasion of Afghanistan. That would be the
humiliation in the forthcotning Olympics,
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which would be turned into an Olympics of
only the Russians and their satellite states.

However, the boycott has not happened. I
can sympathise with young men and women
who have spent many years training to such a
pitch that they are able to represent their
countries at the highest possible peak of
fitness. I know that to athletes the thought of
winning is absolute heaven. Although I
sympathise deeply with those athletes, I believe
that because we live in a free society, and
because we cannot impose our will on athletes,
the athletes themselves should have recognised
the precious jewel of freedom. The athletes
should have taken the view: " We agree that the
invasion was a wickcd act by the Russians, and
we shall make the sacrifice of not attending the
games ". However, that was not to be because
we live in a free society. We cannot impose
our views.

I congratulate my German colleagues. I very
much regret that the Germans now stand alone
among the larger nations of Western Europe as

the only people who have held out for
a boycott. I regret that other nations have not
followed. I am an unashamed boycotter.
Since I voted for a boycott, nothing has
happened to change my views. If I were given
another chance, I would vote in the same way
as I did a lew months ago.

I was surprised at the phrase " intervene in "
used by Sir Frederic Bennett in his repo(. No
doubt he will accept Amendment 2, because I
believe that we should not mince words. What
happened in Afghanistan certainly was not an
intervention but an invasion. I pay tribute to
Sir Frederic's industry and the many jewels in
his report, and I know that he will agree to
accept the amendment that will put the
situation right.

I now turn to the Middle East. I
understand the commitment of some of my
colleagues on the question of the security and
prosperity of Israel. I wish to tell those
colleagues who point to serious defects in the
report that I should like to see a peaceful and
prosperous Israel. But I believe that Israel will
not be prosperous and will not live in peace
with its neighbours, if it continues in its view
that there is no such entity as a Palestinian
people because they do not exist as a
state. There are many states which have come
into existence in the last fifty years about which
the same argument could have been used.

I believe that a great injustice was done in
Palestine to an innocent group of people, and I
make no bones about saying this. Those who
attempt to pour scorn on the PLO and to

belittle or diminish its contribution - and we
remember the discussion on Document 820
with references to the PLO as murderers, thugs
and all the rest of it and suggesting that we
should have no truck with that body - must
remember that history is littered with state-
ments to the effect that one should never
negotiate with this, that or the other body
because of its background.

I urge the state of Israel and its leaders to
recognise a burning injustice which has eaten
into their souls and the souls of the people of
Palestine. Surely a nation such as the Jews
should recognise this. The sooner both sides
can get round the table, the better. We shall
not have the opportunity of hearing a PLO
representative address this Assembly because
this Assembly is not constituted to receive such
people. But the sooner we can hear a repre-
sentative of the PLO in our sister Assembly, the
Council of Europe, the quicker we can
challenge him about the intentions of that body
and the happier I shall be. I would vote for
that opportunity. I believe that that day will
soon be with us.

I believe that the people of Palestine are now
getting that message across. Their voice is now
being heard and their claims are being
heeded. The only two groups of people who
can give voice to those feelings and put into
effect what we all wish to see happen in that
area, leading to a just and lasting peace, are the
leaders of the PLO and the leaders of the state
of Israel.

The report is a very valuable one. It will
have served a most useful purpose if it spurs
the free countries of the world - and above all
Western European countries - to learn the
lesson that if we do not hang together, most
certainly we shall hang separately. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. Thank you, Mr.
McGuire.

I call Mr. De Poi.

Mr. DE POI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr.
President, some weeks ago in the Council of
Europe, we discussed and approved Mr.
Baumel's report on the Middle East crisis;
today we are discussing the Bennett report,
which we regard as another serious and sincere
attempt to point the way towards a solution.
It unquestionably reflects a view generally held
in the western world and in Europe in parti-
cular, regarding the non-aggressivity of its own
r6le and its sincere efforts for the restoration of
a peaceful balance.

Of course, if we set these facts and decla-
rations, and the resolutions based on them,
against the attitude which looks somehow for
alibis and excuses in the communist world, or
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finds other alibis and excuses among western
communists for what has happened, we realise
that we want different kinds of peace. But,
beyond these sincere anxieties and the effort
now being made, some situations have not
changed and the fear is that, unfortunately, the
wound will turn gangrenous. Despite the
protests of the western world, despite the
boycotting of the Olympic Games by several
delegations, Afghanistan remains occupied;
despite the efforts to make something more of
the Camp David agreements, the situation in
the Palestinian world - taken to mean the area
in general - remains unresolved; indeed the
position is at present getting worse with a

number of particularly dramatic events.

ln Iran, the position of the hostages has
certainly not improved and they are in fact
scattered and further from us. I believe,
therefore, that, over and above declarations of
good will, which certainly indicate a non-
aggressive attitude entirely different from that of
other western countries. this situation must, in
any case be handled with great care. The
world of today is as it is; a powder keg which
could be exploded by any sudden move-
ment. Of course, the emotional reaction in the
United States and Israel - both with their eyes

on a general election - does not permit the
calm approach which we should adopt in fact,
rather than in words, to particular situations of
extreme gravity.

In this highly nervous atmosphere, the game
is easier for the Soviet Union which felt itself to
be excluded from the Camp David agreements
and is therefore trying to work its way back into
the Middle East by creating instability in
various ways. We must never forget this fact,
Ladies and Gentlemenl the Soviet Union had
the feeling of being kept out of this first peace-
ful settlement and is deeply concerned over its
own energy supplies in five years' time. These
facts will undoubtedly lead the Soviet Union to
foment growing instability in the Middle East if
solutions cannot be found involving all the
countries seeking to establish a fresh balance
and greater calm in that area in the restoration
of peace.

Our view, therefore, is that the part which
Europe can play is underestimated, perhaps at
home, and certainly abroad, precisely because
of the excessive anxieties expressed by the
United States 'and Israel. But worry can
sometimes be a poor counsellor. Over the last
few years impeccably democratic political
forces and European countries which are

unquestionably peace-loving have offered fre-
quent proof of their determination not merely
to consolidate the western world but also to
restore the strategic balance in order to be

better equipped to meet the Soviet threat more
adequately. For this precise rleason, I believe
that more trust should be shown by countries
like Israel anC the United States, which are
certainly not threatened but are offered help by
the terms of a fresh proposal which offers a real
possibility of mediation between the western
countries.

But this is certainly not an atttempt to impose
ourselves or a declaration by Europe as a third
force. This may be a temptation to us today
and it may be that the mistake made by a

number of countries is precisely that of
having suggested moves without the prior
agreement of the United States and Israel. I
feel that this is a lesson which we must take to
heart. We can make no proposals or start any
move for peace which has not been previously
approved by the United States and Israel, in
order to reassure them completely concerning
Europe's intentions. No individual action can
be taken which in any way may give the
impression of lack of consultation between the
European partners as happened with the recent
French move. But it is clear that we cannot, at
the same time, pursue a co-ordinated peace

strategy without recognising that different
attitudes are required in each part of
the world. And I believe that this applies to
the situation in Palestine, to Iran and to
Afghanistan.

We must of course be seriously concerned to
strengthen NATO but our main concern must
be to promote a specific western belief in
democracy, development and peace. For a
political movement like the Christian Democra-
tic movement which supports NATO and for
countries like Italy which are members of
NATO, the concern for NATO itself is
greater. ln my view, this is a genuine
objective, which takes precedence over the
strengthening of NATO, which is useful and
indispensable but not the primary objective;
and I believe that we must try to understand
the significance of the upsurge of Islam
throughout the Middle East; we must under-
stand its underlying reasons instead of leaving it
to the mercy of the integrating tendencies and
equivocal help of the Soviet Union, when some
parts of the same Islamic movement have been
crushed by the same Soviet Union.

To sum up, we must conclude regional
agreements because the more the western
countries succeed in co-ordinatling their rdle the
more the peace settlement will be in line with
the historical, cultural and economic charac-
teristics of the development of certain countries.

Thus, there are reasons why we should not
confine ourselves to propaganda as a demon-
stration of our goodwill; goodwill is not enough
to get the Russians out of the countries which
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they have invaded; goodwill is not enough to
restore the hostages to their families or to
reassure Israel and give a homeland to the
Palestinians. Actions, hard facts and readiness
and trust among the western allies are needed
in order to achieve this objective which to us
takes precedence over all else.

If we are to act and succeed we must have
credibility with all the parties involved
whatever the r6le they may have to play in a
Palestine peace conference. We must negotiate
seriously and sincerely for the release of the
hostages in lran; we must work out a stable,
guaranteed settlement for Pakistan and Afghan-
istan, including a suggested cease-fire line in
Afghanistan aimed at forcing the Soviet Union
to respond to a serious proposal on which it
will have to show its hand.

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

The PRESIDENT. - Mr. De Poi, you have
exceeded your time. Perhaps you could bring
your remarks to an end.

Mr. DE POI (Italy) (Translation). - Just a few
more words, Mr. President. I believe that,
quite apart from reasons which may salve our
consciences, this is the line to be followed in
order to arrive at a balance which is not
unfavourable to the West. Progress requires
both the unity of the European countries and
the solidarity of the whole western world.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. De
Poi. Because we are running so late, I must
ask speakers to respect the times that they
themselves gave for their speeches. If members
go substantially beyond the time limits, it will
make the position even more serious than it is.

Mr. Grant is the next speaker.

Mr. GRANT (United Kingdom).- Thank you
very much, Mr. President. In view of the time,
I shall touch only briefly on two points in this
excellent report, first to commend and support
recommendation 5 concerning Turkey. It was
only two years ago from that very rostrum
when you were our Minister of Defence that I
moved a report which called attention in
particular to the important r6le that Turkey
played in our defence in the Mediterranean
area in NATO. Since 

'then, although the
United States arms embargo has been lifted, the
economic position of Turkey has becomp
infinitely worse. Therefore, we must welcome
and sustain every effort to help them. I
commend the European Communities and West
Germany in particular for the initiative they
have taken, because a glance at the map alone

will show the vital position that Turkey forms
in the Western Alliance. If Turkey should
succumb for economic or for any other reasons,
not only Greece and Western Europe but the
whole world would suffer.

The second point to which I wish to refer is
recommendation 3 on the question of Afghan-
istan, which has occupied so much of our
debate. We have spent many hours in this
Assembly, both today and earlier, discussing the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. What becomes
increasingly clear is that talking is not
enough. We have to do something about
it. Of course, certain trade sanctions, the
reduction in the supply of grain and the
withdrawal of technical knowhow are all very
well, but in an iron, political dictatorial state
their impact on the people of Russia is
long-term only.

The only immediately effective means of
bringing home to the Russian people the brutal
enormity of their government's conduct is to
boycott the Olympic Games, the Olympic
Games which were so foolishly and unwisely
scheduled to take place in Moscow. That was
the first mistake. It simply will not do to say,
as one often hears, that politics must be kept
out of sport. The Olympics have been infested
with politics flor most of this century, most
notably in 1936 in Nazi Germany. We have
only to remember what was the fate, only four
years after the Berlin games, of some of the
young athletes who participated there.

In case we have any doubt today whether
politics are in sport, I quote merely from the
Soviet " Handbook for Party Activists " of
November last yeat, which states that the
decision to give the right to hold the Olympic
Games in Moscow was:

" convincing testimony to the general
recognition of the historical importance and
the correctness of the foreign political course
of our country [and] of the enormous services
of the Soviet Union in the struggle for
peace. "

If that is not bringing politics into sport, I do
not know what is.

I feel deep regret, and, indeed, shame, that
the British Olympics Committee has not
followed the same hoiourable course as that of
our colleagues in West Germany and other
countries. But it is not too late. In a free
society, everybody has the right peacefully and
lawfully to persuade his fellow men and women
to take a more sensible and wiser course. In
my own country, nobody has taken a more
honourable and vigorous part in this campaign
than has our Rapporteur himself, Sir Frederic
Bennett, who has very much led the field in
this connection.
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I appreciate, as we all appreciate - Mr. Jessel
said this, and Mr. McGuire said it in an
admirable speech - the way in which young
athletes concentrate vigorously on their phy-
sical tasks. So they did in Berlin in
1936. But the very fact that they concentrate
exclusively upon their athletic tasks means that
they have not acquired the experience to enable
them to see the bigger picture in the world. If
one is spending all one's time running round
the track and thinking about one's time, one
cannot see - one does not have the time to
understand and see - the bigger and broader
picture.

Therefore, I hope that my country and every
other Western European country indeed,
every free country - will keep on advocating
the case for non-participation in what will be a
mockery of every ideal that the Olympics have
ever stood for. I hope that governments of all
countries will keep all young athletes directly
informed of the horrors that are occurring in
Afghanistan. I hope that they will send them
pictures of the ghastly injuries suffered by a
young and beautiful woman, seen this week in,
I believe, Le Figaro, as well as the murder of
schoolgirls, the genocide and the hideous
savagery against men, women and children.

I hope that governments will also let athletes
know of the misery of the million people
imprisoned behind the iron curtain in the
country that the games are intended directly to
boost. I hope that those splendid young
athletes will think again and think deeply, and
that they will spurn the chance to win medals
which at the end of the day will be made only
of putty. I hope that in the interests of the free
world of which they are part and which gives
them the right to choose, they will put honour
before glory and stay away. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Grant.

I call Mr. Valleix.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). - Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, we have all
appreciated and, indeed, expressed our appre-
ciation of the quality of Sir Frederic Bennett's
report, which is particularly rich in ideas for all
of us. This, moreover, is what has led me - in
place of a colleague who was unable to be here

- to table some amendments - a little late, I
admit, and I must apologise - in the hope that
the Assembly might after all be able to adopt
some guidelines on fundamentals. As to the
general line taken by Sir Frederic, we feel that
it constitutes an entirely positive contribution
to Europe's international action.

The report has two fundamental points in its
favour: on the one hand, the attempt to achieve
a balanced definition of the objectives on which

Europe's international action might be aimed in
a region absolutely vital for its security and, on
the other, the attempt at a def,rnition based on
an overall analysis of the problems of the
Middle East that takes due account of Europe's
own interests in the framework of western
solidarity. A sometimes complicated process
which, nevertheless, would enable us to make
of the present political co-opefation between
the nine member states of the European
Community something more than a series of
isolated interventions in international organi-
sations or resolutions adopted under the
pressure of events without any real search for
coherence or continuity.

Of the aims which Europe should be
pursuing in the Middle East, Sir Frederic
rightly puts the accent on stability and equili-
brium - in a word, on peace.

Europe has a specific political interest,
strengthened by its traditional links with the
Mediterranean countries, in a solution to the
Middle East conflicts, particularly the Israeli-
Arab conflict. Any resolution of this conflict,
as Sir Frederic objectively notes, will have to be
political, comprehensive and based on mutual
recognition of the elementary fact - despite the
occasional diffrculties of finding the right
expression to cover it - of the existence of two
peoples, Israeli and Palestinian.

These principles can of course be imple-
mented in different ways which cannot be
precisely determined at this stage because of the
present distance between the positions of the
parties concerned. Sir Frederip is right not to
put forward any ready-mafle recipe for
peace. However, he does propose certain
procedures for a settlement which, I would
stress, seem rather imprac{ical from the
outset. How in fact can oni guarantee the
success of comprehensive ne[otiations going
beyond the limits of the Camp David
agreement by convening a conference between
Israel, all adjacent Arab countfies, a delegation
representative of the Palestinirans, the United
States and the countries of Western Europe? I
put it to you, Ladies and Gentlemen: is it
realistic to exclude the USSR? The concept of
adjacent Arab countries is either too restrictive
or too vague.

How, moreover, can one spoak of granting a
territory of their own to the Palestinians
without any mention of the complex problems
raised by the need to implement the two-fold
process of withdrawal from the occupied
ierritories and of working out precise, practical
and binding guarantees for Israel's security?

Nevertheless, the basic tenor of Sir Frederic's
proposals corresponds to the interests of
Europe. They are particularly interesting at a
time when there is in the offtng an initiative by
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the Nine to get peace talks going again in a
wider framework than the inadequate one of
the Camp David agreement.

At a time when there is a new increase of
tension on the West Bank, and Israeli inter-
ventions in South Lebanon are adding still
more to mutual distrust, it seems that only
Europe can offer something new, even if,
because of its limited influence, its proposals do
no more than reflect the need for compromise,
guarantees and equilibrium without which no
settlement is possible.

As for paragraph 5 of the recommendation,
concerning Turkey, with which I am in entire
agreement, I would all the same have liked the
explanatory memorandum to refer to the fact
that although Turkey must be assisted and its
r6le is indispensable to the defence of Western
Europe, it should make some contribution of its
own to the solution of its problems with
Greece. We therefore hope in this respect that
the future will to some extent give the lie to the
past.

It would be serious and harmful to the
interests of the Atlantic Alliance if the United
States were to stand in the way of a European
initiative along these lines, and it would be
dangerous to peace if the United States were to
reserve for itself a monopoly on conciliation.

While the Middle East conflict unfortunately
constitutes an old source of serious difficulties
for European security, the Afghanistan conflict
is marked by two disturbing new features. For
the first time since the second world war the
Soviet Union is conducting a massive military
intervention in a country which does not
belong to its own alliance system. One cannot
therefore but agree with the joint European
view that the Soviet intervention has struck a
blow at the basic relations and balances that
guarantee peace in the world. It is also the
hrst time that the Soviet Union has made its
full military power felt in the major strategic
zone of the Afghan crossroads, a zone of
contact between China, the Indian sub-
continent and the Middle East.

I am making no judgments; I am simply
stating facts. As far as the rest is concerned,
we share the same value judgments about the
blow that has been struck in that country
against the rights of peoples and human dignity.

The risks of a deterioration in the security of
Europe's supply lines through the Indian Ocean
and the Persian Gulf are therefore consid-
erable. They are compounded by the recent
new upsurge of activity by naval forces in this
region and most particularly - it has perhaps
not been stressed sufficiently - by the Soviet
submarine fleet.

This has also put an end to any hopes raised
by the Vienna talks on the disengagement of
the great powers from the Indian Ocean.

Sir Frederic simply and correctly describes
the attitude which one should expect from
Europe to the events in Afghanistan as a
collective refusal to accept a fait accompli.

It would seem that the positions taken by the
Nine meet this requirement in form and
appearance, but not always in reality.

Nevertheless, the Soviet invasion of Afghan-
istan has to be seen in its geographical
context...

The PRESIDENT. - You have already
reached the limit of the time for which you
asked, Mr. Valleix. Will you please bring your
remarks to a close?

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). - Dia-
logue is necessary not only because it is vital to
preserve the achievements of the recent years of
detente. Dialogue may also make it easier for
the Soviet Union to pull back in the face of
insurmountable military, diplomatic and poli-
tical diffrculties.

The recommendations proposed to the
Assembly are thus positive overall. They
correspond to the obvious reality. However,
defence in the way we are talking about it
requires not only alliance with the United
States, but also separate intervention by Europe
itself.

I shall conclude, Mr. President. May these
proposals provide encouragement and a solid
basis for the long-awaited affirmation - too long
awaited, in fact - of true solidarity between our
countries for'the benefit of peace in the world
and - let us never forget it - the benefit of
human dignity and freedom. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Valleix.

Two observers from Greece have asked to
participate in the debate. We are glad that
each has agreed to limit his contribution to
only three minutes.

I call Mr. Vyzas, a Deputy from the Greek
Parliament.

Mr. VYZAS (Observer from Greece). - I shall
be as brief as I can, Mr. President. I shall not
exceed three minutes, because I know of your
difficulties in curtailing the debate.

I have read with great attention the extensive
report by Sir Frederic Bennett dealing espe-
cially with the problems in the Near and
Middle East, closely linked with the security of
Western Europe. I wish to concentrate on
paragraph I I I of the report in an effort to
clarify the point about the Greek Government's
attitude to the financial assistance to Turkey.
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I should like to point out that Greece has
taken no exception to hnancial aid to Turkey,
given the economic situation in that country
and the uncertainty caused by recent deve-
lopments in the area. However, it is in the
interests of the south-eastern flank of the
Alliance as a whole that the assistance to
Turkey should not affect the existing military
balance between that country and Greece.
WEU itself should seek a balanced defence aid
policy towards the two countries.

At this stage of the debate I should like to
recall the words uttered by Mr. Grant, of the
United Kingdom, as Rapporteur on Mediter-
ranean security, who said two years ago in this
Assembly:

" I can understand the anxieties of Greece,
and we would expect Turkey to give assuran-
ces that the lifting of the United States arms
embargo would be solely to enable the Turks
to fulhl their commitments in NATO and for
no other purpose. "
Following that observation, I wish to urge all

members of the Assembly to approve the
addition of a number of words to the end of
paragraph 5 : " without affecting the existing
military balance between that country and
Greece. "

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Yyzas.

I shall now ask your colleague, Mr.
Koutsogeorgas, who is also a Deputy from
Greece, to speak. He also has agreed to be
brief, for which we are grateful.

Mr. KOUTSOGEORGAS (Observer from
Greece) (Translation). - Mr. President, may I
begin by saying that I am here as an obseryer
and as a member of the largest opposition party
in Greece.

I would like to draw Sir Frederic's attention
to the following : my impression is that his
proposal to give vast economic, financial and
military aid to Turkey conflicts with the
following facts.

The Turkish Government has disregarded
fourteen resolutions of the Security Council and
General Assembly of the United Nations on the
immediate .withdrawal of the armed forces
occupying the island of Cyprus and the return
of 200,000 refugees to their homes. Instead,
Turkey is pursuing a policy of provocation both
in Cyprus and ih the question of the Aegean
Sea which for Greece does not arise. Fur-
thermore, we have recently learned of
unacceptable incidents which further justify the
Greek view of Turkey's chauvinistic intention
towards a country that is a member of the
Atlantic Alliance and of the United Nations.

How is it possible to justify, within the
framework of NATO and Western Europe, the
fact that Turkey has stationed tens ofthousands
of its soldiers in Cyprus while claiming that its
own eastern frontiers are at risk? What is the
attitude of the western countries to this
anomaly which, moreover,. is in flagrant
contradiction of the United Nations Charter,
intemational agreements and the Helsinki
resolutions which lay down a code of relations
between European countries?

This is wholly in defiance of the principle of
non-intervention and non-violation of fron-
tiers. That is why we do not 4ccept the loss of
Cyprus or any reduction of Greek national
territory. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr.
Koutsogeorgas.

That concludes the debate on Sir Frederic
Bennett's report. I now ask him as Rapporteur
to reply. I hope that we can then proceed to
the necessary votes.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -I think that the Chairman will follow me. I
shall be as brief as possible in order to assist
you with your heavy load, Mr. President.
However, a number of points have been raised
about areas all over the world.

I hope that our two Greek friends will not
think me discourteous if I do not take up their
points at this stage. The terms of reference of
the task that I was given expressly precluded
investigation of the dispute bdtween the Greek
Government and Turkey. To begin a new
initiative on this matter wodld be an unfair
imposition on myself and the Committee.
That does not mean that I Have any lack of
sympathy for the matters that lVere raised.

I wish to group a number of the matters
which have been dealt with ln the debate. I
hope that it will not be thought discourteous if
I do not refer to all the contributors to the
discussion.

To turn hrst to the subject of the Olympic
Games, my colleague Mr. Grant knows my
position on that subject. In common with
others, I confess to a feeling of personal shame
that the Germans, with a social democratic
government, took the step they did and that my
own country, despite the initiative by our
Prime Minister and by people such as Mr.
McGuire and others, did not follow their
example.

Let me quote one aspect to show how deeply
people feel on this topic. Out of the hundreds
and thousands of letters I have received,
including donations towards the holding of
compensatory games to help young athletes
who have been disappointed, there was one
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from a pensioner aged 89, who sent me fl
towards helping to provide such alternative
pursuits. Her son had gone to Berlin and
returned flushed with glory, but he was dead
four years later before the next Olympic Games
were held.

A French communist representative suggested
that there was a parallel to be drawn between
South Korea and the Americans there and the
invasion of Afghanistan. Incidentally, I accept
the reproof that I should have used the words
" invasion of" rather than " intervene in ", as
one of my colleagues pointed out. However, I
claim credit for the fact that every word in the
text of my report is a jewel, but the
recommendations are the collective result of the
Committee as a whole. I willingly accept in
advance that " invasion " would have been a
better word to use. To have the effrontery to
talk of the Afghans having invited the Soviet
Union to come to their aid when the Russians'
first act was to murder their own host, the
Prime Minister, is a strange sort of invitation.
It will certainly make me cautious about issuing
invitations in the future if I think that my
guests, as their first action on arrival, will try to
cut my throat. I hope that we hear no more
nonsense of that sort.

I turn to the vexed question - the always
vexed question - of Palestine and the Arab-
Israeli dispute. I am surprised at the sugges-
tion from some colleagues that my ideas do not
meet the needs of the time from one side or the
other or are not a perfect solution or are
unlikely to succeed. If I, as Rapporteur, with
my Chairman and Committee, were able to
provide a specific, definitive solution to this
Assembly, we should by now have been able to
retire comfortably with a Nobel prize.

It is a fact that statesmen of the world with
far greater qualities than mine have failed in
this task, but the fact that so far our efforts have
failed does not excuse us from doing our
best. If in the long run our efforts do not
succeed, it will not be the first time that
parliamentary initiatives have failed. It may
also not be the first time that parliamentary
initiatives have succeeded. It is in that spirit
that I have drafted the report.

I wish to take up three or four points, and
then I shall close my remarks. We must be
careful to differentiate when we talk about
resort to terrorism and violence as applied to
the acts of people within an occupied country
as opposed to the carrying out of terrorist
attacks abroad as part of political initia-
tives. Tribute was paid to the fact that other
countries have resisted foreign occupation after
they have been illegally occupied by a foreign

power. It has been said that we always refer to
such people as resisters, freedom fighters and so
on, whether in Africa, Europe or elsewhere.

I am always careful in coming to moral
judgments when people find themselves unable
to obtain their own freedom and rights within
their own country. At what point do they stop
becoming freedom fighters, and when do they
become terrorists and resorters to violence? I
shall not seek to sit in judgment on that thorny
question. However, I wish only to say that the
sooner that we reach a compromise settlement,
the less incentive there will be for either the
Israelis or the Arabs to resort to violence.
That should be our aim - namely, to try to
bring to an end the process that causes people
to take to violence because they have no other
opportunity of reaching their legitimate ends.

Let me say this to those who have talked
about the question of negotiations about the
West Bank. I am still waiting, and I have not
yet received an assurance from any authori-
tative Israeli source that their sole motivation
in wanting to remain on the West Bank and on
the Gaza Strip is that of security. If that is so
and I receive that assurance, if it is said by the
Prime Minister of Israel that his only concern is
security, he will find no better friend than
myself. But that is not what he has said. It is
said that the West Bank and the Gaza Strip
belong traditionally to the state of Israel. It is
in terms of acquisition of that territory and not
just in terms of security that it is being
done. But if Dr. Miller or anybody else can
show me a letter which says " Provided that our
security is guaranteed, we have no territorial
acquisitions in mind on the West Bank ", that
would have a dramatic effect on my assessment
of the situation. So far. that has not been
forthcoming.

I want now to deal with the status of the
Palestinians. It is not true to say that they are
merely refugees because they do not have a
state. Mr. McGuire referred to the fact that
there are many states today which were not
states some little time ago. But that is not
even constitutionally true, because it was not
Resolution 242 but a resolution passed in
November 1947 which set up the state of
Israel, which was the act of conception of the
state of Israel, and on which it relies for its very
existence. That resolution also set up an Arab
state within Palestine within certain boun-
daries. If Israel claims legitimacy from 1947,
so have the Arabs in regard to the rest of what
was formerly Palestine the same right to rely
on the same resolution on which they them-
selves rely for their own integrity. Therefore,
it is not fair to refer to those people as refugees.

I turn to the question of the supplementation
of Resolution 242. It is a fact that that reso-
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lution as it stands does not accept, other than in
terms of the word " refugees ", the right of the
Palestinians, as with every other people of the
world - and the British Empire learnt enough
on this subject - to self-determination but talks
in terms of regional, administrative or local
autonomy. I know that we have had a decla-
ration from a British Minister on this matter,
and we also know that the French feel the same
on this topic. However, I am not aware of the
same level of declaration by other countries,
although the German Chancellor has spoken in
terms of self-determination for the people of the
West Bank. Therefore, in three assemblies, as

it were, there is an acceptance of self-
determination. This morning my British
colleague, Mr. Hurd, said that in a fortnight's
time one of the courses which the British
Government will be considering is whether we
should supplement Resolution 242 and, if so, at
what time.

If these Ministers, who in the end derive their
authority from this Assembly, consider supple-
mentation of Resolution 242 as one of the ways
forward, with a conference to be held after-
wards, I see nothing extraordinary in the fact
that we as parliamentarians should ask
Ministers to include this item. They should
surely take some responsibility in this area.

I have great sympathy with the United States,
and I am a keen believer in the Alliance. I
have every respect for President Carter's
difliculties. But Europe has a special stake,
and I cannot accept the answer that when our
basic interests are at stake Europe has no right
to try to look after its interests, particularly
when those interests are based on morality and
rectitude, as well as on enlightened self-interest
in respect of all parties concerned.

I conclude my remarks on that note. I am
afraid that there are many comments with
which I have omitted to deal, but if I were to
write the text of the report again I would not
change one word of it.

After hours and hours of discussion on
several days, the resolutions and recommen-
dations represent a consensus of a kind that is
rarely found within a committee in this
building. It was not a matter of dividing by
nine votes to seven. On a controversial
subject, after a consensus was reached, there
was a vote of seventeen to nil, with four
abstentions.

I ask my colleagues not to seek to upset a
balance which represents a compromise
between a wide range of opinion within the
Committee, in which members held strong
views. I should hate to think that this

Assembly, which is always struggling for
recognition by the governments of Europe,
might find itself unable to express itself this
evening on a matter which will be discussed in
any event by Ministers within two weeks. As
parliamentarians, at least let us do our job and
let our Ministers know what we think.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you very much,
Sir Frederic.

4. )V'elcome of the Minister fot Foreign Affairs
of Belgium

The PRESIDENT.- I think that all members
would want me to welcome the new Minister
for Foreign Affairs of Belgium, Mr. Charles
Nothomb, who is participating in or at least
listening to our debates. It is particularly
noteworthy that he should have paid us this
courtesy within his first two weeks in office.
He is an old member of the dssembly, having
been here from 1969 to 1974. He was very
active in the Defence and Science Committees
of the Assembly. Those who were present in
Brussels last autumn at the symposium may
remember that he was then President or
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
that, as well as participating in the symposium,
he was generous enough to ofTer us a splendid
reception, which we very greatly enjoyed.

I hope very much that other Ministers from
time to time may exercise their rights, as Mr.
Nothomb has done, and come to listen to our
debates. The Minister has npt exercised the
right that he has under the charter to address
us. If, in paying us this gteat courtesy of
coming to the Assembly, he would care to give
a coup de chapeau, we shall be very glad to
hear from him.

Mr. NOTHOMB (Minister fbr Foreign Alfairs
of Belgium) (Translation). Mr. President,
Ladies and Gentlemen, a happy combination of
circumstances has brought me to Paris today,
since this is also the date of a meeting of OECD
Ministers, a lunch with the Prime Minister of
the French Republic and a session of the
Assembly of Western Europe&n Union, which
gives me the chance to be with you.

Although I have been Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Belgium for such a short time, about
a fortnight, I wanted to take this first oppor-
tunity to occupy, however briefly, the seat that
is rightfully mine in the WEU Council in order
to demonstrate how great an interest the
Belgian Government takes in your work.

If I only became Minister recently, your
President was elected even more recently. I
therefore have the privilege of being one of the
hrst to congratulate Mr. Mulley on his election
which not only crowns a brilliant parliamentary
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and ministerial career but above all gives you a
leader who is a statesman experienced in those
fields which, by the terms of the treaties, are
your exclusive European parliamentary prero-
gative : defence and foreign affairs.

It is indeed a difficult task for Mr. Mulley to
succeed a man of the stamp and quality of
President von Hassel, who is an even closer and
more long-standing friend. I am happy to join
you in paying tribute to him.

My pleasure in being with you has its roots
in the past. As the President said, I was a
member of your Assembly for six years and, as
a young parliamentarian, I was happy to be a
regular member of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments, under the chair-
manship of Mr. Edwards, from whose expe-
rience I learned a great deal. In my own
country I have been Rapporteur on the foreign
affairs budget. Moreover, as the President alio
pointed out, I took part as President of the
Chamber of Representatives in the symposium
you held in Brussels last October, for I regard it
as most important to maintain good relations
between national parliaments and European
assemblies, such as yours.

My time with you here today will be short, as
my speech has been, for other duties call me
elsewhere. But I wanted to confirm at once,
by my visit, Belgium's attachment to a treaty
and an organisation that have recently cele-
brated their twenty-fifth anniversary.

I certainly hope to return here to join you for
in-depth deliberations and debates as soon as
circumstances so demand and permit. (Ap-
plause\

The PRESIDENT. - I think, Minister, that
the warmth of your reception indicates how
greatly we appreciate your courtesy and
consideration, in a busy schedule in Paris, in
finding time to participate in our affairs. We
feel that we have another friend in the Council
of Ministers, a distinguished parliamentarian
and an " old boy " of our Assembly. We look
forward to hearing you again in your minis-
terial capacity.

Thank you very much, Mr. Nothomb, for
what you have said and for paying this brief
visit to us today.

5. Impact of the evolving sitaation in the Near
and Middle East on Western European security
(Resumed Debate on the Report of the General Alfairs
Committee and Yote on the draft Recommendation,'-Doc.

844 and Amendments)

The PRESIDENT. - I now ask the outgoing
Chairman of the General Affairs Committee,

Mrs. von Bothmer, to conclude the debate on
Sir Frederic Bennett's report.

Mrs. von BOTHMER (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, I
should like to take the floor again, for the last
time, as Chairman of the Committee. It is
obvious that the problems in the Near and
Middle East are interrelated. No problem
exists in isolation. This point is brought out
extremely well Sir Frederic's report. For the
Arabs, however, the problem of the Israelis and
the Palestinians is problem No. I - and this is
true for all the Arab countries. These
problems are so closely interrelated that
common sense dictates that we should deal with
problem No. I first. We must not think that
we can put it on one side for a while and that
the position will then improve. It will
not. This has been painfully brought home to
us recently.

We must rid ourselves of the idea that
anyone who speaks in favour of the Arabs or
the Palestinians is automatically an enemy of
the Israelis. This is an entirely spurious
alternative which is more a hindrance than a
help. Those who cling to the idea that anyone
who breathes a word of criticism is an enemy
will learn from experience how unpolitical this
ls.

Nor does it really matter now who is friend
or foe. What does matter is the mortally
dangerous situation which exists in this
region. On this point the so-called friends or
enemies ought to be able to agree. It ought to
be possible to get away from this narrow, false
alternative.

The longer this region remains unstable, the
more possible it also is for Soviet influence to
be brought to bear on it, and in all sorts of
ways. It is not that the Russians are inciting
the Palestinians, as many people are inclined to
say, but rather that this is the only quarter from
which the Palestinians are receiving help.
Unfortunately that is the case not only there,
the position is similar in other parts of the
world. Those who are unable to obtain justice
accept help from anyone who offers it.

The fact that the Israeli Government is doing
all it can to avoid any kind of reasonable
negotiation or compromise does not make
things any easier. This can be seen from the
negotiations about autonomy, which have made
no progress at all. As the Israeli Government
is behaving in this way, Europe, which is very
closely concerned, must consider what it can
do, how it can achieve something.

It is very embarrassing that the American
President has already virtually put his veto on
such action. Nevertheless Europe, for whom
this is a crucial issue, must consider what it can
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do itself without alienating the Americans. I
very much hope that even in America it will
be possible to appreciate that we are closer to
this source of crises than they are.

T'here is constant talk of the need for Israel to
have secure frontiers. All well and good. But
it must be clear where these frontiers are' to
be. At least a dozen maps have been produced
during the last fifty years, and some of them
only very recently, showing " Greater Israel ".
" Greater Israel " is how the Israelis see it
and wish it to be. Some of these maps include
Southern Lebanon, and others the Golan
Heights as well, together with, of course, the
West Bank and Gaza. All of which is most
confusing. But as long as this is not clear it
really is unreasonable to expect the Palestinians
to iecognise Israel. Which Israel? Within
what borders? I feel that this is the hrst
question to be clarified.

Several colleagues have again asserted today
that the Palestinians as such, the PLO, cannot
be recognised because they are a gang 

- of
murdereis. Today we read in the papers that
the mayors of Nablus and Ramallah have been

serious[y injured as a result of Israeli
attacks. Ladies and Gentlemen, must we carry
on setting one thing against the other? What
we have here is a state of smouldering
war. Dreadful things are happening there.
But no one should get on his high horse and
say that it is only the Palestinians.

We have been told here that still more time
should be allowed for Camp David. I should
like to know what has been achieved up to now
in the negotiations about autonomy. I do not
think anyone here can enlighten me. There is
no point in allowing yet more time to pass and
complying with our colleagues' request to wait
until the climate improves. The climate is

appalling, as we can see from the attempts to
assassinate the mayors. But how can the
climate improve if nobody does anything?
There is not the slightest chance of that.

I have something further to say, which I
actually say with great reluctance: there is a

rumour about here - I am fairly sure that it is

not just a rumour but a fact - that the Israeli
embassies in some of our member countries
have telephoned our colleagues in an attempt to
induce them to vote against Sir Frederic's
report. If this should be true, it would be a

colossal, an appalling interference with the
rights of members. ln any case, I would ask
the President to check whether this is only a

rumour or whether it really is a fact. If it is, it
would be a matter which we could not allow to
pass without comment.

Sir Frederic's report, as has been said, is very
comprehensive and finely balanced and the
recommendation reflects this balance. As the
Rapporteur himself has said, we worked hard
and earnestly in an endeavour to make it as

well balanced as possible. I, too, should like to
ask the Assembly to refrain if possible from
rekindling the discussion by amendments and
thus jeopardising acceptance of this excellent
report. (Applause')

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mrs. von
Bothmer.

The debate is closed.

We must now proceed to thp amendments
which have been put down to the draft
recommendation proposed by Sir Frederic
Bennett. The draft recommetdation is in
Document 844 and the first amendment is
No. 3, in the name of Mr. Valleix :

3. In paragraph 2 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out " on the most appropriate
basis ".

I hope that members who have put forward
amendments in their supporting general obser-
vations will not find it necessary to repeat again
all the arguments that we have had put to
us. If they wish to say something briefly in
moving their amendments, that, of course, will
be in order.

I call Mr. Valleix.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Tra4rslation). - Mr.
President, thank you for not discouraging us
completely from tabling amendments, else I
wonder how much democracy r,1,ould be left in
our Assembly.

My Amendment 3 concerns paragraph 2 of
the draft recommendation and calls for clarifi-
cation, or rather for more precision, in the
actual text of the draft recommepdation.

The question is how to leave no room for
doubts about the Committee's intentions as a
result of vague wording. The draft recommen-
dation includes the words " on the most
appropriate basis ". What does this mean? In
fact Pakistan has an advanced and developed
civil nuclear technology and a potential
military nuclear capacity. I do not think the
Committee ever envisaged that the term
" appropriate " could be taken to mean
that. So I think this phrase is likely to create
confusion rather than to clarify matters.

That is the reason for my amendment, which
I now leave to the Rapporteut for his expla-
nations and to the wisdom of the Assembly'

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Valleix'

Does anyone else wish to speak before I call
the Rapporteur, Sir Frederic?
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Mr. President, I appreciate the concern of Mr.
Valleix. I can only say that it never entered
the minds of any of us that we were thinking in
terms of " on the most appropriate basis " being
to extend what might be done. It was, in fact,
a phrase put in to meet the wishes of the
majority of the Committee, all of whom did not
want to be bound to the same extent as others
in regard to reinforcing Pakistan's capacity,
because some countries are prepared to do
more and some less. Some are prepared to do
something in the economic field, some in the
political field, some in the charitable field of
refugees, and some in the military field.

This was a compromise reached in a large
and well-attended Committee to meet the point
of view that not every country felt as inclined
as others to do certain things to help
Pakistan. Mr. Valleix has achieved a purpose
as he has now got it on the record that it never
entered the mind of any of us that we were
extending the element of military assistance.
We were, in fact, curtailing it to meet the
wishes of the various countries.

I hope that with that assurance, which is now
on the record, Mr. Valleix will not press the
amendment, because the wording was reached
as a matter of compromise after a long
discussion on this paragraph in the Committee
as a whole. Therefore, I cannot really ask
now, without reference back to the Committee,
that we should go back on something which
was the result of a long period of compromise.

The PRESIDENT. Thank you, Sir
Frederic.

Mr. Valleix, are you prepared to accept the
assurance of the Rapporteur, or do you wish
to pursue the amendment?

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). - Mr.
President, we must conclude. This is a report
of fundamental importance. In these circum-
stances I personally will rely on the Rappor-
teur's explanations and, through you, Mr.
President, who need but consult our Assembly,
on his wisdom, given that the Rapporteur's
words will be recorded in the Official
Report. In this way we will avoid reopening
the discussions held in Committee, which
would lead to useless debates this evening.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Valleix.

Does the Assembly agree that the amendment
can be withdrawn?...

That is agreed.

Amendment 3 is wilhdrawn.

The next amendment, No. 2, is in the names
of Mr. Urwin and Mr. Hardy. Mr. Hardy will
move it. It reads as follows:

2. ln paragraph 3 of the draft recommendation
proper, line l, after " every " insert " peace-
ful " and in line 2 leave out " intervention in "
and insert " invasion of ".

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom).- I shall be
extremely brief. There is no point in having a
long debate on this amendment. It has been
covered in many contributions. For example,
Mr. McGuire spoke forcefully about the need
to use appropriate words, and he dealt admir-
ably with the question of the use of the word
" invasion " rather than " intervention ".

I am happy to move the amendment,
although I understand that Sir Frederic, having
considered it, may have an alternative sugges-
tion which would make it clear that we should
be precluding the use of military measures. I
am prepared, as I am sure Mr. Urwin would be
prepared, to accept Sir Frederic's alternative
proposal. If he cares to confirm his suggestion,
I hope that it will be acceptable to the
Assembly as a whole.

I can move the amendment without any
desire to mar the report. I do not think that
Sir Frederic's suggestion will in any way detract
from the report, which could, as he said, serve a
very important purpose.

The PRESIDENT. - Does anyone else wish
to speak on the amendment?...

I call Mr. Cavaliere.

Mr. CAVALIERE (Italy) (Translation). - Mr.
President, may I first make it quite clear that,
so far as we Italians are concerned, Israeli
sources have not tried to influence our attitude
to the Bennett report in any way.

I consider that the amendment should be
supported and therefore approved by the
Assembly: the insertion of the word " peace-
ful " before the word " means " will reassure all
of us and European and world public opinion
concerning our intentions.

It is further my view that the most appro-
priate term for what the Soviet Union has done
in Afghanistan is not " military intervention "
but " invasion ". I hope therefore that the
proposer will maintain the amendment for
which I am prepared to vote.

The PRESIDENT. - Perhaps we should ask
the Rapporteur for the Committee's view.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -I have spoken with my colleague, Mr. Hardy,
about the amendment, and I fully accept its
spirit, which I think meets what we were trying
to say within the Committee and improves it.

I shall not at this
phrases " invasion
in ". It would not

stage comment about the
of" or "intervention

be in order, and I have
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already accepted that change in advance. We
can make it when we come to it - " the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan ".

I have been pressed to be specific. I should
prefer words that I have already discussed with
Mr. Hardy, which I think will meet the desires
of the Italians. I do not like vague words such
as " peaceful ". " Peace " is one of the most
abused words that I know of, in various inter-
pretations.

I have suggested a form of words that Mr.
Hardy has accepted and that I think Mr. Urwin
would have accepted ifhe had been here:

" Make use of all means at the disposal of
member countries without resort to military
measures to demonstrate collectively their
non-acceptance of the fait accompli by the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan; ".

That makes it clear that we are precluding
military means, and I think that it is more
speciflrc and more definite. I hope that I can
rely on Mr. Hardy saying that this is better than
using a vague generalisation.

Provided that the wording is changed as I
have suggested and as Mr. Hardy has already
intimated he accepts, perhaps we can move
on. I do not need to make a separate speech
about the words " Soviet invasion of Afghan-
istan ", because I have already accepted that
change.

The PRESIDENT. - Does Mr. Hardy accept
Sir Frederic's manuscript amendrnent?

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - Yes, Mr.
President, and I draw attention to the fact that
Sir Frederic is accepting Mr. Cavaliere's point
that we should replace the words " intervention
in " by " invasion of". I hope that the
alternative form of words that Sir Frederic has
just put forward is acceptable to the Assembly
as a whole.

The PRESIDENT. - Does the Assembly
accept the manuscript amendment?

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

The manuscript amendment is agreed to.

Does the Assembly accept the amendment as

amended?

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Amendment 2, as amended, is agreed to.

The next amendment is Amendment I tabled
by Mr. Hardy and Mr. Stoffelen. It reads as

follows:

l. In paragraph 5 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out " the economic assistance
necessary for " and insert " economic support
to assist in ".

I call Mr. Hardy.

Mr. HARDY ((lnited Kingdom).- I referred
to this matter in my speech, and other speeches

have been relevant to it. While we need to
support Turkey and make it clear that we
support Turkey, we should also be absolutely
realistic. We cannot guarantee to meet all the
needs that Turkey may have, and we should
not present a blank cheque at this stage.

I made the point that in the context of a

wider Europe great difliculties that may not
now be foreseen could emerge. If we cannot
guarantee to deliver, we should -not so easily
promise as we appear to be doirrg here'

At the same time, we should, stress that Tur-
key needs to be sustained, and this sustenance
is called for in the amendment. That is in no
way to threaten or embarrass Turkey but is to
maintain a position of realism.

I hope that Sir Frederic is prepared to accept
this qualifying amendment.

The PRESIDENT. - Does 4nyone else wish
to speak to the amendment?...

Does the Rapporteur wish to give the
Committee's view?

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom\.- |
accept the amendment.

The PRESIDENT. - Dods the AssemblY
accept the amendment ?...

(A - vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Amendment I is agreed to.

We come now to Amendment 4 tabled bY

Mr. Valleix:

4. Leave out paragraph 8 of the draft
recommendation proper and insert:

" 8. Propose that the United Nations
Security- Council guarantee respect for an

overalt' settlement 
- 
ensuring inter alia the

security of Israel in a specific, concrete and

binding manner; ".

I call Mr. Valleix.
Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). - First

I would like to remind the Rapporteur that we
had to discuss a translation difficulty in
paragraph 7 of the recommendation, which in
tne french text ends with the words " territoire
propre ", whereas the English relds- " home-
iand ". This should be rendered in French as

" patrie propre ". I hope the Rapporteur can
endorse this translation.
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Mr. Valleix (continued)

Amendment No. 4 is very simple but
important. I fear my views may not be
accepted, but we are here to debate such
matters and the Assembly will decide as it sees
fit. Ladies and Gentlemen, may I draw your
full attention to what I said in my earlier
statement, pointing out that the proposal to
hold a conference is not necessarily a realistic
one at the present time and that it seems
unlikely that an international decision would
carry much weight if the USSR did not take
part. It may surprise you that I in particular
should speak in this way. However that may
be, I believe I must do so, and may I say that I
wish in any case to maintain my amendment
because it seems to me that this is very likely to
be the solution that will ultimately have to be
adopted; so I think that a text which seems
more realistic than the present wording of
paragraph 8 should be filed, so to speak, in our
archives.

That is why I move this amendment, with
prudence and leaving the decision to the
Assembly's judgment.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you Mr. Valleix.

I call Mr. Dejardin.

Mr. DEJARDIN (Belgiurn) (Translation). -
Mr. President, I regret to say that I cannot
accept Mr. Valleix's amendment. He speaks of
realism, but I find that turning to the Security
Council is not any more realistic, for all it does
is to give formal expression to the present status
quo, or at least accept it. I can understand a
French member of parliament perhaps accept-
ing it; but for mysell I cannot possibly agree to
sanction a right of veto which some members of
the Security Council have and abuse.

In the present political situation, since only
this recommendation - and not the report as a
whole - will perhaps be known to the public,
we might. lead people to think that our
Assembly had bowed to Mr. Carter's recent
threats which allowed the Europeans not the
slightest scope for action in settling the Middle
Eastern problem.

In this connection, I know that the text
submitted by the Rapporteur, and which has
my agreement, may look imprecise to some and
unrealistic to others; but if we, as politicians,
had not been to some extent unrealistic we
could not have achieved the social and political
progress we see today. That is why I support
the Rapporteur's proposal and oppose Mr.
Valleix's amendment.

The PRESIDENT. - Does the Rapporteur
wish to reply?

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom).-
Mr. Valleix raised two points. The first was
that he did not like the French translation of
the word " homeland " and he wished me to
correct it. A number of tributes have been
paid to my intellectual qualities, but my ability
to translate from English to French more
efliciently than the officials here is not a quality
that I claim.

The PRESIDENT. - That matter is not
before us at the moment. That will be atten-
ded to by the oflicials.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom).-
As far as I am concerned, " homeland " means
what it says, and I am given to understand by
Mr. Valleix that " patrie " is the right word in
French. I am perfectly happy to accept
that. The French translation was put before
me, but I can only go by my own language and
the word " homeland " was what the Com-
mittee agreed to. I am happy to leave the
correct French interpretation to the powers-
that-be.

The second point was the fundamental one
about paragraph 8. We propose only the
preparation of a conference between certain
countries. I agree that to some extent we must
be realistic as we are charting a difficult
course. I have not excluded the Soviet Union
because of my prejudices against communism.

However, we want to get the conference
going and the idea that in the present climate of
world opinion Israel would sit down aI a confe-
rence about its future with the Soviet Union is
totally unrealistic.

Therefore, I have suggested the sort of
conference that I think Israel would attend. If
the United States were present Israel might
come, and I believe that the adjoining Arab
countries might also come if certain sympa-
thetic European countries were present.
However, I make no claims to a Nobel prize.
This proposal was the result of two or three
votes in Committee and this was the form of
wording finally agreed to.

Therefore, I urge the Assembly to reject
something which would alter altogether the
balance of a Committee decision reached after a
series of votes and a long discussion. It
represented a consensus, and I should be acting
irresponsibly if I suggested at this late stage rhat
we should change it.

The PRESIDENT. - I think that we should
now proceed to a vote on the amendment.

(A vote v,as then taken bv sitting and
standing)

Amendment 4 i.s negatived.
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The President (continueS

The next amendment is Amendment 5 tabled
by Mr. Valleix:

5. In paragraph 9 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out " before that conference " and
insert " prior "; after " participants " insert " in
this settlement ".

I call Mr. Valleix.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). - I
think the first part of the amendment lapses
automatically since the Assembly has endorsed
paragraph 8 of the recommendation. So we
need only decide on the second part of the
amendment, inserting, after the word " parti-
cipants ", the words " in this settlement ".

The Rapporteur has taken note of the diffe-
rence of nuance, which is not a fundamental
one but to which he can no doubt agree, for
which I thank him in advance.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you Mr. Valleix.

Does the Rapporteur wish to speak?

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
We accept the amendment.'

The PRESIDENT. - The Rapporteur is
prepared to accept the amendment as modified
by Mr. Valleix. Does the Assembly accept the
amendment?...

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Part I of Amendmenl 5 is not moved.

Part 2 of Amendment 5 is agreed to.

We must now proceed to a vote on the
amended draft recommendation as a whole.

If the Assembly is unanimous and there are
no objections to the draft recommendation and
no abstentions, we can save the time needed for
a vote by roll-call.

Are there any objections to the draft
recommendation?. ..

Mr. DESCHAMPS (France) (Translation). -
My friends and I are opposed to the draft
recommendation.

The PRESIDENT. We must therefore
proceed to a roll-call vote.

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

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was then taken)

Does any other Representative wish to
vote?...

The voting is closed.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - May I ask
whether we are to be permitted to give an
explanation of vote?

The PRESIDENT. - The vote has already
been taken. Explanations normally take place
before voting.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - I enquired
at the Sittings Offrce and was told that this
could be done after the vote, otherwise I would
have spoken at the time. I appeal to you, Mr.
President, so that I may make such an expla-
nation.

The PRESIDENT. - Such a course is con-
trary to normal practice. Representatives
make their explanations and then they vote.
You have already voted, Dr. Miller. How-
ever, if you want to make a short explanation
of vote, if you have been misinformed by the
Sittings Office, I will accept it now. I hope
that it will not be taken as a precedent. Will
you make your explanation short?

Dr. MILLER (Uniled Kingdom). - My expla-
nation is as follows. The report contains one
or two inaccuracies. I gather from the legal
advice which I have received that there is no
illegality, although a good deal of unwisdom, in
the settlements on the West Bank.

The second point relates to recommendation
7. I am not in favour of a new Security
Council change in Resolution 242. I am
fortified in my view by the speeches made by
the Rapporteur and by the Chairman of the
Committee. The United Nations partition
decision in 1947 was accepted by the Jews of
Palestine but not by the Arabsp They invaded
Palestine; they tried to elimihate Israel; they
tried it again twice later. Thei cannot turn the
clock back because there is a nBw ball game. I
wish to say that Mrs. von Bothmer...

The PRESIDENT. - I hope that Dr. Miller
will not abuse the position aild make another
long speech in explanation of ttis vote. He has
already spoken once.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom\. - I am
merely answering on this point. Mrs. von
Bothmer made a silly complaint about attempts
made by Israeli diplomats to influence members
here. That is a ridiculous kind of complaint to
make. In any case, I am not in favour of the
report and I have given my t'eason for voting
against it.

The PRESIDENT. - I hope that everybody
who votes against the report will not find it
necessary to give an explanation. People often
vote against reports.

Does Mr. Reddemann also wish to give an
explanation of vote? It is a most irregular
feature after the votes have been cast.
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Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, it is
not unusual in this Assembly for a represen-
tative to give an explanation of vote after a vote
has taken place. I would simply like to say, on
behalf of Mr. Wittmann and myself, that
neither of us voted for the recommendation
because we are afraid that it does not take
suffrcient account of Israel's right to exist as a
state.

May I add that I deeply regret that the
Chairman of the General Aflairs Committee
made a speech which, while it represented her
own subjective opinion, did not represent the
opinion of the Committee - and certainly not
the opinion of the majority of the German
Delegation.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Redde-
mann.

I now declare the result of the voter:

Number of votes cast . . 57
Ayes . 39
Noes . 5

Abstentions 13

The amended draft recommendation is
agreed to2.

6. Interpretation of Rule 7 of the Rules of
Procedure

(Presentation of the Report of the Committee on Rules ol
Procedure and Privileges, Doc. 843)

The PRESIDENT. - Will the Assembly agree
now to take the report of the Committee on
Rules of Procedure and Privileges? It is
unlikely, unless we go on to a late hour, that
we shall complete either the Vohrer or the
Valleix report. I understand that Mr. Grieve's
report will take only a few minutes and should
not be controversial.

Is that agreed?...

That is agreed.

I call Mr. Grieve, Chairman and Rapporteur.

Mr. GRIEVE (United Kingdom). - I am
grateful for the opportunity of moving my
report now. It had the unanimous support of
my Committee, and the Rules of Procedure are
designed to be flexible and yet to discipline the
Assembly. Unfortunately, it has only just been
brought to my attention that the Italian
Delegation, although represented in the
Committee, foresees diffrculties in the imple-
mentation of the new rule which I and my

L See page 35.

2. See page 36.

Committee had thought would meet all the
necessities of the Assembly.

In those circumstances, I myself, as
Rapporteur and Chairman of the Committee,
wish to move the reference back of the report
to see whether we can meet the difficulties of
the Italian Delegation. I trust that the
Assembly will agree to that course.

The PRESIDENT. - I am grateful to you,
Mr. Grieve. The rules of the Assembly pro-
vide that if the Chairman or the Rapporteur
asks for a report to be referred back to the
Committee, it shall be so referred. As you are
making the recommendation in both capacities,
Mr. Grieve, you can be doubly sure that the
rules require that it be referred back to the
Committee. I hope that your Committee will
reach a satisfactory solution to the problem.

The report is accordingly referred back to the
Committee.

Mr. GRIEVE (Uniled Kingdom). - I am very
much obliged to you, Mr. President.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom).
- On a point of order, Mr. President. This
matter has nothing to do with the last report,
nor is it an explanation of vote. In my new
capacity as Chairman of the General Aflairs
Committee, I wish to point to the fact that Mr.
Vohrer's report was to be discussed first of all
yesterday and was then put back until
today. Mr. Vohrer's report is in no way as
controversial as mine was, and the list of
speakers on his report is short. Mr, Vohrer is
anxious that he should move his report now
because he is unable to be with us tomorrow.

The PRESIDENT. - I have every intention
of asking Mr. Vohrer to present his report, and
I hope that we shall be able to conclude the
debate. The list at present is long and the
speeches will take possibly one and a half
hours. My experience of the Assembly is that
it is unlikely that we shall obtain a roll-call
vote, if one is demanded, at 7.30 this
evening. That is why I was doubtful about
concluding the debate this evening. I shall call
Mr. Vohrer to present his report.

7. The international situation and European
seeurity

(Presenlation of and Debate on the Report of the General
Alfairs Committee and Yote on the draft Recommendation,

Doc. 845)

The PRESIDENT. - The next Order of the
Day is the presentation of and debate on the
report of the General Aflairs Committee on the
international situation and European security,
Document 845.

I call Mr. Vohrer, Rapporteur.
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Mr. VOHRER (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, I would
be pleased if this report, which the Chairman of
the Committee has already presented and which
did not give rise to any controversy in the
Committee, could after all be debated and
adopted today.

The report which now bears the title " The
international situation and European security "
was originally to put the emphasis on European
security, d6tente and disarmament, but the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and what has
occurred since 28th December were such that
the emphasis could no longer be on d6tente and
disarmament. In view of the shift in the
security situation in Europe, we changed the
title in the Committee.

The report does not mince words. It
describes bluntly the Soviet Union's breach of
international law - not only the breach of the
United Nations Charter but even more impor-
tantly, of the Helsinki final act. Above all, the
invasion struck a blow at the spirit of Helsinki.
Consequently, one of the questions raised in
the report is what place, if any, d6tente can still
have in our policy today.

We consider that detente in Europe is

threatened in various ways - not only in
geographical terms - when Soviet troops are in
Afghanistan and thus very close to one of the
main arteries of economic life, namely the
Strait of Hormuz. Moreover, the balance of
military force has also changed, for we must
recognise that the rapid deployment of the
SS-20 medium-range missiles alters the balance
of force at least in the nuclear field. The
manufacture of the Backhre bomber is a further
step towards a change in the military
balance. It is because of this background that
the report reflects serious anxiety, that we in
this Assembly must draw the necessary
conclusions, and that the countries of Europe -
especially those united here in the WEU
Assembly - are called upon to make greater
efforts in future with regard to security and
defence.

The report expressly states that we should
aim at achieving an increase in defence
expenditure of 3 0/o in real terms. I realise this
will raise serious diffrculties in most of our
countries. We know the worries this causes to
our own parliament. We too have been having
to go through the economic recession with a
high rate of public borrowing - a public sector
borrowing requirement that puts us under great
pressure. We too are trying to counter the
recession by means of tax concessions.

Only a very short while ago we in the Federal
Republic were saddled with additional expen-
diture as a result of the very costly compromise
reached in the EEC.

As a contribution to peace in the wider sense

I would also mention development policy,
where we in Germany are making great efforts
to reach the target of 0.7 0/o we have set

ourselves.

When we consider the additional items of
expenditure or drops in revenue we can see that
each country, particularly my own, will have
considerable difliculty in raising defence
expenditure by 3 o/o in real terms. Never-
theless, that is what we have to do, given the
new situation described in my report and again
this morning by the British Minister, who gave

us a very penetrating analysis. I very much
want to make some comments on this issue

early in this year's summer half-session.

Mr. Dejardin hinted that for him the report
was a plea for aggression and muscle-flexing.
There can be no question of that. Our aim
must be to avoid a new arms race and achieve a

balance of forces at the lowest possible
level. This is spelt out clearly in the
recommendation and in the report itself. All
international negotiations at the various levels -
SALT, MBFR, and any European initiatives -
should be directed towards achieving a balance
of forces at the lowest possible level.
Furthermore, all contacts and opportunities for
communication afforded us in discussions
between East and West should be used towards
this end, and we should make proposals in the
various international negotiations designed to
achieve balance at a low level.

The report shows that co-ordination between
the United States and Europd in the forward
areas has not been satisfactgry. Of course,
there are also difliculties 9f co-ordination
between the European states that should not be

minimised. We have only to think of the
Olympics boycott - which must of course be
toofeA at only in the light of Afghanistan - for
us Germans to be not exactly happy. Our
sporting associations having decided in favour
of the boycott, now we find that European
loyalty is not nearly so great as we thought
when we took the decision. I would be very
pleased if there were greater clarity in our
appreciation of the problems of co-ordination
between the United States and Europe, but if
within Europe too there were greater - if
possible maximum - unity in drawing conclu-
iions from the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

It was a very welcome step when the EEC
Foreign Ministers in Rome proposed a
guarantee for a neutral, non-aligned Afghan-
istan, a guarantee which could and ought to
make it possible for Soviet troops to withdraw
from the country. The hrst reactions from the
Soviet side show that the proposed non-aligned
status of Afghanistan and the offer of a

European guarantee are takQn more seriously
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Mr. Vohrer (continued)

than certain critics of the Rome decision were
at first prepared to believe. I can imagine that
this European initiative, this proposal, might
play a part in the current discussions, and in
the further talks which our Chancellor is due to
have at the end of the month in Moscow, and
that it might perhaps form a nucleus for d6tente
in the region.

My report also touches on the major area of
the human rights convention and the protection
of human rights and fundamental freedoms. I
believe that, using this pluralistic approach, we
can succeed in making it clear, both in Europe
and to the other power blocs in the world, that
our aim is to clear these difliculties out of the
way and that our reaction is not to make the
wrong move towards an arms race and a cold
war. Our aims are quite clear. We wish to
pursue our efforts towards d6tente and disarm-
ament. At the same time we are not
minimising the problems raised by the facts and
are trying to tailor our reactions to the facts of
the situation. But our objective is, and must
remain, peace in Europe and the world.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Vohrer.

The debate is now open.

I call as the first speaker Mr. Atkinson.

Clearly, the list of speakers, which is
considerable, should now be closed, because, if
we can, we should like to finish this debate
tonight.

Mr. ATKINSON (t/niled Kingdom). - Mr.
President, both this report and the previous
report, by Sir Frederic Bennett, refer to
European security in their titles. Both beg the
question of where the West goes from here in
containing further Soviet expansion. Recom-
mendation 2 of this report calls for the
members of the Atlantic Alliance to agree on
effective measures to be taken to convince the
Soviet Union of their unanimous condemnation
of the invasion of Afghanistan. The important
question that I want to discuss is what those
effective measures should be. It is a question
the answer to which has so far eluded us in the
Western Alliance.

Let us first recognise that to date the West's
reaction to the Soviet annexation of Afghan-
istan has been feeble, half-hearted, disunited
and ineffective. In my view, the nature and
the application of the so-called retaliatory
measures to date must have surprised and
Celighted the Kremlin. Grain which it cannot
buy from North America it now buys from
South America. The off, oh, off sales of
Community butter are now on again. Last

month West Germany agreed to develop Soviet
oil and gas and to assist Russian industry. So
much flor ceasing to aid the communist war
machine.

Thus, only an incomplete attendance at the
Olympic Games will provide the sole visible
sign of the free world's disapproval of Soviet
expansionism. None of the measures being
applied or contemplated by the West to date
will, I believe, divert the Soviet Union from
pursuing its mission to infiltrate, to undermine
and ultimately to take over independent states,
leading them to the inevitable " flraternal
invitation " to the Red Army to protect their
rdgime in the classic Leninist tradition, of
which Afghanistan is only the latest example.

Mr. President, in your short address to us
yesterday morning you said that the West did
not anticipate the Soviet intervention in
Afghanistan, and how right you were. How
blind we have been to our continued failure
since 19l7 to recognise the seriousness of the
Soviet threat to the rest of the world, and how
unsuccessful we have been in containing
it. We failed to support adequately the
nationalist forces of Russia in those early
uncertain years of Lenin's rdgime in
1920. Our wartime strategy allowed the Soviet
seizure of Eastern Europe unnecessarily. We
handed over to the communists for reprisal in
1945 more than a million of their oppo-
nents. Our weakness prevented us from aiding
- even indirectly and without attribution - the
Poles in 1952, the Hungarians in 1956 and the
Czechs in 1968.

The Soviet Union had been threatening
Afghanistan since l97l , and it was western
indifference to the fall of the Daoud regime in
1978 which encouraged the Kremlin to take
over at its own convenience. Now it is at work
in Iran, no doubt in Yugoslavia - indeed,
anywhere where it can encourage chaos and
confusion in unstable and complex political
situations to exploit to its own advantage.

There is one other theory to which Sir
Frederic Bennett did not refer in his report, as
to why the Soviet Union intervened in
Afghanistan. It is that the dynamic of the
entire Soviet system and its organisation both at
home and abroad, as bequeathed by Lenin and
Stalin, is geared to expansionism. lts bureau-
cracy, its party machine, the KGB and its
embassy staff abroad must all report progress or
be replaced. It is a motivation which is
ruthless, and we should never forget that
communism has taken a larger toll of human
life than both world wars combined.

So how do we contain it? The truth is that
the Soviet Union will stop its expansionism
only when it meets a match for its own resolve
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Mr. Atkinson (continued)

and experiences a taste of its own medicine. I
believe that the western Alliance must accept
this reality - and apply it - if freedom is not to
be further eroded. We must now make it
abundantly clear to the Soviet Union that, in
the light of the Afghanistan invasion, we
reserve the right to provide full support,
short of manpower, to all freedom fighters
involved in counter-subversion in Soviet-
occupied lands.

We should exploit in every way the growing
internal pressures within the Soviet Union itself
which could lead to its own disintegration, be

they consumer, religious, nationalistic or anti-
Slav. We should embark upon a propaganda
offensive aimed at every radio receiver in every
communist country with information sensitive
to the needs of the people. We must intensify
our diplomacy to convince all non-aligned
nations that neutrality is no guarantee against
Soviet subversion and that inevitably they must
make a choice before a choice is made for
them.

Mr. Vohrer's report before us today
recommends, quite rightly, that the Helsinki
final act must be the " subject of strict and
exhaustive scrutiny at the Madrid confer-
ence ". Let us not forget that Helsinki has
produced far more for the Soviet Union - with
its acknowledgement of its conquests in Europe

- than it has in upholding the principles of
human rights and contacts for which the hnal
act is more well known, and that the Belgrade
review conference in 1971 failed utterly to
redress that balance.

As it appears that the Soviet Union wants a

disarmament conference to be agreed to at
Madrid, let us resolve now that that is nego-
tiable only after it has shown evidence that it is

implementing its own pledges made in Helsinki
on human rights and fundamental freedoms.
We in the free world must fully appreciate that
the third world war began before the second
world war ended and that the Soviet Union is
winning that war. This report from Mr.
Vohrer impresses upon us that the West needs

now to display a new resolve upon the Soviet
Union that we will not tolerate any further
imposition of communism upon an unwilling
people. Only by an assertion of that resolve'
iimilar to that displayed by President Kennedy
in the Cuban missiles crisis of 1962, will Soviet
expansionism be contained and the communist
tide reversed in favour of freedom and
democracy.

Mr. President, I beg to support the report.

The PRESIDENT. - Mr. van den
Bergh? Mr. van den Bergh is not here, so I

pass to Mr. Mommersteeg. He is not here.
Mr. Baumel? Mr. Ellis?

Mr. ELLIS (United Kingdom). - Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to do three things. The first is to
congratulate my colleague Mr. Vohrer on the
excellence of his report. He has summed up
the situation admirably. He has encapsulated
the trends, and I think that his conclusions are
correct. One of his conclusiorrs brings me to
my second point. It is the conclusion
contained in paragraph 99 (iii), where he says
" that the West, and particularly its European
element, should pay very strong attention to the
military and particularly nuclear aspects of its
security ".

I should have thought that that statement was

so much a statement of the obvious as to be
platitudinous. But I regret that in fact it is not'
because there are elements in the West - cer-
tainly in my country - with a oonsiderable feel-
ing that we are absolutely on the wrong lines:
that far from seeing to our military defences in
a military way, building them up and so on,
what we ought to do is have a fnore moral post-
ure through disarmament.

There are people in my country who are

undergoing what Mr. Vohrer in a later
paragraph calls " an agonising reappraisal ". I
disagree with them but one cannot ignore the
fact that influential elements in my country,
and, I suspect, in other countries in Europe, are
having second thoughts - these agonising reap-
praisals.

Only last Saturday, a speech was made by a
prominent politician in my cquntry who spoke
ibout the real strength in Britdin being a moral
strength that would accrue if we were unilate-
rutty"to disarm. The objection to the siting of
the cruise missile is a typical example of tlat
point of view.

Unfortunately, those who express that point
of view in my country rather illogically refuse
at the same time to grasp the symbolism - Mr.
Vohrer speaks about the symbolic approach -
of unilateral disarmament. The politician who
made that speech also thought that it was not a
very good symbol to try to stop our athletes
going to the Olympic Games. Therefore, one
finds it very difficult to follow the logic of that
school ofthought.

One of the merits of the report is that it
clearly spells out the need for the West, for
Europe, to adopt a much more hard-headed
approach to the question of d6tente and
relations between the West and the Soviet
Union.

That brings me to my third and perhaps most
important point - the whole question of the
North Atlantic Treaty Org4nisation. NATO,
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which is the cornerstone of our security, has a
built-in, inherent weakness in that it is not a
balanced alliance. It is asymmetric. In his
first speech from the presidential chair, our
President warned us of the dangers of being
simplistic in these very complicated matters.

I do not want to take a black-and-white view
of what is a complex situation, but I think that
it is possible, after due consideration, to draw
up some simple, straightforward but none the
less meaningful and valid propositions. One of
those propositions is that the strength of any
alliance is increased the more equally the
members contribute. That seems to be self-
evident. It follows that we in Europe should
substantially increase our contributions in
relation to those made by the United States. If
we feel that we cannot do that, we must accept
the consequences.

The hrst consequence is that if we want to
live under the pax Americana we must, at least
in principle, accept the American lead. Many
representatives said in the previous debate that
Europe had a legitimate interest in this or that
area and should have her say. It is all very
well for people to say that, but if we are
content simply to have our security under the
pax Americana we should accept the American
lead. If we are not prepared to accept some of
the more obvious advantages of that, we must
make a much more substantial contribution to
our defence.

It is in this area that we need to be much
more hard-headed and clear in our thinking.
There has been some very interesting corres-
pondence in The Times of London, one of our
more prestigious newspapers, by some very
senior retired military people. It has been a
fascinating contribution to the debate, which
has concerned itself with Britain's possession of
a nuclear deterrent.

I do not want to go into the arguments that
were deployed in the correspondence. They
were essentially geared to the question of the
nuclear deterrent not of Europe or the West but
of Britain. France sometimes appears almost
to want to go it alone. We must be clear about
what the consequences are. We have spoken a
great deal today about Europe wanting to do
this or that. In this morning's press, General
Rodgers writes of Europe being able to make a
greater maritime contribution if American
warships are deployed away from the Mediter-
ranean and into the Indian Ocean.

Europe is a nebulous quantity in this
field. The immediate reaction to the invasion
of Afghanistan was not that Europe spoke
with one voice or even that the West spoke

with one voice. Some European states, almost
as a Pavlovian reflex, went along with the
American policy, while others went in other
ways.

The pax Americana is demonstrably being
eroded; it has been weakened over the past
decade. I trust that in due course we in this
Assembly will seriously consider in those
circumstances how an increased European
commitment to the NATO Alliance - as
distinct from a French, Italian, German or
British commitment - would affect all the
complex issues. It is a very difficult question,
one that is not being faced up to in the
West. It is high time that we began to face up
to it. This body is uniquely fitted to do it.

(Mr. Talamona, Vice-President of the
Assembly, took the Chair)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr.
Brown has the floor.

Mr. BROWN (Uniled Kingdom). - I shall
restrict myself at this late hour to discussing the
report only so far as it deals with the Helsinki
final act, particularly with regard to basket 3.

I am rather disappointed with the report,
because it seems to me to accept a general
proposition that the Soviets can be permitted to
trade away freedom for a little of this and a
little of that. Since when did basket 3 indicate
that freedom came only in small amounts and
that one gave it according to one's whim and
fancy? Paragraph 33 ofthe report ends:

" Following the Helsinki final act, they
proved far more willing to allow emigra-
tion. "

I ask: emigration for whom, and for how
many? When did we trade freedom in this
way?

The report has not grasped the significance of
basket 3. For example, the Soviets are still
abrogating international posts and telecommu-
nications agreements. A constituent of mine
tried to send a Christmas card to Ida Nudal, a
Jewess, who is being treated in a most abom-
inable way in Russia. The card, with a friendly
greeting, was returned to the sender unopened
because the Russians refused to pass it to
lda Nudal.

I raised the matter with my own government,
who recognised it as an abrogation of the
international law with regard to posts. They
have referred it to the internaiional body
dealing with the international posts. Thai
makes sure that nothing will be done for a long
time.

While I recognise the argument put by the
Rapporteur about boycotting the Olympic
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Games in Moscow, I remind him - this does
not come out in the report - that the grounds
and arguments for not having the Moscow
games existed a long time ago, long before
Afghanistan. Those of us who were thinking
about it and arguing about it at the time were
few on the ground. We were arguing against
holding the Olympic Games in Moscow not
because of Afghanistan but because of the
withdrawal of the freedoms and rights of the
individual, not only in the Soviet Union but in
other parts ofthe Soviet group.

I welcome the Rapporteur's conversion,
albeit on the basis of Afghanistan, but I remind
him that we have put many arguments for the
freedoms and rights of the individual. As a
socialist, I have argued for them for a long
time. It is deplorable that the world has
allowed the sort of thing that happens in Russia
to go on.

Therefore, in my view, the report tends to
talk about the principles of freedom being
expendable. If the Soviet Union feels that
way, Afghanistan has onJy compounded the
felony and it can only be regarded as the straw
that broke the camel's back.

I turn to the present argument about the
Olympic Games. There is ample evidence that
Jewish people and dissidents are being deported
from Moscow to other parts of the coun-
try. One might well ask why the President of
the International Olympic Committee did not
satisfu himself on that point when he visited
Moscow. People are being deported. Ida
Nudal was deported to ensure that she would
not be available in Moscow when the games
took place. The President of the IOC made no
attempt to see her at all. Therefore, my posi-
tion on the Olympic Games is the same as it
was in 1936. I think that it is a travesty of
freedom to hold the games in Moscow. I
regret the fact that sportsmen are so blind and
so bereft of compassion that they will not see

the obvious.

I thought that paragraph 27 of the report
must have been written tongue in cheek. It is
a masterly understatement to say " The Soviet
Union was already experiencing considerable
difliculty in respecting its Helsinki under-
takings and was reluctant to enter into any
more where its domestic r6gime was con-
cerned ".

I assume that the Rapporteur was talking
about freedom. He is apparently saying that
he is prepared to accept in this report that the
Soviet Union had found it diflicult to
implement anything relating to freedom.
Therefore, I believe that the report should

reflect the important fact that we must place
our reliance on arguments against the abro-
gation ofbasket 3.

Finally, I draw attention to the conclusion in
paragraph 97, where the Rapporteur refers to
the fact that the invasion of Afghanistan is a
first step by the Soviet Union towards the
Indian Ocean. In this Assembly, years ago, I
raised the point that the Soviet Union had
moved to the island of Socora, which is a
major piece of military hardware in the neck of
the Indian Ocean. It has been sp for years, and
I have tried many times to point out that that
was the first step to the Indian Ocean. There-
fore, Afghanistan is not the first step. Socotra
was the first indication that the Soviets had
their major communications base in the Indian
Ocean. Afghanistan is the second step in that
plan, and obviously the report should reflect
that.

We must be determined to let the Soviet
Union know that we do not accept this abro-
gation of basket 3 on the rights and freedoms of
the individual. The Soviet bully-boy tactics
are not acceptable to decent people, and cer-
tainly they are not acceptable to me as a socia-
list. If we back down and pursue a course of
appeasement, history tells us that freedom will
be lost for ever. (Applause)

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

Mr. DEPIETRI (France) (Trdnslation). - Mr.
President, when the United States, France or
some other capitalist country rqsorts to military
intervention or provides suppprt with arma-
ments outside its own frontiers,'people have the
gall to declare, virtuously, that this was done at
the request of the government of the country
concerned to rescue the unh4ppy inhabitants
from the chaos of Marxism or the barbarity of
communism and to keep them in the free world
and its civilisation which offers them so many
benefits; in reality, however, the purpose of the
military operations and of the support given to
such governments, whether in Africa, the
Middle East, Central or South America, is to
maintain by force, at the price of thousands of
dead, their semi-colonial oppression, in order to
safeguard the interests of the multinationals that
are plundering vast raw materi&ls resources and
thereby making vast profits. The purpose is
also to maintain strategic basesn all of which are
aimed against the USSR aild the socialist
countries. I need only mantion Iran, El
Salvador, South Korea, Chad, Zaire, and so
forth.

You must admit that the military measures
taken by the USSR in Afghanistan were taken
only to pre-empt the measures the United
States were preparing to take against Iran, part-
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ly using bases in Afghanistan. So the United
States is only using Afghanistan as a pretext for
demanding even more support from its
European allies for Mr. Carter's adventures.
You may notice that the report regrets the lack
of enthusiasm displayed by some European
countries.

The Rapporteur declares that the measures
taken by the USSR are a serious threat to
peace, but he forgets that it is the United States
and not the USSR that has hundreds of military
bases outside its frontiers, that the NATO
countries are saturated with nuclear weapons
directed against the USSR and the socialist
countries, as they have been for years, and that
the NATO countries have replied to the
measures take;r by the USSR to reduce its for-
ces in the German Democratic Republic by
20,000 men and 1,000 tanks by deploying Per-
shing missiles and increasing their military
budgets.

As regards the protection of human rights,
you say a great deal about Sakharov, but, to
quote only a few examples, you forget the
recent massacres in South Korea and El
Salvador, the massacre of the blacks in Miami
and the murder of Mgr. Romero in El Salvador.

So in this Assembly, which is supposed to be
working for peace but in which the
communists have been the only members since
they joined in 1973 to makd proposals aimed at
peace, why not start by calling for and taking
measures to consolidate peace, in particular by
entering into discussions with all countries, by
accepting Mr. Brezhnev's proposal for a confe-
rence of all the statesmen in the world and
drawing inspiration from the Pope's words
when he begged you, at UNESCO in Paris
yesterday, to prevent a nuclear cataclysm.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The
debate is now closed.

The Rapporteur, Mr. Vohrer has the floor.

Mr. VOHRER (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, I will
gladly sum up the debate. I listened with great
pleasure to the contributions made by Mr.
Atkinson and Mr. Ellis, which in fact expressed
a large measure of agreement with the report.

Our British colleague, Mr. Brown, takes a
somewhat different view of the Olympic
boycott from that which I hold myself and from
that put forward in this report. I should like to
make it clear that from my country's point of
view the Olympic boycott is essentially linked
with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and
that we have also stated that we were prepared
to recommend to our Olympic Committee that

we should take part in
troops withdrew prior

games if the Soviet
the time-limit for

accepting the invitation. This clearly brings
out the link which exists for my country
between the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and
non-participation in the games. As a result of
the occupation of Afghanistan we no longer feel
that there is any guarantee that the Olympic
Games in Moscow will be Games for Peace.

We should have been delighted il in
accordance with the proposal made in Rome,
the Soviet troops had been withdrawn from
Afghanistan before the time-limit under an
international agreement guaranteeing for Afghan-
istan the status of a neutral, non-aligned
country. Had this withdrawal been possible,
we should certainly have advised our national
Olympic Committee to decide to go to the
games. There is, then, an absolutely clear link
between the Olympic Games boycott and the
occupation of Afghanistan.

Had we gone as far as making participation
in the Olympic Games conditional on fulfil-
ment of CSCE basket 3, it would have been
possible for countries to indicate much earlier
that they were not interested in participating in
them. But that was not the case with any of
the countries. I think it is interesting, inci-
dentally, that a more far-reaching proposal,
which has the support of the politicians as well,
was in fact made precisely in Great Britain, but
it has unfortunately not been complied with by
the athletes.

I am not surprised that Mr. Depietri has
different views on a number of matters. That
contributes to the diversity of opinions in
Europe. I think it is right that we should
discuss security questions here objectively with
our communist colleagues.

However, the Committee unanimously shared
the Rapporteur's opinion that the line taken in
the report and in the recommendation is the
opinion of the Assembly,- I should be glad if
this were to be confirmed in the voting.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - As the
Chairman of the Committee is not present we
can proceed at once to vote on the General
Affairs Committee's draft recommendation in
Document 845, to which no amendments have
been tabled.

The vote must be taken by roll-call, unless
members have no objections to the draft
recommendation.

Are there any objections?...

As there are objections the vote will be
deferred until tomorrow's sitting.

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I propose
that the Assembly hold its next public Sitting
tomorrow morning, Wednesday 4th June, at l0
a.m. with the following Orders of the Day:

l. Co-operation between WEU member
countries on video communication systems
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report
of the Committee on Scientific, Techno-
logical and Aerospace Questions and Vote
on the draft Recommendation, Document
83e).

2. The international situation and European
security (Vote on the draft Recommen-
dation, Document 845).

3. Nuclear, biological and chemical protec-
tion (Presentation of and Debate on the
Report of the Committqe on Defence
Questions and ArmamentS and Vote on
the draft Recommendation, Document 838
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 Silting was closed at 6.35 p.m.)
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FITi-TH SITTING
Wednesday, 4th June 1980

Suvttlnny

1. Adoption of the Minutes.

2. Attendance Register.

3. Change in the membership of a Committee.

4. Co-operation between WEU member countries on video
communication systems (Presentalion of and Debate on
the Report of the Commitlee on Scrcntific, Technological
and Aerospace Questions and Vote on the draft Recom-
mendation, Doc. 839).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Valleix (Chairman and
Rapporteur), Mr. Forma, Mr. Lenzer, Mr. Valleix.

5. The international situation and European secuity (Vote
on the drafl Recommendation, Doc. 845).

The PRESIDENT. - The Sitting is open.

l. Adoption of the Minutes

The PRESIDENT. - In accordance with Rule
2l of the Rules of Procedure, the Minutes of
Proceedings of the previous Sitting have been
distributed.

Are there any comments ?

The Minutes are agreed to.

2. Attendance Register

The PRESIDENT. - The names of the Sub-
stitutes attending this Sitting which have been
notified to the President will be published with
the list of Representatives appended to the
Minutes of Proceedingsr.

3. Change in the membership of a Committee

The PRESIDENT. - The Delegation of the
Federal Republic of Germany proposes the
following change in the composition of the
General Affairs Committee: Mr. Reddemann as
an alternate member in place of Mr. Evers.

Are there any objections ?...

Speakers: The President, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Haw-
kins (point oforder).

Retirement of the Clerk of the Assembly.

Nuclear, biological and chemical protection (Presenta-
tton of and Debate on the Report of the Committee on
Defence Questnns and Armaments and Vote on the drafl
Recommendation, Doc. 838 and Amendments).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Banks (Rapporteur), Mr.
Bernini, Mr. Hardy, Dr. Miller, Mr. Jager, Mr. Smith,
Mr. Dejardin, Mr. Crant, Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr.
Brown, Mr. Valleix, Mr. Banks (Rapporteur), Mr.
Ahrens, Mr. Banks, Mr. Brown, Mr. Jessel, Mr. Hardy,
Mr. Miller, Mr. Banks, Mrs. Knight (point of order).

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

Mr. Reddemann is appointed as an alternate
member in place of Mr. Evers.

4. Co-operation between ll/EU member
countries on video communication systems

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

Qaestions and lote on the draft Recommendation,
Doc. 839)

The PRESIDENT. - The first item on the
Orders of the Day is the presentation of and
debate on the report of the Committee on
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques-
tions on co-operation between WEU member
countries on video communication systems,
Document 839. After the debate, it will be
necessary to vote on the draft recommendation
in the report.

I call Mr. Valleix, Chairman and Rapporteur
of the Committee, to present the report.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). -
Ladies and Gentlemiin, this modest recommen-
dation was drafted by our friend Mr. Warren,
the former Chairman of the Committee, who
was with us up till the last session of the
Assembly, and by your humble servant who
submitted it to our Committee. The Com-
mittee thought it advisable to ask you to
schedule the debate_on this recommendation for
this session and I thank the Presidential Com-
mittee for having agreed.

Mr. President, it is clear that for some
months now, in fact for a year - and, as far as

6.

7.

E.

The Sitting was opened at l0 a.m. with Mr. Mulley, President of the Assembly, in the Chair.

l. See page 40.
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public opinion is concerned, very frequently
over the past six months - our language, which
is evolving apace in all our countries, has been
thrown into confusion and weighed down by
neologisms such as " oflice electronics ", " tele-
matics ", and even worse. Public opinion itself
is sometimes bewildered by them.

The problem is really that of accepting
entirely new means of communication based on
data-processing and in particular micro-
processing, on which, as you know, I had the
honour ofspeaking at the Council ofEurope.

Our Committee noted the great innovations
achieved by some countries in these areas,
matching an entirely new system of telecommu-
nications to the need for communication. This
matching of a need and a technology has led
several European countries, especially the
United Kingdom and France, to develop new
telecommunications systems, the Prestel system
in the United Kingdom and the Antiope system
in France.

For the record, may I point out that the term
" Antiope " is not taken from any mythological
tale or famous poem but is simply made up of
the initials of the words acquisition numirique
et tilivisualisation d'images organisdes en
pages d'icritures - digital acquisition and tele-
display of pictures arranged in the form of
written pages. I quote this definition because, in
my view, it expresses both the simplicity of the
concept - if I dare use that word - and the
abstruse not to say abstract aspect of some
modern terminology.

The special feature of these systems is that,
in addition to providing firms with new means
of communication and expression, which is
precisely our aim, they can also be used as

exchanges, especially for the transmission of
military orders, and as you can see, Ladies and
Gentlemen, this has major implications in our
own field of European defence and security.

What we must do is not only take note of this
new means of communication for large busi-
nesses and for our armies, but also think ahead
to the revolution already being heralded in
everyday life with, for example, the intro-
duction of small television screens in airports
and waiting-rooms and, tomorrow perhaps,
televised newspapers relayed by videotex
systems.

We must take charge of this approaching
revolution and in the draft recommendation
submitted on behalf of the Committee we have
tried to emphasise that we consider it a duty for
the governments to give full recognition to this
new form of communication and, since it is so
novel, to aim at its standardisation.

The stakes are very high, since, as I said, the
process is a new one and it is therefore impor-
tant to work out standard rules for its use by
Europeans, of course -but also because in this
case the United States, that'constant source of
nerv inventions, is in fact lagging behind in
relation to the European oountries I have
mentioned and others elsewhere.

Now that the Europeans are taking steps to
gain access to the American market for this
system, it is important for us to try to harmo-
nise our production standards, so that Europe
can show itself to have a new vehicle of expres-
sion on a universal and therefore harmonised
scale and present itself as a trading partner,
promoting a very advanced process - in the
United States as elsewhere, but in co-operation
rather than competition, if possible. European
emulation is acceptable and welcome; but
unfettered and possibly lethal competition on a
market as large as the American market now
open to us would be absurd.

Those are the two guidelines underlying the
draft recommendation inviting our governments
to concert their efforts, through the European
post and telecommunications conference, to
establish common standards where possible and
to ensure that the responsible leaders of indus-
try and the administrative authorities support
this new chance for European co-operation and,
over and above this, exploit this opportunity,
almost unique in our time, for Europe to
emerge as conqueror - and ulhy not, for it has
the right and the duty to do so - on the inter-
national markets.

There is no point in goirlg further, and in
any case the modest scope of this report
demands discretion on my part. Ladies and
Gentlemen, I think we would be right to
support the Committee, thereby expressing the
hope that the Council and our governments will
help our seven European countries, and if
possible others which might follow our lead, to
take concerted, vigorous action and, for our
part, action to resolve the dqfence problems in
which these new means of communication will
soon be deeply involved. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you very much,
Mr. Valleix.

The debate is now open.

The hrst speaker is Mr. Forma.

Mr. FORMA (Italy) (Translation).- Mr.
President, I think that the Rapporteur's conclu-
sions are effectively stated by the reference,
which he repeated at the beginning of his short
but extremely clear exposition, to two practical
developments: first, the British Prestel system,
introduced by the British Fost Office for use
with the telephone network only; and, second,
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the Antiope system, designed and developed by
French Television for both telephone and video
communication. The mention of these two
notable - but still relatively modest - develop-
ments leads on logically to the need to up-date
European knowledge of these advanced techno-
logical components and to speed up their intro-
duction through new techniques, and, also, to
create a European market for European pro-
ducts which is lacking at present.

We import from the United States about
90 0/o of the components and products which
can clearly be used and Japan is already
making great inroads into our markets. It
seems to me therefore that the report now
before us shows clearly what is needed as
regards techniques and the means of co-
ordinating such equipment and bringing it into
use.

In this respect, Europe is not so far from
practical success; it has a reasonable produc-
tion capacity based on a by no means negligible
know-how. It would not be diflicult in this
context to quote far more than two examples
of developments in France, Germany, the
United Kingdom, Italy itself and the other
countries we represent, mostly co-ordinated
through bilateral agreements between neigh-
bouring countries but in stnne cases through
wider agreements for common defence.

Without going more deeply into the inviting
prospects offered by the Valleix report, I feel
that it may not be out of place to recall two
other reports, which in fact will be discussed
later, closely related to the same subject; I am
referring to the reports on aerospace activities
and on defence-related information technology.
My reason for doing so is to focus attention
on the subject of common defence which is our
main and specific responsibility.

Ilrdeed, it can hardly be maintained that up-
to-date, standard equipment for both land and
space applications can be developed without
making full allowance for the conclusions of the
report we are discussing, which are well in line
with both the United Nations Conference on
Science and Technology for Development and
to Recommendation 308 which really received
too little attention and stressed the urgent need
to improve means of crisis managemeht within
the Alliance,

If we fail to take part in this foreseeable race
for progress, at what must be headlong speed,
we shall not be true to our own faith in a
Europe capable of working in unity and of
setting aside selfish interests which, however,
come to the surface at every step, as we have
again seen recently. I should like to recall here

a point made by our minister Mr. Colombo
who, when Chairman-in-Offrce of the Council
of the Community, made a number of state-
ments to the Political Committee of the parlia-
ment. He said that the present crisis should
spur us on to greater awareness of the need to
channel and co-ordinate the resolve to work out
joint solutions for problems for which indi-
vidual national responses are inadequate and
completely insuffi cient.

In my view, therefore, our recommendation
to the Council is more than opportune, calling
as it does for the establishment of common
standards and for a common approach ensuring
that the West does not find itself unprepared for
a civilisation which is changing from the one
which we have known.

It is not for us, but perhaps for philosophers
and moralists to wrangle over whether the fun-
damental change in relationships brought about
by these discoveries is desirable, or whether, as
a result of these discoveries, our world, after
flrrst being thrown into a state of bewilderment,
can find itself again in a new dimension which
will compensate for the admittedly important
loss ofold and secure values.

All we politicians can do, however, is note
that there are no practical alternatives - as the
Rapporteur himself said - to striking out in a
new direction which must be explored if we are
not to fail in our primary duty, on which our
very existence and that of both the industrial-
ised and non-industrialised world depends, and
which wholly involves every one of us. It
seems right therefore that our countries should
be called on to make a joint effort in order not
to waste all the strength which such union
brings. This is not a matter of pride or
wanting to dominate but of discovering pain-
fully and anxiously the right way along the
road, which is both attractive and difficult but
which we must take. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Forma.

The next speaker is Mr. Lenzer.

_Mr. LENZER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, our WEU
Assembly will be looldng at this report by Mr.
Valleix again this afternoon, in connection with
the technology of new defence-related infor-
mation systems. I would stress that this techno-
logy is of interest not only to scien-
tists and engineers - it is also a political
factor of the first order. Information techno-
logy - and Mr. Valleix's report deals with only a
small section of the immense range it covers -
will be one of the new interdisciplinary techno-
logies, perhaps in the next few years /he new
interdisciplinary technology, which will drama-
tically influence our lives, and it will do so not
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only in the economic and scientihc spheres but
in our homes as well.

I should like to take advantage of the discus-
sion on this report to make a few fundamental
points. Data-processing, communications
technology and electronics are going to bring
about radical changes in the production and
services sectors of modern industrialised coun-
tries. With the lessening cost of electronic
devices, automation of goods production is
advancing rapidly at all stages of manufacture
and it will increase the flexibility of industrial
production. As demands with regard to pro-
duction diminish, those relating to the develop-
ment and preparation of production processes

increase. For instance, storage and processing
devices are turning typewriters into word
processors. They can now refer back to central
data banks and pass texts to each other. Tele-
phones, which are by now to be found in
almost every home, can have their functions
extended by abbreviated-dialling and call-
repetition systems or can be used as simple data
input devices.

This development, and also the fall in the
price of microprocessors, will in the long run
make data-processing a part of every indivi-
dual's job.

I should also perhaps say a word about
another field, namely that of optical telecom-
munication, which will eventually, in conjunc-
tion with semiconductor technology, make it
possible to establish new telecommunication
networks which can be used flexibly for the
transmission of texts, data, speech and even
pictures - this, too, has reached the trial
stage. View-data and cable television are the
precursors of this development. One only
needs, I think, to consider the debate about the
new media going on in our various countries to
realise what opportunities for abuse they will
offer in the future.

We have long since moved on from the
technical plane and reached the stage of policy
decisions. Technical change in the transmis-
sion and processing of information leads to
complete systems which allow of a wide variety
of applications. Today we can no longer deal
with the individual technologies, such as data-
processing, communications technology or
microelectronics and their many possible
applications, in isolation. This is why, taking
the French technical expression tdlimatique as

a model, we have coined the term information
technology.

These new information and communication
technologies affect the number, character and
content of jobs in industry and the service

sector. On the one hand jobs will disappear or
undergo a change of character in the manufac-
turing and services sectors, and even more in
clerical and administrative work. I want to
stress what consequences this is going to have
for the future of the individual worker, and
what demands this trend is going to make on
his skills and his occupational mobility. In
future the individual worker will no longer be
able to count on staying in the same job for ten,
hfteen or twenty years or perhaps even for the
whole of his working life. On the contrary, he
will have to accept continued training if he is to
overcome the obstacles raised by the need to
cope with these new technologies. At the same
time they will require new capital investment
for both production and applications and will
give rise to new functions and services, so that
jobs and even completely new occupations will
be created.

In this connection - I have already spoken
briefly of the possibilities of manipulation
offered by this technology - the problems of
data protection must not be overlooked. The
new technologies naturally permit - owing to
the high degree of linkage and the speed of
access - much more complete and rapid gather-
ing of personal data on the individual
citizen.

And now a word about telematics, or com-
munications technology. It facilitates the exe-
cution of data-intensive operations in private
business and public administration. The pro-
portion of persons engaged mainly in data-
intensive and communication-intensive activi-
ties is growing particularly fbst in the modern
industrialised countries. In(eed, it may even
be a characteristic of modern industrial society
that the traditional growth industries - heavy
industry, for example - are losing ground more
and more, while the tertiary sector, the services
sector, which will not be able to manage in
future without modern information technology,
is growing. There will therbfore be a decline
in the number of people directly engaged in
production of goods. Consequently - and this
is an important point - competitiveness will
increasingly depend on the extent to which
rational use is made of new forms of technolo-
gical communication in the public and private
sectors.

In technological communications, for ins-
tance, precision engineering is being replaced
by electronics, while in the fleld of office mach-
ines, in communications switching equipment
and in certain aspects of printing all these
problems have already been encountered.

The report touches on a sore point: the
insufliciency and at times complete absence of
standardisation between the various systems.
When use is made in Europe of two different
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video communication systems, namely Prestel
and Antiope, which are not compatible, one
cannot but wonder whether this was necessary,
whether these cases of " doing one's own
thing " are not perhaps a further symptom of
that typically European sickness, parochialism.
I believe, as the Rapporteur and Chairman of
our Committee, Mr. Valleix, and our Italian
colleague, Mr. Forma, have already very rightly
said, that we can meet the challenge of compe-
tition from the United States, a country with,
we must remember, an enorrnous domestic
market which is not as dependent as we are on
the export of " intelligent " products, and
above all from the immense dynamism of Japa-
nese industry in this field, only if we all
combine our efforts.

As a warning example of a case where
Europe lost ground and had an extremely hard
time until it caught up a bit again, I would
quote the optical industry, and especially the
fate of the single-lens reflex camera, the market
for which is now almost completely dominated
by Japanese products. I would remind you of
the pocket calculator and, finally, of the whole
field of entertainment electronics.

We are now at a point where we really must
take a decision if we want to create new growth
industries in Europe with the aid of information
technology, which, whether we like it or not,
will f,rnd its way not only into trade and indus-
try, oflices and jobs, but also into our homes.
To ensure our chances of success we must
take advantage of every possibility of joint
action, every possibility of co-operation. Mr.
President, I thank you for your attention.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - That concludes the
debate.

Does the Rapporteur wish to reply ?

Mr. VALLEIX (Francel (Translation). - Mr.
President, I think I can be very brief, especially
as I merely wish to reply by placing on record
my great satisfaction at the last two contribu-
tions; I should also like to draw attention to
the three-sided character of our debate this
morning, with Germany, Italy and France
taking part.

As you will have appreciated, Ladies and
Gentlemen, Mr. Forma's and Mr. Lenzer's
remarks have contributed much more than your
Rapporteur's statement, from two angles which
are to a great extent complementary.

I agree with Mr. Forma that Europe must
participate - on an equal footing if possible - inthe worldwide competition in electronic
components. This is quite obvious, particu-

larly at a time when, as you know, the micro-
processor, the little silicon chip, is an essential
instrument for any kind of progress and for any
success in the development of these modern
communication technologies.

A big effort is needed. I will merely recall
the Council of Europe's proposal for an agree-
ment on this subject, which seeks to improve
co-operation between European manufacturers
in these matters but, unfortunately, has so far
remained virtually without practical effect.

I would add that the subject we are dealing
with is of direct relevance to aerospace activi-
ties, military activities in general and satellite
communications.

Lastly, I think Mr. Forma has put the matter
in the right light by quoting Mr. Colombo. It
is true that, when discussing this problem - of
which I gave a modest account, now substan-
tially expanded by the contributions of our two
colleagues - you must realise that tomorrow
these telecommunications technologies will
radically change - perhaps, unfortunately, for
the worse - not only the potential of the means
of making war - and it is our job to safeguard
ourselves against these - but also everyday life,
right into the homes and inmost private lives of
our fellow citizens. That is why this new
dimension does indeed call for the rethinking
which was mentioned just now. I would add
that Mr. Lenzer is absolutely right in talking
about an interdisciplinary technology, since
micro-informatics, and especially the modern
technologies with which we are dealing, are
finding their way not only into the whole range
of means of human communication - tomorrow
our lives will be different from what they are
today - but also into production in every sector
- very soon the primary sector - why not ? - but
already the secondary sector and - to what an
extent ! - the tertiary sector.

As regards practical applications, you will
have noticed in the brief report that the Paris
Stock Exchange already has an Antiope facility
and also that the Prestel remote display system
is now in operation and that a number of
subscribers in the London area are making use
of this new technique.

Lastly, here, very close to Paris, V6lizy will
become a centre n€xt September, and the
system now being installed will in fact become
a trial system for the introduction of Antiope
for the use of individual subscribers.

All this leads me to the following conclusion,
with the additional item of information that, for
optical communications, Biarritz has been
chosen by France as the experimental area for
the establishment of the first telecommunica-
tions network using glass-fibre cables. Biarritz
will thus be the first place in Europe to see the
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application of a method which is still very new
even in the United States.

We have thus already entered a revolutionary
phase. We must act accordingly as regards
employment, and the Council of Europe is
dealing with this. On the technological plane
it is our job too. Lastly, it is of course our
duty to respond to this revolution on the mili-
tary plane. But you have seen that for Europe
to have a chance of winning through in this
matter it must certainly establish as many
common standards as possible and thus put
itself in a position, at world level, to conquer
the big international markets, including, we
would remind you, that of the United States.

That is why our Assembly should express its
opinion on this recommendation and make our
governments even more aware of the need to
shoulder their responsibilities not only as
regards control but also as regards giving an
impetus and lastly as regards taking this revolu-
tion into account so that we are better able to
achieve the joint defence which is our aim.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Val-
leix. The way in which your report has been
received by the Assembly reflects our apprecia-
tion of the work that has gone into it.

We now proceed to the vote on the draft
recommendation in Document 839.

I understand that there are no amendments.

Are there any objections to this recommen-
dation?...

Mr. DEPIETRI (Francel. - Yes.

The PRESIDENT. - If there is an objection,
we must take a roll-call.

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

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was then taken)

Does any other Representative wish to
vote?...

The voting is closed.

The result of the vote is as followsr:

Number of votes cast . . 45
Ayes . 44
Noes . I
Abstentions 0

There is thus an exact quorum.

The draft recommendation li therefore
adopted t.

We now proceed to the next business.

5. The international situation and European
security

(Yote on the draft Recommendalion, Doc. 845)

The PRESIDENT. - The next Order of the
Day is the vote on the draft recommendation in
Document 845 dealing with the international
situation and European security presented yes-
terday by Mr. Vohrer. The debate was
concluded. I have only to ask the Chairman
whether he wishes to make any comments
before we proceed to the vote.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (Unircd Kingdom). -
No, Mr. President. I am perfectly happy to
proceed to the vote. The report received
ovenvhelming support yesterday. It would be
superfluous to add anything now.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Chairman.

We therefore now proceed to the vote on the
draft recommendation on the international
situation and European sequrity. We could
avoid a roll-call if there were no opposition.

Are there any objections?...

Again there is opposition, so under our rules
I have no alternative but to abk for a roll-call.

Mr. HAWKINS (Unired $ingdoml. - On a
point of order, Mr. Presiderit. I wish only to
ask that the bells be rung, They were still
ringing well after the last roll-call had begun
and some people did not knbw about it. May
I ask that the bells be rung nOw?

The PRESIDENT. - I understand that they
have been rung three time8, but I am most
grateful for the timely remin{er. The bells will
be rung again.

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

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was then taken)

Does any other Representative wish to
vote?...

The voting is closed.

The result of the vote is as follows 2 :

l. See page 43.
2. See page 42.l. See page 41.
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Number of votes cast . .

Ayes
Noes
Abstentions

The draft recommendation rs

adoptedt.

6. Retirement of the Clerk of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT. - Before we proceed to
the next Order of the Day, there is an impor-
tant announcement that as President I wish to
make to the Assembly.

Mr. Humblet, the Clerk of the Assembly, has
asked me to inform you of his wish to resign his
oflice at the end of this year. We can only
note with regret his intention to depart, because
we recall the tremendous work that he has done
and the fact that he has been Clerk of the
Assembly since its creation.

In accordance with the Rules of the Assem-
bly, the Bureau will now consider the position
and take the necessary measures to prepare for
the election of a new Clerk as soon as that
becomes possible.

I thought that the Assembly should be aware
of Mr. Humblet's intention to resign after the
next part-session in December.

7. Nuclear, biological snd chemicul protection

(Presenlation of and Debate on the Report of the Committee
on Defence Questions and Armaments and Vote

on the draft Recommendation, Doc.838 and Amendments)

The PRESIDENT. - We now proceed to the
next Order of the Day which is the presentation
of the report of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments on nuclear, biolo-
gical and chemical protection, Document
838. After this, there will be a vote on the
draft recommendation in the report.

I call Mr. Banks, Rapporteur of the Com-
mittee, to present the report.

Mr. BANKS (United Kingdom). - I have the
honour to present to you, Mr. President, and
the members of the Assembly the report on
nuclear, biological and chemical protection, on
behalf of the Committee on Defence Questions
and Armaments. I have been privileged to
prepare this report, and the work undertaken
has involved meeting some fifty-three officials
in the countries that I have visited. I am

indebted to everyone for the enthusiastic help
and willingness to provide the information I
have sought.

I am also immensely grateful for the help of
the Secretary of the Committee, Mr. Stuart
Whyte, in particular and of his small staff for
all the work they have put into the final report
which is before you. This is the third text,
after alterations and minor corrections. It has
placed a considerable burden of work on the
typing stalf, who have worked meticulously,
and I should like to record my thanks to them.

The chapters dealing with both military NBC
protection and civil protection have been
referred back to the oflicials of the countries
concerned and any amendments to the factual
evidence collated have been written in. I sub-
mit, therefore, a report which is a collection of
facts on the situation, both military and civil,
which we have today and the conclusions and
recommendations that are drawn from that
evidence.

I have no hesitation in stating my hrm belief
that there is no single subject more important
in the realms of defence thinking and strategy
today than that of survival in nuclear or
chemical war. It is more than fifteen years
since this Assembly considered the protection
of civil populations. It was twenty years ago
that a report dealt with the effects of nuclear
weapons, and it was under your rapporteurship,
Mr. President, that this Assembly was infor-
med. This long lapse of time characterises in
the main the attitude of governments through
the past two decades towards protecting civil
populations and, to a lesser extent until the
mid-1970s, the protection of military personnel
from nuclear fallout.

I earnestly trust that this report will draw
attention not only to a subject too accustomed
to slumber and to be left at the bottom of prio-
rities but to the now urgent action that the
Committee believes is essential. Time after
time, I came across instances of governments
cutting civil defence expenditure and slowing
down the introduction of military protective
equipment whenever there was a need to reduce
expenditure. This whole area has been classi-
fied in the soft perimeter of public spending or
the tail end of defence expenditure, so that it
inevitably took the first trim of a cut.

This, then, is only part of the background.
The determination and commitment of the
Soviet Union vastly to increase her military
forces and to set the correspondingly high level
of gross national product devoted to the pro-
duction of increasingly sophisticated armaments
and a great force of men now presents, there-
fore, a recognisable challenge to us in the
West. It becomes increasingly more likely that

47

44

3

0

therefore

l. See page 44.
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any period of conventional war will be of
shorter duration than has been considered
hitherto, and that the trip-wire strategy of the
use of battlefield nuclear weapons will be more
likely to be activated because of the West's infe-
rior position, at least in numbers of conven-
tional weapons, compared with the Warsaw
Pact.

In view of this and the variable and more
sophisticated nuclear weapon launchers now in
evidence in the Soviet Union and the quantities
of nuclear weapons available, I believe that a

limited nuclear war is now more likely than less

likely. The effects of the various sizes and

typei of nuclear detonations are explained fully
in-the report. Let me make it quite clear that
even in a total and unthinkable nuclear war
there would be survivors; there would be many
millions of people killed; there would be many
millions of casualties who, if unprotected,
would die in a painful period of time. Given
some protection, many millions of people
would be amongst the survivors. Radiation
does decay, and quite rapidly, and this factor
and the belief that survival is possible are not
widely understood by the public at large.

In the case of the protection of military
personnel, the report concludes that there must
be a new impetus to the training of members of
the armed forces and to the essential supply of
the necessary equipment for surviving and
fighting in a contaminated environment.

Individual dosimeters for the detection of
both gamma and neutron radiation should be
made more widely available.

Effective NBC protective clothing is still not
issued to all personnel in all forces, nor are
sufficient spare suits held. The vital protection
of aircrews and the effective decontamination of
aircraft for servicing and repair have still to be
satisfactorily dealt with. Respirators must be
interoperable. The United States version on
issue is seriously out of date in that it takes
more than twenty minutes to change the filters,
and they do not conform to the new NATO
Stanag for interoperability. Ample spare
canisters must also be available.

vehicles should be fitted with individual
piped air supplies. The inadequacy of the
majority of vehicles in service underlies, I
think, the lack of attention paid to the chemical
and nuclear aspect of warfare. Research is
urgently needed into the range of antidotes for
chemical weapons that may be used, and equip-
ment for the quick detection of chemical
attacks must be more widely issued and
improved. An overriding essential is that all
communications and radar equipment must be
protected against the effects of electromagnetic

pulse from high altitude nuclear explosions.
This is particularly earmarked for attention in
recommendation l(a).

To conclude this section of my speech, I can
only express my deep concern about the very
many deficiencies that exist in military protec-
tion measures, and many others, particularly in
the area of decontamination, are referred to in
the report.

I should like now to turn to the question of
chemical protection. Until recently this sub-
ject was considered taboo and chemical warfare
unthinkable, but over the years the Soviet
Union has built up a chemicql corps of an esti-
mated 100,000 men compared with about 4,000
men in the United States chemical corps.
These are men specially trained in the field to
protect themselves and to conduct offensive and
defensive tactical operations in a chemically
contaminated environment. Statements in the
United States clearly underwrite that the
Soviets have developed a variety of modern
agents, multiple delivery systems and the tacti-
cal doctrine for large-scale ernployment. It has
been reported that the Soviet Union's stocks of
chemical weapons greatly exceed the combined
stocks of the free world in Eqrope and are quite
sufficient for three or four major offensives on a
wide front. They probably comprise some
l5 0/o of the total of the Russian military
munitions.

These munitions, which are believed to have
chemical projectiles, include their 122 mm and
152 mm artillery and their 122 mm multi-
barrelled rocket, as well as the Frog 7 and
Scud-A tactical missiles and aircraft munitions.
It must be assumed that the Soviet Union
possesses a considerable offensive chemical
warfare capability both in terms of the range
and quantities of chemicals and their means of
delivery, and of the ability of their troops to
move through heavily contdminated areas. It
would, therefore, be a distinct possibility for the
whole of the central front to be paralysed by
the blanket effect of the use there of chemical
weapons and the securing of territory leading to
the Channel ports by a thrrust of trained and
protected Soviet troops through unprepared
rearguard positions. Without an adequate
chemical retaliatory capability, the question has
to be answered as to the qircumstances for a

nuclear response from NATO forces in the
event of a chemical attack.

Since July 1969, the United States has manu-
factured no chemical weapons. The expected
storage life of chemical warfare agents is proba-
bly fifteen to twenty years. Therefore, whilst
old United States stocks oertainly exist, it is

essential now to reappraise the situation. In
particular, the availability of chemically-armed
modern missiles and the position of stocks in

155



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES FIFTH SITTING

Mr. Banks (continued)

Europe must be brought up to today's
requirements.

A report from the United States Under-
Secretary of Defence for Research and Develop-
ment and Acquisition for the fiscal year 1980
states that the United States retaliatory stock-
pile of chemical weapons has deteriorated to
less than prudent level and that there is a
serious lack of modem air-deliverable muni-
tions. Half of the current stockpile consists of
mustard agent, which is less effective than
newer agents. However, research and develop-
ment into the new biJary chemical munitions is
continuing, but no decision has been taken to
construct a pilot plant and this is not included
in the fiscal year l98l budget. Binary wea-
pons, I should explain, comprise two harmless
chemical agents which are mixed in the
warhead during the weapon's delivery, when
they become toxic.

For some f,rve years, bilateral talks have been
taking place between the Soviet Union and the
United States to produce a treaty banning the
manufacture, stockpiling or use of chemical
weapons. In short, whilst some progress has
been made towards an agreement, it has not yet
been resolved as to how to specify stocks and
facilities, how to verify any controls and when
any agreement should enter into force.

Therefore, any ban, if it can be agreed - and
I hope that it can - remains some years away,
and after any agreement destruction of existing
stocks would be phased over ten years. The
military threat will therefore remain for this
decade.

During the last war, the non-use of chemical
weapons was ensured by the equal capability of
the two sides. I believe, therefore, that it is
now vital for a full review of existing stocks in
NATO to be undertaken and that a retaliatory
capability be established amongst NATO part-
ners equal to the estimated offensive capability
of the Warsaw Pact. I regard this as an essen-
tial feature both towards achieving a satisfac-
tory agreement in Geneva and to ensuring that
the balance of forces held on both sides pre-
cludes their use. To this aim also I endorse
the suggestion in the report's recommendation
that multilateral negotiations are encouraged,
and an international conference on this subject
should, I believe, be sponsored.

I should now like to turn to biological
weapons. These are weapons which cause
incapacitation through the spread of disease
like, for instance, yellow fever, typhus and
anthrax. The 1972 Convention on the prohi-
bition of Bacteriological Warfare has been
signed by all Warsaw Pact and NATO coun-

tries except France and came into force in
1975. It has yet to be ratified by the Govern-
ments of Western Germany and the Nether-
lands. The use of such weapons could prove
as lethal to the population of the country
employing them, because no check on the
spread of these diseases is possible, and,
coupled with the agreement to ban their use,
makes it unlikely that bacteriological warfare is
a serious threat. Nevertheless, the reports of
an unusual outbreak of anthrax in the Russian
town of Sverdlovsk call for the verification
procedures to be undertaken to clarify any
doubt about the origin of the outbreak. I
understand that the United States has initiated
discussions with the Soviet Union under the
terms of the 1972 convention.

Finally, I should like to turn to the section of
the report describing existing civil defence
arrangements in our member countries and
Norway. Let me say straight away that, in my
view, protection of the civilian population is
not only part of national defence but is an
essential responsibility of governments to pro-
tect the lives of their people. In Central
Furope it is of vital and supreme military
importance. Any activity in either of the
southern or northern flanks causing concern
will inevitably be reflected in tension on the
central front. In those circumstances, it is
essential that military movements are carried
out quickly and effectively.

The natural instinct of men, women and
children is for their own survival. In the
absence of adequate prepared arrangements, it
is inevitable that people will seek to move to
safer areas or to those countries providing
shelter accommodation. I ask you, therefore-,
to picture the sort of chaos on the roads that
such a refugee exodus would be like. Imagine
that, together with the effort to bring up mili-
tary reinforcements, and the open exposure of
those people on the roads to the effects of all
types of weapons, and you have a recipe for
disaster.

The task of providing shelter protection is a
long and expensive one. Norway, with shelter
places for 70 0/o of its population, and Switzer-
land, which aims to shelter its entire population
by the 1990s, are good examples of countries
adopting long-term and consistent civil defence
programmes. Some countries, such as Hol-
land, are making progress. Broadly speaking,
however, existing arrangements are seriously
inadequate, out of date and dangerously
neglected. Monitoring communications are
desperately vulnerable, and NATO at present
would not be directly involved in the commu-
nication of fallout dita and prediction. Infor-
mation available to the public is almost univer-
sally low key or non-existent.
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Amongst officials I detected a note of despair
that funds are kept so low that even national
information policies at least to make the public
aware both of the threat and consequences of
nuclear and chemical contamination and of the
measures that can individually be taken to
improve their own chances of survival are
curtailed. NATO officials pointed out that
even in a total nuclear exchange something
over half of the population of the industrialised
countries could be expected to survive the
initial exchange. Casualties will be considera-
bly reduced by civil defence measures, and yet
few countries have taken any steps to identify
existing structures suitable for easy adaptation
to fallout shelters. Notably Holland has taken
action both in this direction and in using legis-
lation to ensure that new buildings provide
basement shelter areas.

A great deal needs to be done, and urgently
and on a co-ordinated basis, and in the recom-
mendations much of this is set out. I would
mention in particular the use of volunteers,
co-ordinated with other organisations and the
sale of self-help equipment, which the public at
large should be able to purchase easily. What
is surprising is that protection against the effects
of conventional war does not now seem to
count. It is almost as though that was out of
date. Perhaps therein explains a subconscious
realisation in this fourth quarter of the
twentieth century that we must face up to the
reality of the existence and possible use of
nuclear and chemical weapons.

Some people may argue that a programme
for civil defence weakens confidence in the
possession of nuclear weapons for their
deterrent value. That presupposes that we in
NATO use them first and have superior
missiles and that retaliation does not occur. It
is, in my reckoning, a safer insurance to base
our protection against an exchange of those
nuclear weapons.

I commend the report to the Assembly in the
sincere hope that the wise counsels of the world
will surmount all misconceptions, injustices and
foolish actions. Let our protection be in
peaceful coexistence amongst differing philoso-
phies and an understanding amongst all nations
that excludes the option of war and is dedicated
to the safety and improvement of mankind.
Until that time can be brought about, let us
take prudent action for survival and the
maintenance of the priceless peace that we
treasure. (Applause)

(Mr. Tanghe, Vice-President of the Assembly,
took the Chair)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you very much,
Mr. Rapporteur.

The debate is open.

(The President continued in French)

(Translation). - I call Mr. Bernini.

Mr. BERNINI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr.
President, I should like to congratulate Mr.
Banks on his report which gives detailed infor-
mation on nuclear, bacteriological and chemical
warfare and on the value of protection from its
consequences and its lethal effects on military
personnel and civilians.

A valuable feature is the assessment of
existing international treaties and agreements,
covering the various treaties on nuclear and
chemicil weapons and the vast number of
agreements banning the biological weapons
tiited in the modified Brussels Treaty and
including the powers of the WEU Agency for
the Control of Armaments.

The report also contains information on
current negotiations for the cpnclusion of trea-
ties banniig all use of radiation and chemical
weapons, together with data and comments on
the protective measures so far taken by different
countries and the conclusions which they
suggest for WEU and member governments.
folnis end, as the recommerNdation stresses, it
is certainly important to promote closer co-
ordination between the allies in working out
co-ordinated joint programmes and in improv-
ing the interoperability and efliciency of both
military and civilian protection. In our view,
however, it would be wrong to ignore indivi-
dual national circumstances and the specific
military and geographical looation of the wea-
pons hLld by the various national armed forces,
wtrictr call for measures geared to the situation
in each allied country.

The general points made in the report on the
various forms of military and civilian protec-
tion are largely common ground. Unquestion-
ably, such protection against the effe-cts of any
NBC war is an important aspect of balanced
defence, provided, of course, the relevant
measures ire understood as forming part of a
policy aimed not merely at maintaining the
present military balance but also at furthering-
igreements to reduce the present level of
nuclear and conventional wehpons, and ultima-
tely at a complete ban on the production,
stockpiling and use of all Chemical weapons,
leading finally to disarmament.

It is, however, difficult to accept all the argu-
ments advanced in the repon or the whole of
the line taken in the recommendation, and
particularly the conclusion reached at the end
of the third paragraph.
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The report and parts of the recommendation
set out a number of facts which cannot be
disputed. First of all, the fact that even the
widest possible military and civilian protection
can only help to limit destruction and the
number of victims, which would still be incal-
culable. Therefore, in addition to the enor-
mous cost of such measures - which would be
completely beyond the means of some countries
- there is the practical difficulty - and virtual
impossibility - of organising adequate and effec-
tive protection for the armed forces and even
more for the civilian population.

Information on protection and, therefore, any
measures taken should in no way lead to our
underestimating the mortal perils of modern
warfare, which hang over the whole of
mankind.

Again, in the case of chemical weapons there
are no reliable data or estimates of the present
international balance, as indeed the report itself
recognises in saying that standard reference
sources give only little or no information on
quantities of chemical weapons stockpiled.
The figures are all partly unverifiable and
therefore open to dispute in some cases and
must therefore be used with caution for a more
realistic assessment of the situation.

Lastly, there is the position as regards
existing agreements on nuclear and biological
weapons, the 1925 protocol on chemical wea-
pons and the Brussels Treaty, with their limits
and also the obligations which they impose, and
the progress of current negotiations, in parti-
cular between the United States and the Soviet
Union for a complete ban on chemical
weapons, the positive results of which were - as
recalled in the report submitted to the
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva in May
1979 as a basis for a possible international
convention to be concluded by 1980.

There are therefore obstacles to be overcome
- about which we should be concerned - but
there are also possibilities for positive develop-
ments which must not be overlooked or under-
estimated.

Despite these factual aspects of the situation
what line does the recommendation take? No
reference is made to the perils of nuclear
weapons and to the need to reduce their
number - and in particular to proceed quickly
to the ratification of SALT II and then start the
SALT III negotiations on tactical nuclear
weapons in Europe - but in the case of
ctremical weapons the recommendation, despite
the negotiations now taking place, calls foi an
increase of stocks in the various countries, thus
introducing fresh tensions into the already grave
world situation, further complicating the pre-
sent negotiations, adding the potential destruc-

tive capacity of chemical weapons to the
already enorrnous potential of nuclear weapons
and taking for granted that world war will also
mean chemical warflare, which we should, on
the contrary, continue to oppose with all our
strength.

It is true that there are still obstacles to an
agreement on chemical weapons, particularly
regarding the date when control measures
should come into force, but we should not add
to these difficulties and should work for a
speedy conclusion of the negotiations; it is
wrong to use diffrculties as an argument to press
for the production of new chemical weapons.
But this would appear to be the spirit of the
recommendation, confi rming the disturbing line
- which indeed we have observed in other
documents submitted to this Assembly - which
adds to the existing international suspicions and
disagreements and gives further impetus to the
drive for rearmament.

On the contrary, the immense destruction
which would be caused by an NBC war, the
deterioration of world relations - especially
between the great powers, the risks and dangers
which this entails for the whole of mankind,
demand that we do not add to the sources of
conflict but rather should take every opportu-
nity of helping to reopen the dialogue, of
promoting agreements for alleviating the serious
problems raised and debated by this Assembly,
of steadily lowering nuclear and conventional
military potential and of introducing effective
controls on chemical weapons.

This is the direction in which WEU and the
member countries should move, within the
Alliance of course, but also through indepen-
dent moves aimed at breaking the logic of the
use of force and at reopening the way to ddtente
in the interests of Europe and its security.

Consequently, quite apart from the interpre-
tation of certain paragraphs, the basic line of
the recommendation should be amended. It
should be referred back to the Committee for
that purpose. If on the other hand the present
form ol words is maintained, we shall be
obliged to vote against it, Mr. President.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank
you, Mr. Bernini.

(The President continued in English)

I call Mr. Hardy, and the next speaker will be
Dr. Miller.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - This is an
interesting report, and Mr. Banks has made an
important contribution to the study of and inte-
rest in these matters. However, the horrific
implications of the report strengthen my view
that our priority should be greatly to increase
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the vigour of our pursuit of international agree-
ment in achieving disarmament and in reducing
and limiting existing and potential weaponry.

I go along with the first recommendation. It
is essential that any potential aggressor should
recognise that our troops, particularly on the
central front, can withstand aggression, even
after a chemical or nuclear onslaught. I cer-
tainly go along with recommendation 2,
particularly if Mr. Banks accepts one of the
amendments that we shall discuss later. I
strongly support recommendation 3.

However, it is recommendation 4 which gives
me most concern, and I have given long and
serious thought to this matter. My principal
argument against a massive extension of civil
defence arrangements and expenditure is based,
first, on the cost. The cost of the scale of
deflence against a serious nuclear attack would
be such as substantially to reduce our capacity
to defend our people against want, squalor and
ignorance. If we were to devote resources to
this purpose, we would be at risk of increasing
the needs of our society and reducing the qual-
ity of our life and services. That may be part
of a potential aggressor's plans.

It may suit the Warsaw Pact for us to spend
less on housing, education and social services,
and we must be vigilant in order to ensure that
we do not divert resources away from such pur-
poses merely to improve our capacity to resist
aggression. I believe firmly in the line pursued
by recommendation I - that we must be pre-
pared, and that we must have a military capac-
ity - but I also believe that we must maintain
the living standards of the population, other-
wise our people will ask whether they have
anything worth defending.

Also, we must look at the fact that at a time
when Mr. Banks' own government - and I am
sorry to inject a partisan note into this speech -
are seeking drastically to cut expenditure by
local authorities, it is astonishing that the fun-
damental r6le of local authorities in terms of
civil defence would be incapacitated. Recom-
mendation 4 brings in the police, the fire brig-
ades, military reservists, the Red Cross and
other voluntary organisations.

At this point I join with Mr. Banks in paying
tribute to the work of the volunteer organisa-
tions. They do a superb job and are often
first-class people and deserve our admiration.
But in any civil defence arrangement the
local authority has a great r6le to play. Yet
local authorities, regardless of political allegian-
ces in the United Kingdom, resent the enor-
mous cuts which the Conservative Government
are inflicting upon them, since cuts would

greatly reduce their capacity to respond in the
event ofa nuclear war.

My second reason for opposing recommenda-
tion 4 is more serious. Some experts offer the
prospect in the United Kingdpm, for example,
that if there were a serious nuclear war, ten
million or fifteen million people might survive.
We have no knowledge in rirodern history of
that kind of casualty rate. ${e would have to
go back in terms of Western E[rope to the mid-
dle of the fourteenth century, to the plague that
swept Europe at that time and reached Britain
in 1351. If Mr. Banks looks back to that
period, he will find the enorrnous economic and
political consequences of that mortality rate.
That was perhaps less serious than the same
mortality rate might be in a rtrrodern and civil-
ised society.

In an agrarian community, a death rate of
more than half might be tolerable. It might
seem more tolerable to those of us who live
in a modern, urban society than those who
Iived in the past primitively agrarian one. In a
modern, civilised society, involving an interde-
pendence on which we all depend, the mortal-
ity rates envisaged by the experts would mean
that if anybody survived in a flallout shelter the
life that he or she would enter would perhaps
not be worth living. We must consider whe-
ther we are prepared to see that level of expen-
diture incurred to give people the prospect of
entering a life which they wciuld hnd intolera-
ble.

We are told, for example, tfrat in the Warsaw
Pact countries civil defence arrangements are
being dramatically increased; [here is to be pro-
tection for workers in key industries. I
suppose that at great cost we could ofler the
same protection to workers irt key industries in
our countries. I have exarhined the matter
from the angle of constituency representation.
It may be that workers in some of the special
steel factories or large profitable collieries,
power station workers and ppople of that kind
could be told that they will be given protection
while at work. In other words, they would be
protected for 40 hours out of the 168 hours of
the week. But what will they say to their
workmates who are not on the same shift, and,
what is more, what will they say to their
mothers, fathers, wives and children? Are they
to go to work knowing that they will have the
chance to survive but that the chances of
survival for their kinfolk will be much less?

I do not believe that that is a practicable pro-
position. It may be tenable in the Warsaw
Pact countries, but the position in our demo-
cracies is very different. I am not prepared to
tell my constituents that they have to accept a

situation in which, because of the nature of
their employment, they will be protected but
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that if they are not at work and are with their
families at home they will have no protection.

In any case, this idea is based on a funda-
mental misconception. In the nature of our
modern society, we are so interdependent that
no worker is more important than another.
The man working in a pit or steelworks is no
more important than the sewerage worker, the
man who provides us with a water supply, the
surgeon in hospital or the transport driver. I
do not believe that we should pursue that r6le.
The Warsaw Pact with its political differ-
ences - differences that we find intolerable -
may be able to get away with it, but it is not
feasible in our democracy.

I have never poured scorn on open govern-
ment, but, although it may be right to provide
people with information and a full understand-
ing of the horrors of potential war, I do not
believe that at this stage we should embark on
costly arrangements, even though it may be
profitable to do so in certain areas.

I believe that our eflorts should be at all
times aimed at securing and promoting peace.
We should not give people false hopes. The
argument must be that if a man invests several
thousands of pounds in a fallout shelter he
may be generating within himself and his fam-
ily a false hope. I do not believe that at this
stage false hopes would be helpful. We need
to inject into the political leaders of all our
countries a determination to prevent these hor-
rors happening rather than to pay for an
insurance policy which may even encourage
them.

The PRESIDENT. - I thank Mr. Hardy.

I call Dr. Miller.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - I wish to
pay tribute to the Rapporteur, Mr. Banks, who
must have put in many man-hours and tra-
velled many miles to produce this com-
prehensive report. I know he will not take it
amiss if I say that I do not agree with certain
aspects of the report, but this is a matter of
opinion. It is a matter on which people have
different points of view. Nevertheless, he has
produced a valuable and, indeed, amazing piece
of work in terms of the information within it.

I liked Mr. Hardy's speech. Speaking as a
doctor, I must say to him that with a plague
one has a chance. But I do not think there
would be any chance at all in a nuclear holo-
caust or in chemical or biological warfare. If
one sneezes, a friend may say " Bless you " and
one will not catch the plague. That would at
least give some kind of protection. That seems
to be the kind of protection that is envisaged in

the report. It looks as though fallout-proof
shelters would roast alive their inhabitants. I
do not see how such shelters could be accom-
modated in multi-storey blocks of flats or used
by the vast majority of the population.

Were this not such a serious subject, recom-
mendation 4, which I also oppose, would be
almost laughable in its concept. However, it is
too serious a matter to be laughed off or to be
considered in any way other than as a most
grave concern.

The report deals with the most terrifying
problem of our times. I am much concerned
about the climate which such a report engen-
ders in itself and, indeed, fosters in people's
minds.

The climate of arms trading and of the arms
race is a terrifying one. Defence, advice on
defence and the whole problem associated with
it has become in itself a huge industry. I am
not talking now about the sale of arms; I am
talking of the thousands - perhaps millions - of
people who derive very comfortable incomes
out of the whole atmosphere which has been
engendered in recent years in the realm of
defence and arms.

For the first time in his existence - I think
that it is right to say it now - man has the
power completely to destroy himself. The
immediate effects of a nuclear explosion or
nuclear holocaust, plus the later effects, show
quite clearly that we could obliterate the
human race. I have in mind the views of some
of the great anthropologists and biologists.
David Attenborough has had an excellent series
of programmes on British television. He has
talked about mankind being a threatened
species. and one of the threats that he is
envisaging is the threat that we make to our-
selves by pursuing what I consider to be the
mad race for more nuclear weapons and for
biological and chemical weapons.

We have to pose this question really seriously
to ourselves: is there really protection and is
there really defence? The tenor of the report is
that there is defence and that there is protec-
tion. I do not think that there is. But the
report goes even funher. It does not postulate
the possibility of protection. It is actually
saying or implying to people " You can be
saved, you can survive ".

I expect that we have all seen religious pos-
ters about being saved by a saviour or messiah.
We may well be getting towards the situation
in which such posters will be replaced by others
suggesting that we can be saved by the use of
fallout shelters that we are supposed to be
ouilding for ourselves or instructing our govern-
ments to build for us or to make available for
purchase.
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In my opinion, the report is pulling the wool
over people's eyes. I dot not say that it does so
deliberately or wittingly, but it does so by
implication. It is deceiving the public into not
only thinking but believing that there is the
possibility of survival in certain circumstances.
Yes, there could be survival at the periphery,
and that claim has been made by supporters of
the report and supporters of so-called protec-
tion against nuclear fallout.

The trouble is that any enemy who is to
attack us with nuclear weapons will not give us
the two pieces of vital information which are
necessary to determine where the periphery will
be. He will not tell us the size of the weapon
that he proposes to explode and he will not tell
us the exact point over which he is to explode
it.

Our only hope, in a terrifying and devastating
situation, rather than gulling the public into
believing that they can be saved, is to tell the
truth and impress upon people the horror of
biological, chemical and nuclear warfare to
such an extent that the public will make the
demand upon us as politicians and parliament-
arians to go out and strive ceaselessly for peace
instead of drifting towards the dangers of war.

It used to be said that old men should not
start wars which they expected young men to
fight. Nuclear, biological and chemical war-
fare would render that rather simple view
completely out of date, because that kind of
warfare would kill us all without even the
chance of a fight.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Dr. Miller.

I call Mr. Jager.

Mr. JAGER (France) (Translation).- Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I should like
to take the opportunity aflorded by Mr. Banks'
excellent report to inform the house that the
problem of civil defence has become a topical
issue in France. Two of my colleagues who
are in the Senate, Mr. Bonnefous and Mr.
Marcellin, have just published a background
report in which many of the suggestions put
forward in the Banks report also appear.

In our view, civil defence has to become a
" burning duty ". For indeed, the doctrine of
deterrence does not in itself provide an absolute
guarantee for the protection of the public and
the safeguard of territorial integrity, seeing that,
firstly, the potential enemy does not rule out
the actual use of nuclear, or indeed biological
and chemical weapons, and is prepared to
accept the risk of a strike against his territory,
and that, secondly, the numerous forms of
modern conflict psychological, economic,

subversive, via an intermediary aggressor, etc. -
call for a variety of responses involving the
general public.

We therefore think that civil defence
- including economic measures - should be a
" burning duty ". The benefits of putting it
into effect would be twofold. Internally, it
would strengthen the bond between the nation
and its freely-elected leaders and thus contri-
bute to national unity in the face of an external
threat. Externally, it would strengthen defence
strategy by increasing its credibility.

Nevertheless, Mr. Banks, I do not think it
enough to recommend a proglamme of techni-
cal measures. In my view, it should be borne
in mind that an effective civil defence policy
requires three conditions to be fulfilled: the
necessary change in attitudes has to be brought
about: the reactivation of civil defence has to be
the result of a political decision at the highest
level; finally, the administrative structures have
to be set up and suffrcient funds mobilised.

Once these three conditiopg have been met,
the next move is to the stage of technical mea-
sures. The report before us contains many
very interesting suggestions concerning warning
systems, aid to the general public, and shelters.
But I do think, Mr. Banks, that there should
also be a policy for laying down stocks of food
and of certain mineral raw materials.

The Marcellin-Bonnefous report which I
have already mentioned also contains some
extremely relevant estimates of the cost of a
minimum civil defence progrhmme. The cost
of such a policy would in no event exceed
0.6 0/o of the defence budget. It would there-
fore be quite bearable.

In conclusion, Ladies and Gentlemen, I fully
support paragraph 4 of the draft recommen-
dation. A civil defence policy is indispensable
since it would save many human lives. Given
the present state of international relations, the
rapid implementation of a co-ordinated joint
programme of civil delence is a matter of vital
national urgency for each of our countries. In
voting for the Banks report, Ladies and Gentle-
men, our Assembly will therefore be meeting
the challenge of history.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you. Mr. Jager.

I now call Mr. Smith. The next speaker
after him will be Mr. Dejardin.

Mr. SMITH (United Kingdom).-Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to speak briefly about the chemical
warfare aspect, which I believe that the report
brings out effectively and rather starkly. I feel,
and have felt for a long time, that the most
serious aspect of the war threat now is the one
dealing with the chemical capabilities of the
potential aggressors of tt'e East. Indeed, the
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stark fact is - it is underlined by the report, and
so far I have heard nobody deny it - that the
Soviet Union possesses a massive capability for
offensive chemical warfare. We are dealing
with a situation where we cannot trust the
Soviet Union.

Only on Monday in this Assembly, the
Foreign Minister of the Netherlands stated:
" Moscow has violated the rules of the game. "
We all realise that we cannot trust the
Soviet Union after what happened in Afghanis-
tan and after a number of other treaties have
been blatantly ignored. Of course, we should
all work towards the abolition of nuclear wea-
pons and the abolition of chemical capability,
but we must be on our guard because, as I say,
I do not believe that we can trust the Soviet
Union.

We know now that the Soviet Union has
both the weapons for chemical warfare capabil-
ity and the delivery systems. We in the West,
certainly in the countries of Europe, have only
our defensive measures. We do not have a
nuclear offensive capability in NATO, and the
United States, as the report stresses, has only a
limited capability and seems to be very slowly
gathering pace in trying to decide whether or
not to expand its chemical capability.

There are many people, and I am one of
them, who believe almost exclusively that we
have enjoyed peace in the world over the last
thirty-five years on a general level because of
the balance of the nuclear deterrent and that
this has been the reason why there has been no
aggressor country on an international scale. I

believe that that balance is now seriously
undermined by the massive chemical capability
of the Soviet Union. I believe - and the report
brings it out if we read it carefully - that we are
now very vulnerable. I believe that we should,
as a group of nations who believe in the preser-
vation of freedom, take serious note indeed of
what Mr. Banks and his Committee tell us.

I wish to make three specific points about the
chemical capability. Because of the imbalance
which has now been created, a chemical attack
is now much more likely than a nuclear attack
in the event of the outbreak of war. It will be
appreciated by a potential aggressor that the use
of nerve gases and the like will, at least, save
environmental devastation while achieving the
diabolical objective of wiping out masses of
people, thousands and millions of their
enemres.

Secondly, if the chemical warfare capabilities
are sophisticated and successfully controlled, as
indeed they are, this will give the aggressor an
overwhelming superiority. We all know just
how sophisticated these weapons are in compa-

rison with years gone by. The report of Mr.
Banks brings out the fact, of which I was not
aware and I doubt whether many other mem-
bers even of middle age are ge are aware, that
in the first world war more than 100,000 were
killed and more than I million were injured by
the use of gas.

We know that for various reasons, which I

shall not explore now, chemical agents were not
used during the second world war. But we
have come a long way in the last thirty-five
years, and I believe that the use of chemical
warfare now could be of such a sophistication
as to be totally effective without damaging and
ruining the attacking aggressor country, whereas
biological warfare still presents some problems
and I tend to discount that more than other
things.

The third point I want to make, which is
really in the form of a question, is whether, if
the Soviet Union used its offensive chemical
capability, we would respond with a nuclear
riposte. Would we in fact do this? I suppose
that it would depend on the scale of the aggres-
sion by the aggressor where chemical warfare
was concerned. But it would put us in an
enormous dilemma as to whether we retaliated
by using our nuclear capability. This dilemma
is an inescapable fact because, as we know and
as the report tells us, we do not have an
offensive chemical capabi I ity.

I cannot understand the protesters about che-
mical warfare. I accept that all of us look with
abhorrence on nuclear warfare, chemical war-
fare or biological warfare. It is unacceptable.
It is unthinkable. But it is there and it is
waiting for use in certain circumstances, and we
should be constantly on our guard. I am told
by one of the local branches of the United
Nations Association in my constituency that I

should come out strongly against chemical
warfare. I come out strongly against chemical
warfare, but I also come out strongly in
suggesting that we should have a chemical
capability in the West which can match that of
the Soviet Union and which will give us the
balance of deterrence which is so necessary.

Perhaps I may end-by using a little known
quotation by Winston Churchill. He said on
one occasion: " It is not enough to do your
best. Sometimes it is essential to do what is
necessary. " I submit to this Assembly that it
is vitally necessary for the West to have a che-
mical capability of offensive proportions in
order to preserve the balance of power and to
make sure that in this uneasy world we have a
good many more years ahead of us without the
outbreak of international war.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you very much,
Mr. Smith.
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I call Mr. Dejardin, and after him I shall call
Mr. Grant.

Mr. DEJARDIN (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the day
before yesterday our esteemed colleague,
Charles Hanin, pronounced a sentence, to the
applause of the majority of those present, which
I took the liberty of noting down. Europe, he
said, " must be capable of taking initiatives in
order to break through the vicious circle of per-
manent rearmament ".

In the same debate I referred to the concept
some people have of peace, particularly in the
guise of pax romana, and it is perhaps symbolic
that the first paragraph of Mr. Banks' report is
an illustration of the celebrated Latin dictum si
vis pacem para bellum which is moreover reaf-
hrmed in modern terms in paragraph 1.8 of the
report.

I must say that I deplore the scaremongering
going on once again in this Assembly. It
sometimes helps to explain many attitudes and
initiatives, but the allegation I note at the
beginning of the report, in paragraph 1.5, that
" there is no longer a NATO capability for a
prolonged conventional war ", is a very serious
one.

Well, Mr. President, I ask in all simplicity:
what is the use of all these millions we are
spending on conventional arms, particularly
troop transporters, if, from the outset, an emi-
nent military expert like Mr. Banks tells us that
NATO is no longer capable of conducting a
prolonged conventional war?

Mr. Banks will therefore forgive me if I find
his report less than excellent, not out of any
desire to be different but because I consider - as

is my right - that he has abused his position as

Rapporteur. He was asked to draw up a report
on nuclear, biological and chemical protection
- that is the title - it being understood that the
meaning was protection of the civilian popula-
tion.

Now, the emphasis in this report is not on
civil defence. That is mentioned, of course,
but the basic thrust is that governments ought
to acquire and stockpile chemical weapons, the
cost of which, according to the experts, is horri-
fying and far exceeds all the sacrifices made by
the people of our countries, the taxpayers, for
the sake of defence expenditure. This frightful
cost, however, is not without profit for those
who manufacture such weapons; and there, in
my view, is the crux of the matter.

The recommendation, particularly paragraph
4 (e), also aims to promote the sale of gadgetry.

May I remind you, for your amusement, of
what happened not so long ago in the United
States where the public were sold paper hats at
two dollars each as safety helmets to be worn as
protection against the bits and pieces of the
Soyuz space station that was about to break up
in the atmosphere. This is the same sort of
exploitative trade in gadgets that serve no very
clear purpose but have an effect in terms of
crowd psychology.

Need I also remind you, Mr. President,
Ladies and Gentlemen, of the contents of the
twenty-fifth annual report of the Council to the
Assembly, particularly the statement about che-
mical weapons in Chapter Ill.E, which is
nothing less than a reiteration of the refusal of
the member states of WEU to encourage or
allow the manufacture or stockpiling of
chemical weapons.

Reference has also been made to the constant
United Nations resolutions against the use of
chemical weapons. Well, such weapons could
not be used if they were not manuflactured or
stockpiled.

Mr. President, you know better than I the
effects of chemical weapons. You are not as
young as I am, and there are doubtless still to
be found in your country, Britain - in any case
there are many of them in Belgium - ex-soldiers
gassed in the Yser valley who survived and suf-
fer to this day in their very flesh, and are there
to remind us of the horrors of chemical wea-
pons.

You will forgive my frankrrdss, but I must say
the Rapporteur's arguments are specious - at
the least they are open to dispute - and a case
of what I would call " doom-qrongering ".

Of course, Ladies and Gentlemen, we all
have our own military experts, but all those I
have ever consulted have told me that chemical
weapons have no deterrent eflbct.

I read in paragraph 2.39 of the report: " The
fact that gas was used by neither side in World
War II probably resulted not so much from the
existence of the Geneva Convention as from a
military assessment that no clear military
advantage could be obtained when the adver-
sary had a retaliatory capacity and when both
sides possessed protective equflpment ".

Well, perhaps. But other military experts
consider that the fact that gas and chemical
weapons were not used during the last world
war was because there were no longer any
trenches and it was war of movement rather
than a war of position.

I could give other examples: the massive use
of chemical weapons by the American troops in
Vietnam in a war of position and, as seems now
to be confirmed, the use of chemical weapons
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by the Soviet Red Army in Afghanistan against
a population it cannot otherwise subjugate.

Now, a war in Europe would clearly not be a
war of position. It would be essentially a war
of movement, and in that case chemical wea-
pons, unlike nuclear weapons, would not be
employable.

With a great deal of objectivity the Rappor-
teur reminds us of the statement by a former
British Minister, Mr. Healey, that it is almost
inconceivable that enemy forces would use che-
mical weapons against NATO forces.

Of course, Mr. Banks, who is a conservative,
finds a supporter in his colleague and political
friend, Mr. Pym, who is of a diflerent opinion,
but that is to be expected simply because some
people are more sensitive to the idea of peace
than others.

In conclusion: yes, I think it essential that we
should co-operate in drawing up the coherent
plans we do not have at the present time
- plans for protecting the civilian population,
essentially, against a possible attack with
nuclear, chemical or biological weapons. Yes
to the search for effective protection plans.
But no to the horrifying escalation of chemical
weapons that we are being asked to stockpile,
an escalation which would basically benefit the
private shareholders of the chemical industry.
This Assembly does not say enough about
who benefits financially from the arms deals
and the stockpiling of weapons, chemical
weapons included.

Nor do I think it desirable, for the dignity of
our Assembly, that it should be used as an
advertising medium for certain unscrupulous
industrialists or profiteering businessmen. At
the risk of appearing discourteous, dare I men-
tion Mr. Banks' statement in Committee about
one of his industrialist friends who manufac-
tures individual shelters? You will also have
heard of the Belgian paper La Libre Belgique,
which is beginning to publish regular small ads
offering would-be buyers individual shelters
without any technical control or scientific gua-
rantee. This is an open door for charlatans
and, of course, for certain dealers of the less
scrupulous, less respectable kind.

I repeat: yes to the protection of our peoples,
to the protection of men and women and our
common heritage; no to the attempt to promote
a chemical arms race. I shall therefore vote in
favour of the five amendments tabled bv the
Socialist Group.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank
you, Mr. Dejardin.

(The President continued in En4lish)

I call Mr. Grant. The next speaker after him
will be Sir Frederic Bennett.

Mr. GRANT (United Kingdom). - I should
like first to deal with the argument of my col-
league, Peter Hardy, an argument that he
advanced with great sincerity but total fall-
acy. Of course, we can agree with him that
spending on social and welfare matters is essen-
tial for the people of free societies and that the
collapse ol or political or economic unrest in,
free countries in the West would be a major
object of enemies in the Warsaw Pact and the
Soviet Union. But all the argument countering
the need to spend on civil defence, as advocated
by the report, presupposes that the dangers of
nuclear, biological or chemical warfare are
receding or. at least. not growing.

I submit, for the same reasons as those
advanced by our Rapporteur, that all the evi-
dence is entirely to the contrary. If we are
right, I fear that all the spending that Mr.
Hardy and his colleagues want on welfare,
socral advance and similar matters would be
worthless in the event of a major attack of that
nature. If the adoption of the recommend-
ations in the report saved a single human life,
believing, as I do, in the sanctity of the
individual, I believe that it would have been
worthwhile and that any money involved would
have been well spent.

Two or three years ago we had a debate here
about confidence-building measures. I made a
speech in which I raised the subject of civil
defence and its contribution to confidence-
building in this dangerous world. The subject
was not particularly fashionable at the time and
very little attention was paid to my speech.
Now, however, my colleague, Mr. Banks, has
devoted his remarkable intellect and energy to
producing this equally remarkable report.
Fear and confusion arise through igno-
rance, and confidence can come only from
knowledge of the dangers that exist. The
report makes a unique contribution to know-
ledge on this vital and horrific subject.

A study of history in the fourteenth century,
when so many people succumbed to the plague,
demonstrates that if some of the most simple
precautions that were available at the time had
been taken, many thousands, if not millions,
more people would have survived. That is the
theme underlying the similar danger that exists
in the twentieth century.

The report highlights the lamentable lack of
preparation that has taken place on this matter
in the western world. In the United Kingdom
particularly, this is certainly true. All roo
many authorities in England are living in what
I call " the rusty bucket of water and stirrup
pump " era of the last war, and this pathetic
lack of preparation, co-ordination and informa-
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tion also exists in many other western countries
as well. I believe that NATO should take the
lead in this respect in order to push forward the
policies advocated by Mr. Banks. It is no good
believing that we can continue to live under the
United States umbrella. That simply will not
do. It is a contemptible and unrealistic out-
look. Therefore, I urge that NATO itself
should play a far greater part in this area.

There is a dangerous mood of fatalism pre-
vailing. I have noticed it in many of the spee-
ches that we have heard today. There is a
feeling that mankind is about to enter an
apocalypse and that we shall,all disappear in a
great cloud of nuclear fallout or be destroyed
by chemical or biological germs or diseases.
This mood of fatalism contrasts unfavourably
with the massive and realistic preparations that
are taking place in the Soviet Union, where
enormous resources are devoted to the survival
of the civilian population. A top four-star
general is in command of the whole exercise
and the country has a capability which would
enable millions of people to survive a nuclear
attack and continue to work.

We must have a much more positive
approach. Mankind can and will survive
nuclear, chemical or biological war, provided
that the will to do so exists. The report is a
remarkable example of realism. I hope that it
will put determination into ministers and
governments in order to give our people the
opportunity to continue to live. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Grant.

I now call Sir Frederic Bennett, and the next
speaker will be Mr. Brown.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
Mr. President, the last speaker f,rnished on the
note on which I propose to introduce my short
remarks. Possibly the best tribute that one can
pay to this paper is that it is realistic. No one
yet has been able in any way to undermine the
realism that runs through the central thread in
the report and recommendations.

Long ago in the West, with the support of all
governments of all political shades in NATO, it
was realised that our security depended on the
maintenance of a deterrent capacity in conven-
tional and nuclear weapons. Indeed, it is plain
everywhere that had this deterrent capacity not
existed during the last thirty years we would
already have been at war. I have never been
able to understand why, when it has been
accepted by governments and parties of all
colours that there should be a deterrent capac-
ity against the Soviet Union in both nuclear
and conventional weapons, the same attitudes
do not exist when we talk about a deterrent

capacity in chemical weapons. Chemical war-
fare is one of the other arms in which there is
virtually no deterrent capacity'at all.

I do not know how many people saw the
Figaro magazine last week in which there were
pictures and full details of a truly horrihc
nature of the suffering of the Afghans in tribal
areas. I visited these areas recently and I know
that what is being done to these people is
enough to make anyone think hard. If anyone
believes that the chemical weapons which have
been used against the Afghan people in the last
few weeks and which are still being used now
would have been used had the Afghans had any
form of deterrent capacity in their hands, he
should think again. There are those who say
that although the Soviet Union has these wea-
pons, that does not mean that they will ever use
them. To those people I say " Look at Figaro
last week ". They could then come to a
conclusion about the reluctance or otherwise of
the Soviet forces to use those weapons when
they are quite certain that thgre is no capacity
for either retaliation or deterrence.

I turn to the question of civil defence, and
particularly to the speech of Mr. Dejardin.
Apparently he takes exception to civil defence
measures on the basis that these will provide an
opportunity to those whom he described as
" unscrupulous industrialists ". If governments
wish to take over this r6le and provide a large-
scale capacity for civil defenpe, I am perfectly
happy to go along with that. If that is what
Mr. Dejardin is saying, I am delighted. If he is
saying that he agrees that it ip absolutely essen-
tial to have large-scale civil dbfence in the West
but that he wants it to be in public hands and
voted out of the public pu{se. he carries me
with him all the way. But I do not think that
that is what he is saying.

At present it is significant that the countries
that have devoted the greatest resources to civil
defence and to protection against both conven-
tional and nuclear warfare are the Chinese - I
have been to see their defences in Peking - and
the Russians themselves. Pgrhaps Mr. Dejar-
din will tell us whether " unscrupulous
revisionist industrialists " aro building protect-
ive shelters in Peking and lvfoscow. Certainly
much money is being provided. I find it rather
sinister to hear that in this Assembly there are
those who are perlectly willing to countenance
the massive erection of civil defence anti-
nuclear shelters in Moscow but wish to deny
them to our own people. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Sir Frederic.

I now call Mr. Brown.

Mr. BROWN (United Kingdom).- I believe
that Sir Frederic Bennett's final remarks are
very wide of the mark. The fact that one does
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not accept what is in the report does not mean
that one has no interest in it. I shall show Sir
Frederic that I am concerned about the facts in
the report itself.

Mr. Banks said that the defence of the civi-
lian population was of paramount importance.
I accept that. But that importance means
that it must be based on fact, and I submit that
the proposals in the report do nothing to show
any proven facts but are simply " kidology ".
The report is a military man's response to the
need for having an adequate solution to an
inconvenient element in the playing of a war
game.

Those who have ever played war games will
know only too well that the military mind focu-
ses on military solutions and tends to eliminate
the political and civilian components of the
scenario. Often one must draw attention to
what one regards as a simple proposition. Mr.
Banks calls for this simple type of proposition at
the beginning of his paper, which talks of a

stay-at-home policy. Mr. Banks has only to
read any history book of the second world war
to know that it is impossible to keep people at
home. People even break curfews although
threatened with shooting if they do so. There-
fore, it is nonsense to suggest a stay-at-home
policy.

Basically, the ethos of the report relies on
receiving early warning of any attack. I
believe that an aggressor is most unlikely to
provide advance knowledge of his attack pro-
gramme and the kind of weapon he intends to
deliver, whether nuclear, biological or che-
mical. That is a Maginot-line type of thinking
which is being applied to the use of these
sophisticated and horrifying weapons.

Mr. Banks needs only to reflect on the expe-
riences of the second world war, when the Uni-
ted Kingdom had to cope with the V-l and V-2
rockets. The V-l allowed time for a follow-
through because it was a slow delivery, but no
evidence was available of where it would finally
fall. No warning was able to be given to the
people underneath the rocket when it fell.
The V-2 gave no warning time at all. It
simply came and went, and it was assumed that
the people where it fell were expendable. If
Mr. Banks will reflect on that, he will see how
absurd are some of his recommendations on
civil defence. There is no evidence in the facts
which he has produced to show that in the
event of NBC weapons being used any more
information would be available to the country
at which the delivery systems were aimed about
the type of weapon and where it would fall.

It is no good Mr. Banks pretending that there
is any way within his knowledge at present for

such information being available from a poten-
tial aggressor. Let us examine paragraph 4 of
the draft recommendation. This is the para-
graph to which I object most strongly because it
is based on " kidology ". Paragraph 4 (a) calls
for " objective infiormation to the public on sur-
vival ". Objective information by whom? By
the military men? I have long ceased to have
much faith in their subjective judgment.
Therefore, who will provide the information?
Does not Mr. Banks envisage the arguments,
meetings, discussions and objections that will be
raised when that " objective information " is
put forward?

Does he not realise the objections by his
friends as well as by others as to the form of
such information? Therefore, there would be
no sense of confidence in such a suggestion.

Paragraph 4(b) Lalks of " an organisation with
protected and up-dated communications ".
That sounds all very well, but what does it
mean? What organisation in the United King-
dom has Mr. Banks in mind? How will it be
protected in the way he suggests? Who will
run it? Where will it obtain its information?
How will it be monitored when such weapons
fall and there is chaos all round? Who does he
suggest will send the feedback from the front,
while standing there being rained upon by
nuclear fallout, germs or chemicals? Can he
imagine such a person sending over the infor-
mation " It is not too good here. lt is a little
hot "? To what central organisation will that
information be fed? How would that in any
way help the civilian population?

Let us take paragraph 4 (c), which envisages
" plans for the co-ordinated use of military
reservists... Red Cross... similar organisations ",
having in mind no doubt the boy scouts, the
police, the girl guides and any other group that
may be around. The mind boggles. The best
thing I can say about that paragraph is to sug-
gest that it may be Mr. Banks' party's way of
overcoming unemployment - namely, that the
army of unemployed could be used in the pre-
paration for nuclear war. That is the most
charitable view I can take of the paragraph.

I mentioned paragraph 4 (d) to Mr. Banks
when we sat in Committee, when he spoke so
glibly about providing fallout shelters in public
buildings and in the home. In Mr. Banks'
home that may be possible, but it is not so easy
in many homes in my constituency which rise
to twenty-one storeys in the air. My area of
London was an expendable area in 1939-45
when tens of thousands of my constituents died.
I take it that Mr. Banks is suggesting that
they would be expendable this time, too.
Therefore, he is not thinking of the constituents
in my area, because he has already decided that
there is no survival for them because he can
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find no way of preventing those twenty-storey
blocks of flats being blown down in a holo-
caust.

I suggest that this part of the report is
nothing more than a big confidence trick. I do
not know why it was ever started. If we are
stupid enough to accept paragraph 4, we shall
open the field to the spiv, the wide boy and the
Harry Limes of the 1980s. What would be
produced would be of no value at all.

I propose the deletion of paragraph 4 because
it is nonsense - and, what is more, dangerous
nonsense. I suggest to Mr. Banks and to his
supporters that it is far better to spend our time
putting fear into the hearts of men by pointing
out that there is no survival. They must
understand that one's chances in a nuclear war
are hopeless. I do not know where Mr. Grant
gets the idea that he would be able to survive
such a holocaust, or, indeed, would want to
survive it. We must show to man that such a
course is suicidal. It is a course on which any
civilised society should not embark. That is
the message that must go out.

As Mr. Banks rightly said, people have a
natural instinct to survive. Therefore, if they
can be brought to understand the hopelessness
of such a course of action, I think that they will
rebel. They will certainly rebel in our coun-
tries, but even more they will rebel in any other
nation, whether it be the Soviet Union or
anywhere else. They will rise up against such
a ridiculous state of affairs.

When I read the report I thought that it had
been written by Dr. Strangelove. Indeed, its
title should be " The plan by Dr. Strange-
love ". Of course, I accept the enofinous
amount of work contained in the preparation of
the report, certainly as to its factual content,
but the proposals in paragraph 4 are not
realistic and, indeed, are totally unrealistic.
What is more, it has as its basis a confidence
trick, which I cannot support. (Applause\

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Brown.

I call Mr. Valleix.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). -
Ladies and Gentlemen, the report Mr. Banks is
presenting on behalf of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments certainly
responds to long-standing expectations. In the
light of current strategic developments, these
expectations will no doubt be expressed with
increasing vigour in the WEU member
countries.

It is noted that the Soviet Union has
deployed anti-force missiles, backed by a very
active policy of building shelters and organising

the dispersal of the population. These facts
which, as Mr. Jager pointed out, were highligh-
ted in a recent report submitted to the French
Senate by Mr. Marcellin and Mr. Bonnefous,
seem to bring the idea of actual nuclear attack
and counter-attack within the bounds of possi-
bility.

Moreover, and this is perhaps even more
plausible, surely the danger of subversive action
is even greater in such highly organised and
industrialised societies as our own, which the
complexity of modern economic life renders
very vulnerable ? These threats are aggravated
by the danger of nuclear proliferation which
might make atomic arms available to states
governed by irresponsible men or create a risk
of nuclear blackmail by terrorist organisations.

So Mr. Banks' report is highly topical. The
civil defence measures he invites WEU
governments to take are not on the same scale
as the dangers, especially in France where very
little has been accomplished to date.

In 1980 France set aside an appropriation of
only 1.5 million francs for protection against
biological and chemical dangers. At present

- regrettably no doubt - there is no question in
France of arranging for the evacuation of large
urban centres, or of undertaking a huge-scale
programme of shelter-building, even when new
flats and public buildings ar€ to be construc-
ted. The administration has not even looked
into the possibility of providitrg shelters. So in
coming years it will not be possible to protect
the population effectively on site.

The Banks report has thb merit of laying
special stress on the very sehsitive problem of
the inadequency of the measures taken in
Europe. Some of the reconimendations, how-
ever, which go beyond the framework of
civilian defence, seem less useful.

Why, Mr. Rapporteur, do you make a veiled
demand for an increase in the existing chemical
arms stock when negotiations are under way to
ban such arms ? Here I agree with Mr. Dejar-
din's comments.

Deterrence is the prime object of strategic
nuclear weapons; their credibility is reinforced
by maintaining a minimufil conventional and
tactical nuclear protection, Chemical anns
cannot really be fitted into this picture.

True, the United States and the United
Kingdom are engaged on research in the chemi-
cal f,reld. But at present these are national
activities that need not be followed at European
or Atlantic level as things now stand.

Lastly, the measures advocated by Mr. Banks
to protect the electronic equipment and
communications networks, desirable as they
may be in themselves, must not in my view be
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interpreted as an encouragement for the sys-
tematic integration of those systems. Although
it must be possible for networks and data banks
to be interconnected and to have harmonised
interfaces, every state must retain control of its
own means of detection, information and
decision-making, as no one disputes.

Mr. President, I hope my brief statement has
not taken up too much of the Assembly's
time. It is true that some of these remarks are
reservations.

To conclude, in my view the general tenor of
the report is sufficiently useful for me to hope
the Assembly will vote in favour of Mr. Banks'
recommendation.

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

(The President continued in English)

Would Mr. Banks, the Rapporteur, care to
wind up?

Mr. BANKS (United Kingdom).-We have
had a very interesting debate. It has been
controversial. Mr. Bernini started by stressing
the importance of arms control negotiation, and
I agree with him. He also made a point about
referring back recommendations, with which I
heartily disagree.

Mr. Hardy reiterated some of what I would
term the old socialist arguments against defence
spending. Under the Labour Government, our
country suflered considerable cuts in its defence
expenditure fund. The price for those cuts is
now being paid in terms of the inadequacies
particularly of the numbers of pilots for our
fighter aircraft and the fewer numbers of air-
craft which are available.

(Mr. Mulley, President of the Assembly, resu-
med the Chair)

Mr. Hardy also referred to cuts in local auth-
ority expenditure as making it more difficult
for local authorities to respond to civil defence
arrangements. At the same time, he was dis-
missing the suggestion that we should make
adequate civil defence arrangements, so I found
some conflict in his argument, which did not
really add up. He also took us back to the
fourteenth century. History can teach us les-
sons. Perhaps the best lesson is that of the first
world war, when chemical warfare was used,
with horrifying results. The aim of the report
is to prevent that sort of warfare being used
agaln.

Dr. Miller referred in particular to the prob-
lem of sheltering people who live in flats. I
agree that this is one of the great problems that
we have to [ace, with the advent of high-rise

blocks of flats. But many of them have base-
ments as part of their foundation structure, and
those basement areas should be converted to
provide shelter accommodation. I do not
believe that we shall be able to keep people in
their flats when there is a war alert or the threat
of a nuclear strike.

I am grateful to Dr. Miller for his kind
thanks to me about the report. He also refer-
red to pulling the wool over people's eyes about
the possibility of survival. I refer him to the
statements I made in my speech, when I sugges-
ted that for many people there would be sur-
vival. With some protection, at least people
would be spared a long and painful death.
That is an element that people too readily over-
look. Death could be a long, tedious, difiicult
and painful process without the provision of
proper protection. The use of nuclear wea-
pons would not mean that everybody could opt
for instant death. That would not be an
option.

Mr. Jager referred to civil defence in France,
and he was right to say that my report is limi-
ted. There are, indeed, areas which I should
have liked to explore, but time did not permit.
He referred to administrative arrangements
and to the stockpiling of food and supplies.
These are two very important areas. Perhaps I
could add a third area - that of medical training
in the treatment of people suffering from
nuclear and chemical contamination. There is
also the question of the stockpiling of medical
supplies for those treatments.

Mr. Dudley Smith made a valuable contri-
bution on the importance of balancing the
deterrence in the chemical warfare capability of
NATO as opposed to the Warsaw Pact. He
pointed to the key argument that has to be ans-
wered - the dilemma over the response of
NATO to a chemical attack. What is that res-
ponse to be? Does it mean the employment of
limited battlefield nuclear weapons by way of
retaliation, or what does it mean? That is a
very important key question and I am delighted
that it was raised.

Mr. Dejardin made an impassioned speech.
I heartily disagreed with every syllable that he
uttered. He referred to the profits of manufac-
turers. As Sir Frederic Bennett pointed out,
the fact that governments have not developed
shelter systems, which could be on offer to the
public or provided under some government
arrangements, has meant that the number of
manufacturers has grown in the United King-
dom from one or two to literally dozens of
firms which are responding to public demand
and providing shelters. What worries me - I
hope that it worries Mr. Dejardin - is that the
standard of those shelters must be properly
monitored by governments in order to ensure
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that the public have the chance of purchasing
shelters which are adequate for the purpose for
which they are sold.

I should like to say that the insinuation of a
friendship that Mr. Dejardin says I have with a
manufacturer is scurrilous and factless, and I
would ask him to withdraw his insinuation.

Mr. Grant talked about fear and confusion
arising out of ignorance, and how right that
is. I thank him very much for his compli-
ments on the report. It is the ignorance of
people, particularly on the question of survival
and on the question of what action people
themselves can take, that I think is beginning to
worry a large number of people in our
respective countries.

I thank Sir Frederic Bennett for his remarks.
He did us a service by referring to the lack of
governments' position over the question of
providing shelters. The other remarks that he
made were a valuable contribution to this
debate.

Mr. Brown and I are on opposite sides of the
spectrum. I have the Norwegian Government,
the Dutch people and the French Government,
and certainly the Russian Government and the
Chinese Government, on my side when I say

that I believe that civil defence is a vital neces-
sity for our countries. Therefore I think that
Mr. Brown's speech would fall rather flat on
the ears of those who have the comfort of
knowing that their governments are looking
after them and also are providing as much
protection as possible for their own survival.

The whole question of survival is a subject
that has been dealt with thoroughly and factu-
ally. I have tried in the report, and the
Committee has given me its support, to set out
the real facts of the case and to indicate that
survival is indeed possible. Mr. Brown also
referred to early warning. This, of course, is

vitally important. What he overlooks is that
radioactive cloud moves according to the wind
direction, and in the headquarters in the
countries that I visited I noticed maps on the
walls showing the possible movement of radio-
active fallout. To enable a warning signal to
be given to the people in the path of that cloud,
so that they can take proper protection, is of
prime importance, and that is something that
governments have really got to do.

Mr. Valleix asked specifically why I thought
it was necessary to increase stocks of chemical
weapons when the banning of the manufacture,
stockpiling and use of chemical weapons is

undei negotiation between the Soviet Union
and the United States. Those talks have been
going on now for nearly five years, which is a

devil of a long time, and the problem arises
over verification. As I said in my speech,
there are other areas where a!,reement after all
this time has still not been reached.

We have to reflect that during the course of
this period of five years the stockpile of United
States chemicals and munitions has been dete-
riorating. Chemicals have a life of between fif-
teen and twenty years. What is necessary, to
answer the question, is that we raise our reta-
liatory capability as an aid to bringing the
talks in Geneva to a fruitful conclusion so that
all these weapons and their use can be banned
and their stockpiles disseminated. That is
important. But it is also irqportant to ensure
that if war ever did break out at least both sides
would know that they had the weapons at their
disposal, and that would be a feature which
would prevent their use from ever being under-
taken.

Mr. President, I am grateful for this second
opportunity to speak on the report. I am
grateful to those who have indicated that they
will be giving it support in the vote.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you very much,
Mr. Banks.

We now proceed to consider the amendments
to the draft recommendation in Document 838.

The flrrst amendment is tabled by Mr. Ahrens
and Mr. Biichner:

l. In paragraph (iii) of the preamble to the
draft recommendation, line ?, leave out " use "
and insert " production ".

Do you wish to move thE amendment, Mr.
Ahrens?

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, I have proposed
an amendment to paragraph (iii) of the pream-
ble. Mr. Banks' draft speaks of the " use " of
chemical weapons. I believe this is wrong.
The use of chemical weapons has been banned
since 1925 under the Gerneva Protocol. So

that cannot be the issue here. Nor is it the
issue in the negotiations with the Soviet Union
on the conclusion of a further agreement.

It seems to me, therefore, that here we have
to go further and instead of the ban on the
" use " of chemical weapons we should call for
a ban on their " productiqn ". Otherwise the
text would simply not say what is meant. I
therefore ask for my amendment to be agreed
to.

The PRESIDENT. - The amendment has

been proposed.

Does anyone wish to speak to the amend-
ment?...
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Does the Rapporteur wish to comment on
the amendment?

Mr. BANKS (United Kingdom). - The Com-
mittee has met and discussed the set of amend-
ments that Mr. Ahrens and Mr. Btichner have
tabled. The word " use " was taken out of the
terms of reference for the negotiations which
are going on in Geneva. I would resist the
change from " use " to " production " but, with
the Committee's support, I should be happy to
include the full text from the terms of refe-
rence. This would read:

In paragraph (iii) of the preamble, before
" use " insert " manufacture, stockpiling or "
- that is, we would say: " manufacture, stock-
piling or use ".

Those are the terms of reference for the nego-
tiations. This would not in any way weaken the
Geneva agreement signed in 1935. That agree-
ment also prohibited and banned the use of
bacteriological weapons; and that itself was
superseded in 1972 with a new convention also
referring to the word " use ". I very much
hope that Mr. Ahrens will agree to the new
alterations I have just proposed.

The PRESIDENT. - Mr. Ahrens?

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germanv)
(Translation).- Mr. President, I would agree to
that. We need then only make the correspond-
ing addition to the French text.

The PRESIDENT. - The proposer has accep-
ted the Rapporteur's suggestion that the addi-
tion of the words " manufacture, stockpiling,
or " should precede the word " use ", and, of
course, there will be a corresponding amend-
ment to the French text.

Does the Assembly accept that amend-
ment?...

(A vote was then taken bv sitting and stand-
ing)

The manuscript amendment is agreed to.

We shall now vote on Amendment l, as
amended.

(A yote was then taken bv sitting and
standing)

Amendment l, as amended, is agreed lo.

I call Mr. Ahrens to move Amendment 2:

2. ln paragraph (iv) of the preamble to the draft
recommendation, leave out " an equality of
retaliatory and defensive capability between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact " and insert
" maintaining a complete deterrent and defen-
sive capability as required by MC l4/3 ".

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, this amendment
concerns paragraph (iv) of the preamble. The
text of the draft recommendation appears to
rest upon a false concept of flexible
response. One gets the impression that the
author of the text is proceeding on the
assumption that in each case deterrence should
be achieved with arms of the same kind as
those employed by the attacker and that in the
case of a tank attack, for example, the riposte is
to be made with tanks only. However, such a
concept of " deterrence by component " is no
part of flexible response as defined in document
MC l4l3, which lays down the principles on
which flexible response rests. In my view,
therefore, the text has to be reworded so as to
conform with the principles of flexible
response.

" Deterrence by component " makes it easy
for an attacker to calculate the risk. If anyone
attacking with tanks can count on the fact that
only tanks will be used in riposte, he is running
a lesser risk than if he had to expect that other
weapons too might be used from the area
concerned. I therefore think it would be better
to draft the text so that it corresponds to the
currently-accepted concept of flexible res-
ponse. I therefore ask that the amendment be
agreed.

The PRESIDENT. - Does anyone wish to
speak to the amendment?...

I ask the Rapporteur to give us the Commit-
tee's view.

Mr. BANKS (Llnited Kingdom).-The Com-
mittee's view is that the amendment should be
resisted. It refers to " MC l4/3 ". I do not
know what it is, except that it is a secret docu-
ment in NATO, and I do not think that it
would be appropriate to add a reference to a
secret NATO document to the report. In any
event, nobody could obtain information about
what that document spelt out. Therefore, I
must resist the amendment.

The PRESIDENT. - Do you wish to com-
ment, Mr. Ahrens?

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic o/'Germany)
(Translation).- Mr. President, if the only diffi-
culty - and the only reason for rejection - is the
mention of this document, MC l4/3. which is
in fact secret, then the amendment could be
reworded to read: " as required by the princi-
ples of flexible response ". These principles, I
would repeat, are set out in detail in document
MC t4/3.

The PRESIDENT. - Would that revised ver-
sion be acceptable to the Committee?

Mr. BANKS (United Kingdom).-No, Mr.
President. The Committee has deliberated on
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this matter and I think that it would be better
to oppose the amendment.

The PRESIDENT. - Mr. Ahrens, do You
wish your proposal to be put in your new for-
mulation or as it is tabled? Do you want me
to put it with your final words about " princi-
ples of flexible defence " in place of
" MC l4/3 "?

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, as there are
obviously reasons that go beyond the question
of the wording, I would like to keep to the ori-
ginal text.

The PRESIDENT. - The proposal, therefore,
is the original Amendment 2 as tabled and
circulated.

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Antendment 2 is negatived.

We proceed to Amendment 3:

3. Leave out paragraph 2 of the draft recom-
mendation proper and insert:

" 2. To investigate within NATO the requi-
rement for a deterrent and retaliatory capa-
bility consisting of chemical weapons and the
legal limitations with respect to their use ; ".

I call Mr. Ahrens.

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - This amendment concerns
paragraph 2 of the draft recommendation. I
think this paragraph should be changed, for the
reasons I have already mentioned. What is,
after all, the " estimated " offensive capability
of the Warsaw Pact in chemical weapons? Here
again we have a clear reference to equivalence
of defence components which does not corres-
pond to the current concept of flexible res-
ponse. That is the reason for the amend-
ment. As far as I can see, there is no diffe-
rence between the English and French texts in
this case.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you for that
short introduction, Mr. Ahrens.

Does anyone else wish to speak to the
amendment?...

Does the Rapporteur wish to speak?

Mr. BANKS (Uniled Kingdom). - The
Committee has deliberated on this amendment,
and the decision was that we should resist it.

The PRESIDENT. - We shall now vote.

(A vote was then taken by silting and
standing)

Amendment 3 is negatived.

We now come to Amendment 4:

4. ln paragraph 3 of the draflt recommendation
proper, leave out " use " and insert " transfer ".

I call Mr. Ahrens.

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. Presiden[, this amendment
concerns paragraph 3 of the recommendation.
Here again the text speaks of the " use " of
chemical weapons. I would refer to what I
said about my first amendrnent. In this ins-
tance, if we are to say something new, what we
should do is not to forbid " use ", but to replace
the word " use " by the word " transfer ".

The PRESIDENT. - Does anyone else wish
to speak to the amendment?...

I call the Rapporteur.

Mr. BANKS (Uniled Kingdom). - The Com-
mittee has deliberated on this amendment
also. Its decision was that we should incorpo-
rate the word " transfer ", which I think is a
valuable addition to the paragraph, retaining
" use ", so that the wording will be " stock-
piling, transfer and use ".

The PRESIDENT. - I note that Mr. Ahrens
accepts the Rapporteur's suggestion.

Does the Assembly accept that amendment?

(,1 vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

The manuscript amendmewt is agreed to.

We shall now vote on the amendment, as

amended.

(A vote was then takqn by sitting and
standing)

Amendment 4, as amended, is agreed to.

Finally, we come to Amendment 5:

5. Leave out paragraph 4 of the draft recom-
mendation proper.

I call Mr. Brown.

Mr. BROWN (Uniled Kingdom). - I shall not
rehearse the arguments that I put forward in my
speech, but I was not very satisfied with the
answer. Paragraph 4 asks for the urgent imple-
mentation of a "stay-at-home " civil defence
policy. There is no evidence that a stay-at-
home policy is the right policy. Evacuation to
other areas might well be the answer for certain
categories of people. Therefore, the termino-
logy can be challenged.

Paragraph 4 (e), with which I did not deal in
my speech, is a recomntendation that only
those who can afford to buy respirators and
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other equipment should be allowed to be saved
from such actions as it is presupposed can
occur.

I find this most offensive. Old people, the
infirm and children will be bombarded with the
urgency for self-protection and the need to take
care of themselves or else they will die. Then
a price tag will be put on the protection which
they will not be able to aflord. Those people
will be in terrible fear. I believe that the
whole of paragraph 4 is nonsense, but (e) is the
worst part of all because it is a deliberate
attempt to create a situation in which poor
people will be told that if they cannot buy
shelters from the spivs, the hyper-spivs and the
Harry Limes of the 1980s they will probably
die. I hope that the Assembly will throw out
that recommendation.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Brown.

Does anyone else wish to speak to the
amendment?...

Mr. JESSEL (United Kingdom). - May I
simply ask Mr. Brown what he means by the
" Harry Limes of the 1980s "? I do not quite
understand.

The PRESIDENT. - I think that Mr. Brown
made his observations quite clearly. I got the
impression that he was opposed to paragraph 4,
and (e) in particular. I think he made that
quite clear.

Does anyone else wish to speak?...

I call Mr. Hardy.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - I ask Mr.
Banks to think very carefully before he replies
to this amendment. There is much detail in
the report and we have already paid tribute to
Mr. Banks for the information that is contained
in it. I mention in passing that it does not
contain information about the fact that the
Conservative Government's defence cuts of
November 1973 were appallingly savage and
were largely ignored by the media in Britain.
However, the report is useful from the point of
view of information.

I accept the wisdom of the first part of the
report, dealing with the need to ensure that our
troops on the central front are able to survive
the kind of onslaught that is envisaged, but if
the recommendation contains paragraph 4 as it
stands many of us will have to vote against it.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Hardy.

I call Dr. Miller.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - I appeal to
the Rapporteur. I would vote for the report if
paragraph 4 of the recommendation were
omitted. There is a much better chance that

governments would take heed of the report if
this paragraph were left out. I do not think
that our governments would consider this
suggestion to be realistic, and, therefore, I
appeal to Mr. Banks to remove it.

The PRESIDENT. - Are rhere any other
speakers?...

I call the Rapporteur, Mr. Banks.

Mr. BANKS (United Kingdom). The
Committee has not deliberated on the amend-
ment because it was received only this mor-
ning. I am bound to say that I must resist
it. There is no surety of any safe areas. If
there were, those would be the places to put
people. At present, the only reliable philoso-
phy is to ensure that people stay at home and
make the best of where they are rather than
take to the roads and move to other areas
which, in any event, could be contaminated to
the same degree. That is why countries such
as Norway have developed a shelter pro-
gramme.

On the question of the selling of equipment, I
am not setting a standard for people to rush out
and start up companies selling equipment and
bombarding the public with their goods.
There is, however, a demand for information.
and people want to know where they can get
masks and respirators and other equipment. I

do not see why people should not be given the
opportunity, if the government provide the
encouragement, to buy the odd sandbag or
whatever they want. Nobody knows whether
they can do these things unless the information
is there. The public have a right to be allowed
to make their own purchases if they wish to do
so. Those who cannot will be covered by
government policy on civil defence. Of
course, I do not want to see spivs in that sort of
industry. It is important that the government
should set the standards and put a seal of
approval on all the items which are made avail-
able to the public. I would fully support that.

The PRESIDENT. - An amendment has
been moved to leave out paragraph 4 of the
Craft recommendation.

We shall now vote.

(A vote was lhen taken by .sitting and
standing)

The amendment is negatived.

I must now put the amended draft
recommendation as a whole to the vote.

I imagine that it is unlikely to be unanimous,
which is the only way in which we could
ensure not having a roll-call.

Are there any objections?...

I note that there are and, therefore, we must
take a vote by roll-call.
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The roll-call will begin with the name of Mr.
Ahrens.

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was then taken)

Does any other Representative wish to
vote?...

The voting is closed.

I am sorry to inform the Assembly that we do
not have a quorum. Therefore, the vote will
have to be taken again this afternoon, probably
after Mr. Ahrens' report has been begun.

Mrs. KNIGHT (United Kingdom). - On a
point of order, Mr. President. May we have
guidance from the Chair as to the time at which
you intend to take the vote on the earlier
report?

The PRESIDENT. - I hope to do so after
Mr. Ahrens has presented his report. The vote
will be taken at about half-past three or four
o'clock. I cannot be more precise than that.

8. Date, time and Orders of the DaY
ofthe next Sitting

The PRESIDENT. - I Propose that the
Assembly hold its next public Sitting this after-
noon at 3 p.m. with the following Orders of the
Day:

l. The northern flank and the Atlantic and
Channel commands (Presentation of and
Debate on the Report of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments and
Vote on the draft Recommendation,
Document 837 and Amendment).

2. Nuclear, biological and chemical protec-
tion (Vote on the amended draft Recom-
mendation, Document 838).

3. Defence-related information technology
(Presentation of and Debate on the Report
of the Committee on Scientific, Techno-
logical and Aerospace Questions and Vote
on the draft Recommendation, Document
840).

4. State of European aerospace activities -
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of
the Council (Presentation of and Debate
on the Report of the Committee on Scien-
tific, Technological and Aerospace Ques-
tions, Document 841).

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 Siuing was closed at 1.05 p.m.)
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SIXTH SITTING

Wednesday, 4th June 1980

SUMMARY

l. Adoption of the Minutes.

2. Attendance Register.

3. Changes in the membcrship of Committees.

4. The northern flank and the Atlantic and Channel
commands (Prescntalion ol and Dchatc on lh( Report of
lhe Commitlce on Dclcnt,e Qucttions and Armamenl.s
and Vote on thc drali Rccommcndation, Doc. 837 and
Amendment).

Spaakers' The President, Mr. Ahrens (Rapportaur), Mr.
pgucheny, Mr. Reddemann, Mr. Ahrens, Mr. Hardy,
Mr. Wilkinson, Mr. Dejardin, Mr. Ahrens (Rapportcui\,
Mr. Hardy. Mr. Ahrens.

5. Nuclear, biological and chemical protection (Vott' on
the amended dralt Recommcndatittn, Doc. 838).

6. Changes in the membership of Committees.

The PRESIDENT.- The Sitting is open.

l. Adoption of the Minutes

The PRESIDENT. In accordance with
Rule 2l of the Rules of Procedure, the
Minutes of Proceedings of the previous Sitting
have been distributed.

Are there any comments?...

The Minutes are agreed to.

2. Attendance Register

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

I stress again the importance of all
members signing the attendance list, and in
particular the importance of Substitutes
signing their names clearly to assist us in
taking roll-calls.

Defence-related rnformation technology (Prex,ntatnn of
und Dchutc on thc Rcytrl of lhc ('ommrttca on Strcntlit',
l'cchruilogicul and lcntspace Quciions and Vota rtn thc
drafl Rautmmandulnn, Doc. 840).

Speakert'. The President, Mr. Brasseur (Rapporleur), Mt.
Osborn, Mr. Brasseur (Rapptrteur), Mr. Lenzer (Vu'c-
Chairman ol the Commtttcc).

State of European aerospace activities - reply to the
twenty-fifth annual report ofthe Council (Prcscnlulion of
antl Debate on lhc Reytrt ol lhc Commtlrca on Sc'ianttlit.
Tethnological untl Aerospace Quasltons. Doc. 841).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Schefller (Rapytrtcur), Mr.
Wilkrnson, Mr. Konrngs, Mr. Osbom, Mr. Schefller
(Rapporleur), Mr. Lenzer (|,'tc'c-Chatrman ol thc
Commillec\.

Date, time and Orders of thc Day of the next Sittrng.

3. Changes in the membership of Committecs

The PRESIDENT. The Belgian Dele-
gation proposes the following change in the
membership of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments: Mr. Peeters as an
alternate member in place of Mrs. Staels-
Dompas; and in the membership of the
Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions: Mrs. Staels-Dompas as
an alternate member in place of Mr. Peeters.

Is there any opposition to these changes?...

They are agreed to.

4. The northernflank and the Atlantic
and Channel commands

(Presentation of4nd Debate on the Reporl
of the Committee on Defence Questions

and Armaments and Yote on the draft Recommendation,
Doc. 837 and ,tmendment)

The PRESIDENT. The Orders of the
Day now call for the presentation of the
report of the Committee on Defence Ques-
tions and Armaments on the northern flank
and the Atlantic - and Channel commands,
followed by debate and vote on the draft
recommendation, Document 837 and Amend-
ment.

7.

8.

9.

The Silting was opened at 3.05 p.m. with Mr. Mulley, President ofthe Assembly, in the Chair.

l. See page 47.
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In a moment I shall call Mr. Ahrens, the
Rapporteur of the Committee, to present the
report. However, I have had notice of a
previous question in the name of Mr.
Boucheny and others. This has been distri-
buted as Document 847. Since the previous
question seeks to put aside the business
before the Assembly, it must be taken before
any debate on the Order of the Day itself.

In order to have the report and the draft
recommendation formally before the Assem-
bly, I shall first call Mr. Ahrens to present
the report. I shall then call Mr. Boucheny
to move his previous question. The Assem-
bly will then have to decide upon Mr. Bou-
cheny's previous question and we shall pro-
ceed from there.

I call Mr. Ahrens to present his report.

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, the
security of the North Atlantic Alliance is
being more and more influenced by supra-
regional maritime developments. If the stra-
tegy of deterrence is to be credible, this
requires that the North Atlantic Alliance
shall be able to employ its entire defence
potential. This defence potential, however,
includes not only an operational combination
of conventional forces, theatre nuclear weapons
and strategic nuclear systems, but also the
security of raw materials supplies and the safe
transport' from the United States, Canada and
Great Britain of reinforcements and reserves
held ready for the defence of Europe. The
movement of these resources presupposes
secure ocean lines of communication. These sea
lanes, vital to the defence of Western Europe,
run across the North Atlantic and end on the
coasts and in the harbours of Western
Europe. In this context, the flanks of the
European continent occupy an outstandingly
important but also outstandingly sensitive
position.

The Assembly of Western European Union
has concerned itself with these problems time
and again. The last report submitted in this
Assembly is dated 25th April 1972, and was
presented by our former Italian colleague Mr.
Vedovato.

The northern flank embraces an area
consisting of northern Europe with the
adjacent sea' areas, the Norwegian Sea, the
North Sea, the English Channel and the
Baltic with approaches to it. It is an area of
marked maritime character, in which NATO
holds key strategic positions. This area is
essential to the defence of Western Europe.
Its occupation by Warsaw Pact forces

would cut the Atlantic lines of communi-
cation with Europe, destroy the cohesion of
defence in central and northern Europe and
thus, by attack from the sea, disrupt the
forward defence of Europe. This northern
sector of NATO can be defended only if
NATO retains control of jts Atlantic lines of
communication, including control of the
air. Only then, too, can reinforcements
from overseas be brought to the central
sector.

The threat to the northern flank of the
Alliance has fundamentally changed now
that the Soviet Union has expanded its navy
into an instrument of sea power capable of
action anywhere in the world. The expan-
sion of its navy represents one of the most
outstanding changes in the position of the
Alliance, since it enables the Soviet Union
not only to promote its political, ideological
and economic ambitions all over the world
by military means as well, but also to exert
pressure on the Atlantic lines of commu-
nication to Europe.

The Soviet Union has taken account, in
the deployment of its forces, of the special
importance of the sea lanes for the Alliance
and for the strategic situation of northern
Europe. lts Northern Fleet, stationed in the
area of the Kola Peninsula, represents the
greatest concentration of Soviet naval strength
and naval air forces in the world. This fleet is
structured and equipped for a battle on the high
seas, a battle for the Atlantic. A large part of
the Soviet Second Fleet, the Baltic Fleet, is also
suitable for f,rghting on the hlgh seas. Further-
more, as the ships are interchangeable, concen-
trations can also-be quickly b[ilt up by bringing
in reinforcements from otherl Soviet fleet areas.
This would enable the Soviet Union to
outflank the European theatre and cut it off
from the Atlantic.

It is therefore vitally important to safeguard
the Alliance's key positions on the northern
flank and to regard the North Sea and the
Baltic, together with the approaches to them, as

one strategic unit.

A prerequisite of effective defence is to
analyse the adversary's strengths and weak-
nesses, and to organise onefs own defence
efforts accordingly. By the logical manner
in which it is being expanded and by its
combat potential, the Soviet naval armament
is impressive. But it is still handicapped by
the difficult situation of the Soviet Union
when seen from the point of view of naval
strategy. None of the fourr Soviet fleets has
an access to open sea which is entirely under
its own control. The Black Sea Fleet, like
the Baltic Fleet, are in a peripheral sea, while
the Pacific Fleet, based mainly in Vladivo-
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stok, reflects the dispute with Japan about
the return of the southern Kuriles.

In this situation it must be the Soviet
Union's aim to strengthen its position in the
European North Sea and keep open its
Northern Fleet's access to the Atlantic. This
is the purpose of its efforts to strengthen its
positions on Spitzbergen and also to exert
political pressure, for instance against Norway,
especially through a press campaign directed
against Norway's policy of alliances. It is also
the purpose of the Soviet naval maneuvres in
the North Sea, especially in the vicinity of
Norway.

The Soviet Union's efforts to gain unim-
peded access to the open sea for its Northern
Fleet are not solely, and perhaps not even
primarily, directed against Western Europe,
but in fact serve the Soviet Union's interests
as a superpower.

In seeking operational freedom for its
Northern Fleet the Soviet Union wants to
increase its political freedom of action in all
spheres. In the event of an armed clash,
however, the expansion of the Northern Fleet
is designed to end NATO's domination of the
North Sea, to disrupt and cut the lines of
communication with the North American
continent, to threaten Norway from the sea
and to destroy the cohesion of the defence of
Western Europe. Successful operations by a
strong Soviet Northern Fleet would provide
effective support for the attainment of the
operational aims in the main theatre of war,
the continent of Europe.

There can be no effective defence against
such a threat without co-ordination of
defence plans. Up to now such plans have
existed only for the area covered by
BALTAP, that is, only for the Baltic Sea and
its approaches. In the North Sea area none
of the three NATO commanders-in-chief has
planning responsibility for the whole area.
The area is divided among the three
commanders - and has in fact been so for
many years, since the time when the Federal
Republic did not have a fleet, To this day
the division of the command areas gives rise
to occasional differences in appreciation and
planning which, although locally co-ordi-
nated, are still not entirely seamless. The aim
must therefore be and this should
be one of our demands - to achieve, for
crises, tense situations and especially in the
case of defensive action, greater economy in
the employment of our forces, improved
ability to react quickly and to concentrate
our strength, and generally to reduce the

need for co-ordination. Here the primary
aim in my opinion is not to change the
boundaries of the several NATO command
areas - which would, anyway, be difficult to
do - but to ensure by joint planning that
these boundaries are not watertight.

The overall position as regards naval
strategy demands that this joint planning of
the defence effort be done at the earliest
possible stage. This means, strictly speak-
ing, that there must be harmonisation of our
naval forces themselves, and that the problem
posed by co-ordination of weapons and ships
and the problems of logistics must be solved in
peacetime, while the maneuvres of the naval
and fleet air arm forces within the Alliance will
have to be more frequent, more intensive and
more unified that they have been so far.

The report, which I now ask you to
approve, also serves this purpose of strengthen-
ing the Alliance's overall defence potential, and
of strengthening it at a point which, on closer
examination, is found to be particularly vul-
nerable. Thank you very much. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. Thank you very
much, Mr. Ahrens.

As I have received notice from Mr. Bou-
cheny that he wishes, under Rule 32, to
move the previous question, I should remind
the Assembly that the rule allows only one
speaker - the proposer - for the previous
question, one speaker against, and then the
Rapporteur or Chairman of the Committee
concerned. In each case the maximum
speaking time is five minutes.

Mr. Boucheny, do you wish to move your
previous question?

Mr. BOUCHENY (France) (Translation). -Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the
previous question tabled by the French
communists under Rule 32 of the Assembly's
Rules of Procedure is designed to establish in
advance that the conclusions presented by
Mr. Ahrens on behalf of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments are legally
void.

Were they adopted, these conclusions
could still only be regarcied as null and void
by anyone genuinely devoted to indepen=-
dence and peace.

The Brussels Treaty commits the states
which signed it and the institutions which
implement it to respect the principles of the
United Nations Charter.

The first of these principles is the
sovereignty and independence of every state.
So how is it possible to accept a text
proposed by a member of our Assembly who
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publicly and unashamedly refuses to take any
account of the sovereign decision taken by
France some fifteen years ago to withdraw its
forces from NATO commands and to re-
establish full control over its means of
command and defence?

Mr. Ahrens asks in so many words for the
French naval forces to be assigned to the
NATO Atlantic command " on the same
basis as the naval forces of the other WEU
countries ". He is calling on the other
European states to exert pressure on France
in the WEU Council to persuade it to join in
a large-scale war-mongering programme under
the aegis of NATO.

To expand NATO naval operations without
geographical limits, that is to Soy, to
drag the Europeans into any gunboat adven-
ture in the Indian Ocean or the Pacific; to
speed up the building of warships; to record
systematically, one by one, the position of
even the smallest merchant vessel that has
the misfortune to fly the flag of a socialist
country; to exert pressure on Denmark and
Norway, the inhabitants of which are
contemptuously referred to in passing as
" indigenous " in order to persuade them to
authorise the deployment of nuclear weapons
on their territory: these are the objectives of
the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, that is the line of action it is
trying to impose on France.

The report was not drafted on the spur of
the moment, but is part of a general design,
as can be seen from Mr. Tanghe's proposals
to do away with all limits on the expansion
of the West German navy.

It should also be noted that, raising the
alleged spectre of the Soviet threat, German
imperialism is once again seeking to streng-
then its military power - through its navy
today, so why not by possession of an atomic
weapon tomorrow?

This report has been submitted for approval
to a sympathetic Assembly at a difficult
moment in time when we are threatened with a
new cold war. After the NATO Council's
decision to deploy 108 Pershing 2 missiles and
464 cruise missiles on European soil, with the
growth of a war psychosis after the events in
Afghanistan - and one may note in passing that
the mass media are showing signs of hysteria
and panic after yesterday's proposals on the
withdrawal of Soviet forces which, signifi-
cantly, no one has mentioned yet here
and after the recent NATO decisions to
speed up still further the major armament
programme christened " long-term defence

plan ", Mr. Ahrens' proposals represent yet
another step towards excessive armament,
worsening the tension, towards the erosion of
sovereign rights and contempt 0f the peoples.

We refuse to accept this road, which leads
no one knows where. So we refuse to debate
the dangerous and shocking text before us.

The PRESIDENT. - Does anyone wish to
speak?...

There can be only one speech against the
previous question.

I call Mr. Reddemann.

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, I
would like to oppose Mr. Boucheny's
previous question. What Mr. Boucheny has
said was, it is true, the exact position of the
Soviet Union, but it was and is in no way the
position of the democratic forces of the
member states of Western European Union.

The Federal Republic of Germany has
undertaken not to produce any nuclear
weapons and it has never had any intention
of going back on that undertaking. On those
grounds alone the arguments used by Mr.
Boucheny in no way correspond to the facts.

I therefore ask you, Mr. President, to let us
proceed to the vote, so that the Assembly
shall have a chance to adopt Mr. Ahrens'
report. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. Thank you, Mr.
Reddemann.

Does the Rapporteur or the Chairman of
the Committee wish to speak?

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, the
Chairman of the Committee is not here. I
agree with Mr. Reddernann. Perhaps I
might simply add that what Mr. Boucheny is
complaining about - the fact that we are
dealing here with defence problems of
Norway and Denmark has been the
practice of this Assembly for twenty years.

The PRESIDENT. Under the rule, I
must now put the question. Rule 32(3)
states that in debate on these matters the
only speakers shall be the proposer, one
speaker against, and the Rapporteur or
Chairman of the Committee concerned.
Therefore, I put the previous question,
which has been circulated, " that there are
no grounds for debating the dralt recommen-
dation on the northern flank and the Atlantic
and Channel commands " to the vote.

(A vote was then nken by sitting and
standing)
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The previous question is negatived.

We therefore continue with the debate on
the report.

The first speaker is Mr. Hardy.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - I shall
not make a long speech. I particularly wish
to speak in order to congratulate Mr. Ahrens
and the Committee on their excellent
document. I gather that Mr. Boucheny does
not like it, but I do.

I should also like to take this opportunity
to pay tribute to John Roper, who worked
closely with Mr. Ahrens as Chairman of the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments. Representatives will recall the enor-
mous contribution that John Roper made. I
am sure that everyone in the Assembly will
wish him a speedy recovery to full health.

I am no longer a member of the
Committee, but I took part in some of the
visits and I should like to comment briefly on
one visit that we made to northern Norway,
where every member of the Committee was
greatly impressed by the extreme skill that
was revealed and the good equipment
possessed by the United Kingdom and Dutch
marines training there. It was interesting to
see the close co-operation of that force at
command level - a Dutch company with the
Royal Marine commando.

I am keen to see further developments in
co-operation of that kind, although it seems
to me that the task of securing cordial
relationships among the junior ranks requires
more attention than it may have received. It
is not suflicient for the commanders to be on
good terms with each other. That relation-
ship needs to be seen throughout the whole
range of the units involved.

The main reason for my speech is my
interest in energy matters. The North Sea
oil and gas installations and facilities of the
United Kingdom and Norway particularly
are vital to us and extremely vulnerable.
They are particularly vulnerable given the
forces of the Warsaw Pact, which are growing
in size and are powerful.

Such vulnerability seems to me to be made
greater by the enorrnous mine-laying capacity
of the Warsa* Pact forces. I was astonished,
as I think other members of the Committee
were, when we attended one meeting and
were given an estimate of the number of
mines at the disposal of the Soviet Union.
Given the importance of the North Sea oil
and gas to Norway and the United Kingdom

in particular - but they are important also to
the rest of Western Europe - we need to be
sure that those responsible for planning our
naval arsenals properly reflect that vulnera-
bility.

I have one anxiety. I do not speak to
many naval oflicers, but those to whom I
speak give me the impression that the high
point of their naval careers is the period
spent in sea-going command. Unfortuna-
tely, if ships become smaller the rank of the
captain of the ship tends to be rather
lower. It may be a good thing, as one of my
colleagues said, but we have to keep people
in the Royal Navy until they reach advanced
middle age. I shall not digress to talk about
the effect on military recruitment of a declin-
ing birth rate, but the point is serious. If
naval offrcers believe that the pinnacle of
their career is the period they spend in sea-
going command, that may make them rather
reluctant to give the priority that mine
countermeasures and minesweeping require,
and there may be too much weight in favour
of building somewhat bigger ships.

I say that advisedly, because we had some
interesting comments from some American
naval oflicers when we visited American
naval bases in March. I think that you, Mr.
President, were with us when we visited two
of the largest ships on the Atlantic seaboard
of the United States. I do not believe that
ships of that size will be particularly relevant
in Western Europe and I do not think that
they will be particularly helpful in protecting
us or the vulnerability of our offshore
installations.

I hope that career satisfaction will not be
given such a high priority in military and
naval planning. I believe that at present we
lack the capacity to counter the enornous
Soviet mine-laying threat. Following the
comments of my colleague Mr. Grieve, I
digress in passing to say that perhaps
because of the decline in the birth-rate,
which affects all member states in this
Assembly, we may have to consider seriously
the adequacy of recruitment in the second
half of this decade. Whether we can recruit
more ladies to serve in the northern flank
remains to be seen, but certainly there are
serious implications.

I have no great reservations about the
report and I have a great deal of support for
it. I have tabled one amendment which I
hope the Assembly will dispense with
formally in due course because it is only a
matter of correcting the record. But, given
the remarks of Mr. Boucheny, I think it is
appropriate to refer to the fact that in any
civilised society one sacrifices a little of one's
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freedom in order to live within the rule of
law. In each of the countries within NATO,
we sacrifice a little sovereignty in order to
contribute to the Alliance. I do not think
that it was too much to ask our colleagues
from France to make some contribution in
the way that the Rapporteur suggests so that
France can contribute to the security of the
Alliance, to which that country is so much
attached, if only indirectly. If the cause of
freedom and the existence of the Alliance are
to be properly maintained, if the reason for
this Assembly's existence is to continue to
receive protection, we are entitled to expect
France to respond to the point that Mr.
Ahrens quite properly makes.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr.
Hardy.

I think that the Assembly was moved by
your reference to the former Chairman of our
Defence Committee. I think that that refe-
rence was the lirst that some of us knew
about his illness, and I believe that it would
be the wish of the Assembly if, as President, I
were to write to him and wish him a speedy
recovery. (Applause)

The next speaker is Mr. Wilkinson.

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom).
Mr. President, I, too, wish to pay a warrn
tribute to Mr. Ahrens' excellent report. The
fact that it has provoked such an intemperate
outburst from Mr. Boucheny shows what a
sensitive nerve Mr. Ahrens touched. In
strategic terms, it is probably the most
important report that we shall debate at this
Assembly. Mr. Boucheny had the gall, only
six months after the invasion of Afghanistan,
to refer to " a war psychology " and a new
cold war. Coming so soon after the invasion
of Afghanistan by the Soviet Union, his
remarks were particularly galling.

I should also like to support everything
that Mr. Reddemann said. There is no
question of our good friends in the Federal
Republic of Germany entering into the
production of or the stationing of nuclear
weapons on their soil. Also, the sentiments
expressed by my colleague, Mr. Hardy, about
the importance of Alliance collaboration
should be emphasised.

I wish to say one thing that may modify
my criticism of Mr. Boucheny. Of course,
in an ideal world it would be better if French
naval forces were directly under the command
of SACLANT, but our French friends have
their own political priorities and we understand
them. The French play an important part in
the global protection of western interests

through their naval presence, not least in the
Indian Ocean, and this is something that the
Alliance as a whole has come to value. We all
know that the French, as lovers of liberty,
freedom and democracy, will always, in the last
analysis, fight alongside theit friends in the
Alliance. That is why General Hackett, when
he writes of the dread events of the third world
war, says that it is the French forces
alongside those of NATO which tip the
balance in favour of the Qountries of the
West.

This report takes our preogcupation a little
away from the central front and the North
German plain and coming, as it does, from a
German Rapporteur, I think that this is
particularly welcome.

Without reinforcement across the Atlantic
of equipment and reseryes, the defence of
Europe would be very diffrcult to sustain,
and that reinforcement would be quite
impossible without the preservation of control
of the sea lanes across the North Atlantic.
There would be nothing more crucial to the
outcome of the battle of the North Atlantic,
were deterrence to fail, than the outcome of the
struggle to ensure that the key outlets for the
Soviet northern and Baltic fleets of Northern
Norway and Denmark remain firmly in NATO
hands. The Rapporteur has brought this out
particularly well.

The battle for the Norwegian Sea would be
the most decisive if ever war were to break
out. The power that controls the Green-
land, Iceland, Faroes and Slletlands gaps will
control the North Atlantic. That is why the
thirteen strike carriers of trhe United States
are so crucial, because thdy are the factor
that tips the balance at prEsent in favour of
NATO. If, by pre-emptive attack or sudden
assault, subversion or whatever, our potential
adversaries were able to take possession of
" Finmark " or even, worse Dtill, the whole of
the Norwegian coast, by controlling also the
port facilities and the airfields of Norway,
they would be able to interdict reinforce-
ments by NATO across the North Atlantic.
In this regard we must take account of the
fact that a great deal of feinforcement will
come not just by sea, as was the case in the
second world warr but largely, because in
these days the time scales are even more cri-
tical, by air. We know tha[ the Alliance has
plans to assign civil air fleets for such rein-
forcement, and long-range Backfire bombers
equipped with air-to-air guided missiles
could wreak havoc among fhe civil air trans-
ports that would be reinforcing northern
Europe.

Therefore, I believe that the report is both
timely and worthwhile.
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I wish to bring even more attention to bear
on one part of Mr. Ahrens' report. I refer to
his suggestion that we should re-examine the
Brussels Treaty in two respects: first, that we
should allow West Germany to construct
larger naval vessels than is allowed at present
under the treaty; and, secondly, that we
should perhaps reconsider Britain's commit-
ment to the stationing of four divisions and
a tactical air force in Germany. I am not
suggesting that the United Kingdom should
diminish its total commitment to the defence
of continental Europe, but Mr. Ahrens has
highlighted the fact that in this age, when the
threat to western interests is global, sea and
air forces should have the flexibility to react
promptly and rapidly to whatever the threat
may be.

Il regardless of the circumstances in
respect of energy resources in the Arabian
Gulf and the sea lanes across the Atlantic,
we always keep a rigid and inflexible inter-
pretation of the Brussels Treaty at the centre
point of our strategy, we may not be able to
respond to the situation as it properly deser-
ves. I greatly welcome the initiative in the
report which seeks to bring these matters to
our attention.

I am sure, as Mr. Ahrens suggests, the
Federal German Republic could play a more
important part in NATO naval operations
under SACLANT. I also feel that the
United Kingdom should devote more of its
budget to air and naval forces if we are to get
what the Germans call a proper Arbeitstei-
lung - in other words, a proper division of
responsibility within the Alliance.

The report is admirable and sensible. The
one factor in strategic terms which has
changed the whole balance of security in the
last eighteen years since the Cuban episode
in 1962 has been the emergence of the Soviet
Union as a naval power able to project its
political influence to almost every corner of
the globe. Admiral Gorshkov has proved
as historic an architect of naval power as was
Grand Admiral Tirpitz before the first world
war. What Admiral Gorshkov has done is
no less significant. The fact that the Soviet
Union is building one nuclear submarine
every six weeks and is now developing naval
air power with its three Kiev-class carriers in
commission, with a fourth one being built
and a new strike carrier also under construc-
tion, has to be taken into account and we must
react appropriately. The kind of measures
suggested by Mr. Ahrens are responsible and
timely and should be whole-heartedly sup-
ported by the Assembly. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Wilkin-
son.

I call Mr. Dejardin.

Mr. DEJARDIN (Belgium) (Translation).-
Mr. President, for my part, I will not try to play
soldiers, or rather sailors; I am not competent
to do so. I shall try to speak as a politician
rather than a military expert.

I am sorry it was not possible for anyone to
speak against the previous question tabled by
Mr. Boucheny, for I would have liked to tell
him that what is excessive is also superfluous,
useless. What he said, and the rather curious
terms in which he put his previous question,
oblige me to say that the French communists,
on whose behalf he spoke, have once again
done a disservice to the left. Why?

There is no need to be a military expert: it is
enough to read the papers to realise that even if
the French navy is not integrated into NATO,
it is, seen objectively, part of it, that all French
politicians affirm that France will never be neu-
tral and that, whatever happens, the French
navy will - fortunately - come to the aid of its
allies in case of need. How else should one
interpret the French Government's recent call
for combined mancuvres of five navies, at the
invitation, incidentally, of the French navy?

Mr. Ahrens is my witness. Speaking before
the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments. I asked how statements could be
made concerning Norway and Denmark, two
countries which are not members of WEU, and
I must say that the replies were as I had
hoped. In any case, if Danish and Norwegian
members of parliament happened to be in this
Assembly as observers, it would be up to them
to take or not take account of the proposals put
forward.

As for the European military bloc being
directed against the Soviet Union, that is not a
laughing matter: it is already a fact today, lor
France, Norway and Denmark. NATO - and I

shall not expatiate on the reasons for its
existence - is a military bloc directed against
the Soviet Union. And against whom is the
Soviet military bloc directed? Perhaps that is a
question one might ask.

I also took part in the visit to northern
Norway and I am grateful to Mr. Ahrens flor
having described so concisely the impressions
and the conclusions of the participants. I

thank him and congratulate him for this.

Mr. President, you had omitted to call me in
the general debate, no doubt because I entered
my name rather late. But I was most surprised
to find how few speakers were entered for the
debate on a report which, like Mr. Wilkinson, I
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consider to be the one most directly concerned
with our responsibilities as an assembly.

The comments encouraged by this report and
the thoughts it inspires concern the very future
of the defence of Europe and I am truly sorry
that so few members of our Assembly wanted
to discuss its content during this major debate.

Be that as it may, I will approve Mr.
Ahrens' report, as I did in Committee.
However, I have a specific reservation - Mr.
Ahrens knows what it is - about paragraph (v)
of the preamble: " Noting that the reference to
the Tropic of Cancer in Article 6... ". On
re-reading the report I actually found in
paragraph 5.6 a phrase more or less repeating
the author's conclusions on this matter. Please
excuse my innocence, Mr. President, but I had
understood that this report, drafted in
co-operation with the delegation to northern
Norway of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments, concerned the
defence and protection of the northern flank of
the Alliance. So I do not quite understand
where the question of Soviet or other
submarines, hostile or not, manceuvring south
of the Tropic of Cancer, enters into it.

The same goes for this sentence as for other
sentences in most of our reports, which may
look harmless and at times even self-evident but
which, on reflection, bear little relation to the
basic issue under consideration.

In fact, I wonder whether this is not a feeler,
like the one I protested at this morning during
the debate on Mr. Banks' report, put out by
certain, perhaps military, authorities seeking to
obtain through our Assembly a kind of parlia-
mentary sanction to exert pressure on those
governments which refuse to modify the limits
imposed by the North Atlantic Treaty.

So what I say is: watch out! For when
people try to assert that these limits are not
binding, I wonder whether it is really because
they want to organise naval manceuvres or
operations in the Atlantic or whether in fact
this is a pretext to justify NATO operations in
other parts of the world, in particular the
Indian Ocean or the Persian Gulf.

Mr. President, please excuse me for
questioning intentions, but the wording is so
vague and this phrase seems so remote from the
basic issue, that I must express formal reserva-
tions. I hope the Rapporteur will provide
some minimal information and details or at
least allay my anxiety.

Nevertheless, I shall vote in favour of the
draft recommendation proposed in the report.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Dejar-
din. I apologise that I had not noticed Mr.
Dejardin's intention to speak, otherwise I
would have called him at once.

That concludes the debate.

I ask the Rapporteur whether he would like
to reply.

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic ofGerman)t)
(Translation). - Mr. President, let me begin
with what Mr. Dejardin objects to in the report.
It is something that gave rise to a very detai-
led discussion in Committee as well. Having
discussed the matter, the Committee decided,
by a majority, to retain the wording now before
us.

What is the issue here? Paragraph (v) of the
preamble was quite certainly not conceived by
me as a feeler. No less certainly, it was not an
attempt to extend NATO's defence area. It is
definitely not my view that troops, whether
German or those of other NATO allies, should
be used in the Persian Gulf. I may state
categorically that this would certainly not be
the view of the Federal German Government
either.

Paragraph (r') is designed solely to indicate
the legal position laid down in the North
Atlantic Treaty. Article 5 of the North
Atlantic Treaty defines the concept of armed
attack on a member state. Article 6, on which
I have based myself here, stipulates the Tropic
of Cancer as a territories lilmitation " for the
purpose of Article 5 ", that is, for the purpose
of the definition of " armed attack ".

The Committee had discrtsbions in the United
States with American naval commanders, and
asked whether this stipulation of the NATO
Treaty allowed for considera,tion to be given to
global developments and for adaptation to
events that might occur south of the Tropic of
Cancer.

Let me clarify this with an example. It is
not hard to imagine a situation in which the sea

route around the Cape of Good Hope could be
vital for NATO. I believe that there must be
NATO plans for this eventuality too, that the
commanders already working out plans for this
eventuality must do so on behalf of NATO as
well and not only as American supreme
commanders acting in the interests of the
United States. We are therefore not talking
about intervening south of the Tropic of Can-
cer, but simply of placing the joint planning
under the aegis of NATO.

Now to the other comments on this report,
for which, as in the case of Mr. Dejardin's
comments, I am most grateful.
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I share Mr. Hardy's view that it is necessary
in the Alliance not only for the staffs and the
senior generals and admirals to work together,
but also for there to be co-operation between
officers, and indeed between soldiers of all
ranks, for us to know and be on good terms
with each other for us to understand each
other's strengths and weaknesses, to be able to
adapt to each other and put co-operation to the
test.

I also agree with Mr. Hardy that we must pay
the greatest attention to the threat of mines. I
should point out that the special demand made
in paragraph I (D) was adopted at his
suggestion. In this connection, paragraph I (d)
- the call for the monitoring of Warsaw Pact
merchant ships in our ports - is also of
importance, chiefly because we have to reckon
with the fact that mines are laid not only by
purpose-built warships but also by merchant
vessels, we must know which ships are in our
own waters.

The reason he advances for why the bigger
ships are built - so as to create posts for older,
higher-ranking officers - I found extremely
interesting. I had not seen the matter in that
light before. However, the fate of a naval
officer is indeed such that the more successful
he is in his career, the sooner he lands behind a
desk and has nothing more to do with ships.

In judging the ships we saw in the United
States, we'must however bear in mind - as we
both know - that they were built not for
deployment in the North Sea or European
coastal waters, but as a part of the Blue Water
Navy, the United States' ocean-going forces. I
believe they have theirjustification as such.

I also agree with Mr. Hardy that any
participation in an alliance involves the
sacrifice of a little freedom, a little bit of
sovereignty. This is true for all of us. But
what is also true for all of us is that here we
no longer are superpowers, that if we want to
continue to exist, we have to choose the path of
alliance, and that only unity gives strength.

I agree with Mr. Wilkinson that we must of
course take heed of French political priori-
ties. There is not the slightest doubt about
that in my mind. But on the basis of my own
observation I would point out that, although
the French navy is not part of NATO, there is
very good co-operation between the French
navy and the naval forces of the NATO
countries.

I share his assessment of the special
importance of the Baltic approaches. I refer to
the importance of this area several times in my
report, and draw certain conclusions which

should make it possible to improve the defence
of this very sensitive area.

I also agree with Mr. Wilkinson that what
might be decisive might be what happened not
on land but at sea, namely in the North Sea,
which looks so wide on the.map or the globe,
but which in reality is extraordinarily narrow,
especially in view of present-day monitoring
facilities, has narrow passages and is therefore,
,as I have shown, of the greatest strategic
importance to the Soviet Union. It is the only
area through which the Soviet Union could
succeed in getting a fleet out into the open sea.

I of course also agree with him that a division
of labour is needed in the Alliance. This also
applies to the Federal German navy too, a navy
which is not an end in itself and which none of
my colleagues sees as an instrument of national
policy, but simply as part of the Alliance. As
such it was designed, as such it was built, as
such it is commanded - and as such it will stay.
(Applause'y

The PRESIDENT. Thank you, Mr.
Ahrens.

We have one amendment to the report,
tabled by Mr. Hardy.

I understand, Mr. Hardy, that you wish to
move it formally.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - I move
the amendment formally, Mr. President:

L In paragraph (iv) of the preamble to the draft
recommendation, leave out " North Atlantic
Council " and insert " appropriate military
authorities of NATO ".

The PRESIDENT. - I understand that you
accept the amendment, Mr. Ahrens.

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Yes.

The PRESIDENT. - We shall now vote on
the amendment.

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

The amendment is agreed to.

We now have to vote on the amended
draft recommendation.

If there are no objections to it and no
abstentions, and if the Assembly agrees, we
could save the time required for a vote by
roll-call.

Are there any objections?...

There is opposition to the report. There-
fore, we must proceed by roll-call.

The roll-call will begin with the name of Dr.
Miller.
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I ask Representatives to remain in their
places, because if this roll-call has the suflicient
number I shall then want to proceed to the
roll-call that we deferred this morning.

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was lhen taken)

Does any other Representative wish to
vote?...

The voting is closed.

I fear that we do not have a quorum. The
vote will have to be deferred until tomorrow.
Under the rules it must be taken at the next
sitting.

5. Nuclear, biological and chemical protection

(Yote on the amended draft Recommendation, Doc.838)

The PRESIDENT. Similarly, in the
absence of a quorum, the vote on the recom-
mendation in the report by Mr. Banks must
now be taken at the next sitting. We shall try
to take it tomorrow morning at about 10.45 or
I I o'clock.

6. Changes in the membership of Committees

The PRESIDENT. - I have been asked by
the Italian Delegation to propose the following
changes in the membership of the Committee
on Defence Questions and Armaments: Mr.
Spitella as an alternate member in place of Mr.
Foschi; and in the membership of the Commit-
tee on Rules of Procedure and Privileges: Mr.
Foschi as an alternate member in place of Mr.
Spitella.

Is there any opposition to these changes?...

They are agreed to.

7. Defence-related information technology

(Presentation of and Debate on the Report of the Committee
on Scieatific, Technological and Aerospace Questions and

Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doc.840)

The PRESIDENT. - We now turn to the
report from the Committee on Scientific,
Technological and Aerospace Questions, the
report of Mr. Brasseur, Document 840, on
defence-related information technology.

I call Mr. Brasseur.

Mr. BRASSEUR (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, our

society is evolving rapidly and becoming more
complex every day. That is why communica-
tions play an increasingly important 16le in
it. Information technology is {aking giant steps
forward in a society which cannot survive in an
organised manner without the simultaneous use
of the available energy and inflormation. Infor-
mation technology, which backs up the
processing of information, is now supplemented
by telematics which disseminates and transmits
that information.

The military sector is also involved in these
developments and has understeod that it cannot
remain outside. That is why your Committee
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions decided to present a report on
defence-related information technology. lnfor-
mation has always played a major r6le in
military organisations, but we also know that
these organisations, born of a long historical
tradition, are highly complex, very disparate
and often differ from one statte to another. So
the computerisation of armies and, in parti-
cular, ensuring the compatibility of the
information systems used by European states
are very difficult problems.

Europe has great scientific and technological
potential; it has the necessary capacities. Yet
Europe imports more than 80 0/o of the
integrated circuits it needs and only covers
l6 o/o of the world market in ihformatics. If we
want to create a genuine Eunopean informatics
and telematics industry in the future, with all
its benefits for industrial actirvity, research and
employment, we must ensurd that this market
comes into being and is established.

In this respect, the military sector could
provide at least a partial answer. By co-
ordinating their military reqqirements, insisting
on interoperable equipment and formulating a

European military hardware policy in the
informatics sector, the member states could
generate a genuine European telematics
industry. That is true in the field of techno-
logy and here I am thinking of micro-
electronics which is developing rapidly. It
applies to the construction of computer
peripherals, that is to say, systems giving access

to these computers. It also applies to software,
that is to say, the backup system which enables
these computers to function. All this, Ladies
and Gentlemen, will of Qourse involve the
training of more young people in this sector,
since it offers a great many outlets.

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen,
information technology has many different
military uses. They include of course the
management sectors, such as personnel manage-
ment or stock managemerit, with which we
are familiar on the civilian side. Then there
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are the applications which I would describe as
purely technological, such as the devices now
often on fighter planes, or in other areas such
as artillery, and which are very widely used by
our European armed forces.

It can also be used to organise the collection
and processing of information from enemy
sources, in particular, as a backup for military
decision-making - this is certainly the area with
the most complex systems but also an area in
which there are different schools of thought
about the organisation of such systems.

The question of interoperability in the
military field is particularly important, espe-
cially in the countries which work together
within the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation.

If we want to prevent American and Japanese
technology from obtaining a stranglehold on
NATO, we Europeans must show ourselves
capable of taking up the challenge of the future
and of asserting our presence. It is rather in
this spirit that I am presenting our Committee's
report.

It is divided into several sections which I
shall not go over here since you have no doubt
had a chance to peruse it; but I would like to
emphasise the first part which is the most
general and perhaps rather less military part,
because I regard it as fundamental to an
understanding of the future of informatics in
the civil ,sector, of course, but also in the
military field.

I would like to point to a number of trends in
the development of microelectronic techno-
logy. Very rapid advances have been made in
this area. As a result, prices of these systems
have fallen at an annual rate of about 40 0/0,

quite apart from their improved performance
and the accompanying increase in calculating
facilities.

In a world where energy is becoming scarce,
computerisation and the development of
telematics are bound to speed up, since
communications systems allow information to
be transmitted with only a minimum use of
en€rgy. A telephone call costs much less than
the delivery of a letter, whether by an
individual or via the postal services. This is
true in both the civil and the military sectors.

So it may. be useful to mention a few
technologies which are now ripe for develop-
ment and demand the attention of political
leaders and also, more generally, the civil and
military authorities. For example, optical fibre
cables will become widespread in a few years'
time, enabling great masses of information to
be transmitted by pass-band. Telecommuni-

cations satellites will bring Europe within reach
of every part of the world and will unques-
tionably have an important effect on our
culture, our way of thinking and our daily
lives. I am also thinking of several systems
which will become very widespread among the
general public. There is a bhance that in a few
years' time, everyone will have a home
computer terminal, or a device for transmitting
written texts without having to use a postal
system. Video systems will be developed
further. This increasing range of technology
will also be developed for its military
applications.

Parallel with this technological progress,
however, the coming years will see major
advances in software, improving the perfor-
mances of the information systems familiar to
us today.

New attitudes will therefore emerge, and
many institutions will see changes; this we must
realise. This is true of both the civil and the
military sector; it will apply to the armed
forces: land forces, navy and air forces.

Mr. President, military equipment is obvious-
ly rather different from civil equipment in that
it must be more reliable and more robust. It
must also be less vulnerable which is why, with
the development of microelectronics, the
information and strategic networks of the armed
forces are becoming less and less centralised,
more and more widely dispersed, although the
various systems are of course linked to each
other. A vast number of networks, national
networks but also networks within NATO, are
in fact, now being set up in the armed forces.

In conclusion I shall read the last paragraph
of my written report because I consider it
important for the Europeans. It reflects the
desire, expressed in these few ideas I have put
forward, for the creation in Europe of a truly
European market and a genuine telecommuni-
cations industry, by way of military appli-
cations, in particular:

" If the Europeans unite they still have a
chance to keep abreast with the Japanese and
Americans in this field. Moreover, Europe
should not channel its capital to dying
industries rather than to new growing
industries. Until now the industries which
have stopped growing, like steel, textiles,
shoes and automobiles, have special financial
advantages accorded them by governments.
The development of new industries such as
that of telecommunications should be
stimulated instead in order to gain a
dominant position in semi-conductors, micro-
electronic components and audio and video
components. In civil market terms Europe
represents one-third of the world market for
telecommunications equipment, i.e. $ 33 bil-
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lion, with a growth rate of some 7 0/o per
yeat. "
Ladies and Gentlemen, which is the sector

with such a rapid and clear-cut rate of growth?

" It also represents 26 o/o of the world market
in informatics, i.e. nearly S 70 billion, with a
growth rate of 17 o/o per year. In integrated
circuits it represents 19 0/o of the world
market, i.e. $ 7.5 billion, with a growth
rate of 25 o/o per year. The question is

whether this European market will be

supplied by European firms or is it more
likely to be supplied by American and
Japanese firms? "
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, if we

choose the first alternative, if we have the will
to create a genuine European informatics
industry, we must create a genuine European
market for it.

The armed forces, in which information
technology is being and will continue to be
developed, and which no longer regard their
activities today as taking place within anything
less than a European framework, can, I would
even say must, contribute to the creation of
European telematics. (Applause)

(Mr. Mart, Vice-President o.f the Assembly,
took the Chair)

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

The debate is open.

I call Mr. Osborn.

Mr. OSBORN (Uniled Kingdom). - Mr.
President, I intervene towards the end of this
Assembly as an old member of the Committee
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace

Questions, and as an old member of the WEU
Assembly, to congratulate this organisation on
the way in which it has settled down to its r6le
in the 1970s. Some members may be aware
from my speeches that thirty-five years ago I
was an instructor in wireless theory and prac-
tice. What I knew then has no relevance to
what I am about to say now. I attended the
first colloquy on European aeronautical policy
in 1973. I was aware of what was achieved in
1976, but any comment on Mr. Brasseur's
report on defence-related information and tech-
nology must underwrite the lessons of the sym-
posium in October last year, Document 823,
Mr. Valleix's recommendation, Document 839,
and the debate this morning on video and
communications systems.

As a member of the British Parliament and
the Select Committee on Science, Education

and the Arts of that parliament, I find that it
has been instructive to bring rhyself up to date
on the work of WEU. But it is important to
find formulae to ensure that those in specialist
committees of national parliaments know what
is being looked at in this area by WEU. That
could be the concern of the rgport on relations
with parliaments tomorrow.

I turn to this report on defence-related
information technology. I wish to congratu-
late the Committee on undertaking an inquiry
into these matters. The nature of the work
undertaken seems to be much more specific and
relevant now than it was wherl I was a member
of the Committee more than five years ago.

I have been most imPressed by the
information in Mr. Brasseur's report. He quite
rightly points out the difference between
military and civil communications equipment
and the changes that will take place in
transmission techniques; optipal fibres and the
use of satellites were mentioned. The Rappor-
teur has whetted my appetite, on which
I congratulate him, but at the end of the day I
find his conclusions and recommendations far
from specific.

What should national governments, and
in particular defence departments of WEU
member states, do individually and particularly
collectively to take advantage of the oppor-
tunities for technological advancement that are
now available in the defence field? The
Rapporteur has spoken, quite rightly, about
NATO systems, the need fbr interoperability
between NATO and national systems, and the
fact that each nation has its own communi-
cations systems. He has alsq rightly referred to
standards. That has been tfue for twenty-five
years. This is, and has been, the greatest
essential of technological and international
co-operation and arms procurement policy and
must also be true of telematics and informatics
in both the civil and military fields. This
report rightly emphasises the French system
and refers to a report by lvlr. Watkinson. It
gives a good insight into naval, army and air
force communications.

I am not certain whethqr this would have
been better achieved through NATO. I accept
that this poses a specific problem for France,
but it also poses the old problem for European
technology: to what extent do exchanges with
the United States and Japan, even on standards,
lead to an assertion of techrlological superiority
in those countries which tends to make
European technology appear too expensive and
uncompetitive?

My impression is that the complexity of
issues which the work of the Committee on
Scientific, Technological arld Aerospace Ques-
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tions has revealed in this field is so great that it
has been impossible for Mr. Brasseur to be
more precise and specific in his conclusions. I
congratulate him and I do not wish to appear
too critical, because the report has provided an
opportunity for an outsider, such as myself, to
gain an insight into the vast strides and
changes that will be available in defence-related
information technology.

I intervene because of an interest in areas
that are not unrelated to this. Over many
years in the British Parliament, in industry, in
the Council of Europe and, more recently, in
the European Parliament, I have taken an
interest in these matters. At present, members
of the European Parliament and the appro-
priate committees will be looking at and
reporting on the Commission's draft directives
and reports on the importance of telematics and
informatics mainly with a view to oflering
support for new industries.

I know that Western European Union is
concerned with defence, and rightly so, but I
believe that the report stresses the need to be
aware that European industrial interests are
probably better examined by the European
Economic Community. When I was a member
of the European Parliament I tried to persuade
its committees not to work in isolation from
those in national parliaments or from similar
bodies in WEU and the Council of Europe.

I hope that Mr. Brasseur will forgive me for
suggesting thdt the appropriate committees of
the European Parliament should now be made
aware of the work which is being undertaken in
WEU. Perhaps this has already happened. If
so, I hope that the Rapporteur will reassure
me. But surely WEU, and in particular its
Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions, should note the Davignon
initiative in the sphere of microchip techno-
logy, informatics and telematics. I had hoped
to see more reference to this technology in the
report.

I turn to the subject of the communication of
information and knowledge in military terms.
Such communication is more dynamic than
that which is required in the civil, administra-
tive, educational and industrial spheres. Five
years ago I was involved in the work of the
Council of Europe on co-operation between
government departments and the libraries of
parliaments in the first instance and, in conse-
quence, national libraries. This followed the
work of the British Parliamentary and Scientilic
Committee on information storage, retrieval
and abstraction, and in particular the setting up
of centres of reference, and international
communication in respect of abstracts and cata-

logues. The last decade has seen huge strides
in the area of information abstraction.

Next week, as a member of the British Select
Committee on Education, Science and the Arts,
I shall be in Washington. Britain has had to
take a decision to determine whether new
technology justifies expenditure on a national
library, based on the British Library, to bring
together different sections on the Bloomsbury
site at a cost of at least f200 million and
perhaps much more. The committee must
determine whether this expenditure is because
of, or in spite of, the new technologies, many of
which have been referred to by Mr. Brasseur in
his report. That committee has recommended
that the first phase should go forward.

This morning in the debate on video
communication there was reference to Prestel,
Oracle and Ceefax, as well as to the French
system Antiope. In fact, there is a lack of
compatibility. In the report there is reference
to typesetting, new typewriters, video techni-
ques flor correction and new office techniques.
In recent years there has been what I call the
memory explosion from the disc to the
honeycomb and the bubble. In the sphere of
European communications there has been the
recent opening of Diane-Euronet, which provi-
des immense opportunities for European
industry.

I refer to this subject because I have in mind
the last recommendation in the report which
refers to offering new opportunities to new
industries in Europe. It should be remembered
that in modern technology defence contracts
accelerate change and provide opportunities for
industry, and, above all, for European industry.

Allow me, Mr. President, to wonder whether
the reports of the Committee on Scientific,
Technological and Aerospace Questions, and in
particular this report by Mr. Brasseur, have
really thought out the ultimate impact of
changes in " information technology " in the
defence sphere and the ultimate impact on their
civil and industrial counterparts.

This is a sphere in which civil and military
effort must go forward together. The Rappor-
teur has emphasised the defence aspects and the
new pace of defence communications. But if
we are to march forward correctly it could be of
immense advantage to our industries. I
welcome the report, and I hope that the
Assembly will forgive an outsider for commen-
ting on it. (Applause).

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does any-
one else wish to speak?..

The debate is closed.

I call the Rapporteur.
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Mr. BRASSEUR (Belgiam) (Translation). - I
thank Mr. Osborn for his comments on the
report. I notice two of his observations in
particular.

He first agreed that the proposals and the
analysis were perhaps a little too general. I
would answer that it is diffrcult to know all the
manufacturing secrets behind the development
of information technology for military uses
because, unfortunately, in this particular area,
some of them cannot be discussed publicly.

As regards future prospects, it is diffrcult to
forecast the development of information
technology. This is equally true in the civil
area, and in the report we quoted an example
which clearly illustrates this fact. When the
gramophone record was invented it was
developed for two main reasons: firstly, to
preserve voices for posterity and, secondly, or
so it was thought at the time, to replace letters,
for it was believed that people would send
records rather than letters. Looking at what
has happened to the gramophone, we see that
the record-player has been mainly used for
other purposes and that other systems,
unknown at the time, have perhaps enabled
voices to be preserved; the postal service,
however, still exists.

As regards the second point raised by Mr.
Osborn, relations between our Assembly and
the other European assemblies, in particular
between WEU, the Council of Europe and the
European Parliament, I share his views. For I
agree that we must not build three or four
different Europes but a single Europe and that
all the international organisations still serving
different purposes must work towards the same
goal.

We were certainly mindful of this when we
drafted the report, which was to a large extent
based on a document prepared by the European
Commission on the development of informatics
in Europe.

For some time now the European Commis-
sion has been trying to define an informatics
policy in Europe in more general terms than
ours, taking in the cultural and social implica-
tions. We took substantial account of this
work and introduced some of the Commission's
ideas into our report. Naturally we will
inform any other committees competent in this
area of our ideas and our recommendations.
That is what I wanted to say in reply to the
speaker.

In conclusion, may I thank the Assembly for
considering these ideas. I think this subject is
far from closed and that in months and years to
come we will have occasion to look into the
problems of informatics and communications
again in this Assembly or other European

assemblies because they are becoming funda-
mental to the development of our modern
industrial society.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Vice-
Chairman of the Committee would also like to
have the floor - Mr. Lenzer.

Mr. LENZER (Federal Republic ofGermanv)
(Translation). - Mr. President. without taking
up too much of your time, I should like at the
end of this discussion to make a few brief
observations on behalf of our Chairman, Mr.
Valleix.

First, on behalf of the whole Committee, I
should like to thank the Rapporteur, Mr.
Brasseur, once again for the work he has done
in presenting this report. He did so - and it is
what we have come to expect of him - in the
precise manner characteristic of his work in the
Committee, bringing together, through his wide
knowledge, a wealth of facts.

On behalf of the Committee I should also
like to thank our old member of many
years' standing, who is now a new member
again, John Osborn, of the British Delegation,
who made a contribution here. To take up a
point which he made and which, I think,
worries us in our work here, we suffer, I think,
not so much from there being too few facts, too
few reports. too few meetings of the multiplicity
of bodies, but from the fact that the question of
follow-up is too seldom abked - and this
question ought to be asked: What happens to
the many facts which are assembled in the
various parliaments, in WEU, in the Council of
Europe, in the European Parliament and in the
national parliaments? Do wp seize the oppor-
tunity of translating these fpcts into political
action? This is a question qe must constantly
be asking ourselves. The Davignon report on
microelectronics is undoubtedly, among the
many reports, a particularly important docu-
ment because it provides in this connection
basic material of decisive value.

We have already had the opportunity this
morning of drawing attention, during the
debate, to the importance of electronic data-
processing, microelectronics and information
technology. I do not want to go over this
again now; I merely wish to emphasise once
more that the civil and military uses of this
technology are inseparable.

There were two possible ways - so the
national governments thought, and perhaps still
do - of promoting this technology. We have
been shown one way by the United States,
which has promoted technology mainly by
means of major programmes in the defence
field. Think, for instance, of the Pentagon's
contracts or the major progrhmmes of the space
agency NASA.
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In Europe the other way has been taken.
Here an attempt has been made to promote
technology directly by means of government
grants. There was once an attempt - which
unfortunately failed in 1975 - to combine the
European data-processing industry under the
aegis of Unidata, as it was then called. Since
then this may be regretted or perhaps
welcomed - the national industries have again
been trying to go their own ways.

So we come finally to the description of the
present situation, which was also mentioned by
Mr. Brasseur in his draft recommendation.
Europe has to import 80 0/o of its integrated
circuits. The European data-processing indus-
try's share of the world market is only
16 o/o. There is no common strategy for
changing this state of affairs. If by approving
the report and adopting the recommendation -
as I would ask you to do - the Assembly were
to make a small contribution to progress in
this direction, we should be very grateful.
(Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We shall
now vote on the draft recommendation in the
report of the Committee on Scientific,
Technological and Aerospace Questions, Docu-
ment 840.

No amendments have been tabled.

If there are no objections to it and no
abstentions, and if the Assembly agrees, we
could save the time required for a vote by
roll-call.

Are there any objections?...

Are there any abstentions?...

The Assembly is unanimous.

The draft recommendation is agreed to
unanimouslyt.

8. Stute of European aerospace activities -
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of the

Council

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

Doc. 841)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The
Orders of the Day call for the presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee on
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques-
tions on the state of European aerospace
activities - reply to the twenty-fifth annual
report of the Council, Document 841.

I call Mr. Scheffler, Rapporteur.

Mr. SCHEFFLER (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, in
beginning my report - which deals with energy,
the European aircraft industry and space ques-
tions - I must first of all express my warmest
thanks to two bodies. First, I must acknow-
ledge that the flow of information from the
Cotrncil, and the extent of its support, have
greatly helped my work and that of the
Committee.

As I shall not be a member of the new, ninth
Bundestag, this report is the last I shall make to
this Assembly. I am therefore all the more
anxious to thank the Committee's secretariat
most warmly for collecting and collating the
information, for the preparation of the report
and for the quality of its work in all respects. I
would particularly mention the Committee's
secretary, Mr. Huigens, who has given me
unflagging support.

The report contains a short section on energy
matters, which are for the most part linked with
the general questions dealt with in the
report. I have again deliberately emphasised
the fact that the energy problem is indeed one
of the primary concerns of the western indus-
trial nations but that it is also, to a far greater
degree, a question fundamental to the very exis-
tence of the developing countries. It is depres-
sing to have to note that, despite joint decla-
rations expressing the will of this Assembly and
of the Council, no practical achievements are
yet in sight.

According to a European Communities'
report of 8th April 1980, oil consumption rose
again in 1979 by 2.7 o/o to a total of 525 million
tonnes. That is 25 million tonnes more than
envisaged in the joint decision of the govern-
ments of the member states. Although depen-
dence on oil fell nominally from 54.5 0/o of total
energy consumption in 1978 to 53.3 0/o in 1979,
the fact that some 38 0/o of the gas used in the
European Communities is supplied by the
Soviet Union makes the possible consequences
of the Afghanistan crisis and the general
unsatisfactory situation more clearly visible
than ever. It is therefore only logical and
indeed imperative that the period of joint
studies and decisions should give way to
practical measures that would lessen Europe's
dependence on energy imports. I therefore
welcome the Committee's intention to maintain
its concern with the security of energy supplies
actively in the future.

Turning now to the section on the European
aircraft industry, I would point out that this
industry has an exceptionally wide range of
products and has to face tough international
competition.

The report states that the development of the
Airbus family had been planned from the start.l. See page 48.
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This does, however, need qualification, since
it was in fact not till 1978 that more or less

concrete plans for the expansion of production
were actually worked out. The decisive factors
behind this development were the A-300's
increasingly evident commercial success, its low
environmental impact and its reliability.
However, let us have no illusions. The deve-
lopment costs for other types of aircraft in this
seiies will continue to run into thousands of
millions, both in francs and in D-marks. I
hope it will be possible to improve co-operation
with Rolls-Royce and Fokker so as to keep
duplication of development and intra-European
competition to a minimum.

I would like to say that I am very glad that
Mr. Osborn will be back in the Committee.
He will certainly help to ensure that what he
himself has just been calling for in this sector
can in fact be managed from Europe's own
resources.

A word about the ECA, the EuroPean
combat aircraft. The opinion expressed in this
report to the effect that new weapons systems
could be introduced by the eighties needs to be
qualified by the fact that the research and
development costs for new systems vastly
exceed the financial resources of any one coun-
try. For this reason implementation of most of
the plans will have to wait until the nineties.

However, in one respect there is a parti-
cularly close connection between the further
development of new aircraft systems and space
engineering. Without further development of
fundamental research into materials produced
in conditions of weightlessness, the design of
ultra-modern aircraft, missiles and weapons
systems will be subject to severe limitations.
Only the know-how gained in space, and the
practical development of new alloys, metals and
carbon compounds, will open wider pers-
pectives.

Use will also have to be made of what Mr.
Brasseur has just been describing. Experience
in telematics, too, will provide opportunities for
reductions in space, volume and weight, which
are the sine qua non of any further aircraft
development.

Experts in the aircraft industry believe that
there are unlikely to be any great advances in
aircraft design for some time. The progression
from piston engine through turbo-prop to
turbine propulsion seems to have come to a
halt for the time being - this from somebody
who in forty years has personally witnessed the
leap from non-powered to powered flight and
developments to the present day.

Surprisingly, however, it appears that in
aerodynamics not all the possibilities have yet
been fully exhausted, for rgsearch recently
begun on the " supercritical wing " is not yet
flrnished. In addition, extraordinary progress
has already been made in regard to low-speed
and fuel-saving flight. Further developments -
as for example an increase in range - can be
achieved only via a reduction ih fuselage weight
and in this respect the European aircraft indus-
try is extremely well placed.

To conclude this section, I must say quite
frankly that I am not very hopeful that the
European combat aircraft programme can be
implemented at all quickly. At the Inter-
national Aircraft Exhibition in Hanover the
German Defence Minister, Mr. Apel, speaking
with reference to the tactical combat aircraft,
known as the TKF, pointed to the hnancial
difliculties which his defence budget could not
cope with alone. The obvious conclusion is
that other contributors will have to be found to
finance further research on this aircraft.

Given this situation, the process of structural
consolidation of aircraft and space undertakings
in Europe must be pursued. This consoli-
dation is already well advanoed in Britain and
France, and it is to be hoped that the merger of
MBB and VFW will bring about the same

situation in the Federal Republic.

Thirdly, I should like to turn to space
questions. I can be very brief here as the sub-
ject has been dealt with in great detail in the
report.

The report was written aftgr the first success-
ful Ariane launch. We werb all rather proud
of this. And in my personal opinion we have
still reason to be optimistic eVen after the laun-
ching that has just failed. ESA tells me that the
causes of the failure are still being analysed so

that in future faults will be reduced to a
minimum and if possible completely elimi-
nated. The next launch is llkely to take place
this year, probably in Novernber. And despite
the varying locations of the manufacturers,
technological developments in Europe have
been such that it is possible to speak of an
extremely high level of perfection. Meanwhile,
the delays in the space shuttle project have
meant that users' interest in the Ariane
launcher has not only been maintained but has
even increased further.

The experimental phase ln the development
of Ariane will come to an end in 1980. A
large number of satellites, phrticularly telecom-
munication satellites, will be going into service
in the near future and will provide communi-
cations systems that not only function more
precisely but are also more economical to ope-
iate than, say, cable systems. Of the two hun-
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dred or so civilian satellites that will be put into
orbit in the next decade, about fifty should be
launched by Ariane; launch orders have already
been placed for eleven satellites. This offers
the European space industry an opportunity
which - with its high degree of technical know-
how - it is well placed to seize.

The Committee on Scientific, Technological
and Aerospace Questions approved my report
unanimously, and I would be grateful if the
Assembly could follow the Committee's lead.

May I be permitted a personal remark in
conclusion. It is natural that after many years
in politics one is tempted to ask: how far the
technical matters considered here have anything
at all to do with politics. I believe that every
contribution made to the debates in this
Assembly has shown how closely technical
progress is today connected with Europe's
political, social and economic position, and that
we must today make great leaps forward in
these sectors if we are simply to maintain our
position.

I wish the Committee and the Assembly
every success in the coming stage of their
deliberations. Thank you for your atten-
tion. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Schef-
fler.

The debate is open.

I call Mr. Wilkinson.

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom). - Mr.
President, I should like to congratulate Mr.
Scheffler on his wide-ranging and useful
report. I wish briefly to address my remarks to
three subjects: first, to space, secondly, to
helicopters; and thirdly to the new European
combat aircraft which we all hope will be
jointly developed.

First, on the subject of space, may I support
the three recommendations in Mr. Scheffler's
report. I shall address myself further to
recommendation 3 when I introduce Document
842 in my name tomorrow on a European
earth resources detection satellite programme.
Recommendations I and 2 deserve the full
support of this Assembly as well. Secondly, on
the subject of helicopters, Mr. Scheffer, in para-
graph 3l of his report, made brief remarks
on this subject, but it is a most important one
both militarily and industrially.

It is in helicopters that European industrial
collaboration has made almost the greatest
progress. In the 1950s and 1960s European
helicopter manufacturers used to be engaged to

a large degree in the licensed manufacture of
American designs, principally by Sikorsky and
Bell. But since those days, largely through the
medium of co-operation, the European heli-
copter manufacturers have been able to forge
for themselves a signihcant indigenous develop-
ment and manufacturing capability. Now we
are moving to yet another stage when the
principal European constructors and users are
seeking to define and develop the helicopter
programmes for the 1990s and into the next
century. These programmes can be sum-
marised as follows.

First, there is the new Anglo-Italian
anti-submarine helicopter, the EH-101, which
is to be developed jointly by Agusta and
Westland. Secondly, there is the new anti-
tank helicopter, to be developed jointly by
MBB and A6rospatiale. Thirdly, A6rospatiale
and Westland are seeking to make possible
collaboration potentially in two areas - a
medium-transport helicopter, the Super-Puma,
to succeed the Puma, which is in service
with the French army and with the Royal Air
Force, and also perhaps a new anti-submarine
helicopter to succeed the Sea King.

If that range, that spectrum, of helicopters
goes ahead successfully, we in Europe shall
have created a capability that will have a
dramatic impact in world markets. That is
borne out by an article in today's edition of the
International Herald Tribune by Mr. Paul
Lewis, written after a visit to Westland at
Yeovil. The headline reads: " 4 European
Copter Makers Challenge US - Joint Projects
Illustrate Trend. "

Already A6rospatiale has been able to sell
ninety helicopters to the United States Coast-
guard. lt is my hope that if these new heli-
copter programmes gc ahead jointly in Europe
we shall indeed be able to sell further
helicopters into the United States under the
aegis of what we all desire - a genuine two-way
street.

It is because I believe that that will be
possible only if we produce these helicopters
collaboratively that I am requesting, if the
Presidential Committee agrees, that our
Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions should produce a new
report on international industrial consortia and
collaborative arrangements for the production
of high-technology military equipment. Joint
production will be the key to Europe's having
the capability to produce equipment that will
be cost-effective enough to compete with
American equipment and to have a chance of
selling into the United States market and
providing equipment for the NATO Alliance as
a whole.
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In no area other than helicopters is the
potential for collaboration greater than in that
of the new European combat aircraft, to which
Mr. Schefller rightly drew so much attention in
his report. I made my maiden speech on this
subject on 3rd December last year in the debate
on Document 823, when I said - I do not
apologise for repeating myself - that I believed
that there was no question more important for
the future of the European armaments industry
than the creation of a new European combat
aircraft.

We know, as an answer to a question that I
put in the British House of Commons has
confirmed, that MBB, Dornier, Avions Marcel
Dassault and British Aerospace have broadly
agreed that they can jointly develop such an
aircraft. The difficulty remains in harmonising
the operational requirements of the Royal Air
Force, the Luftwaffe and the Arm6e de I'Air
and the time scales for the introduction of new
combat aircraft into their inventories. It is a
paramount example of a case in which a clear
political directive must be issued to the
respective air staffs to try to concert their
operational requirements.

We have in the case of Tornado not simply
industrially but operationally an example of
how a multi-rdle aircraft can be evolved to
meet differing operational requirements. This
is the key. The RAF is looking, in Air
Staff Target 403, for a new offensive support
aeroplane to succeed the Jaguar. The Arm6e
de I'Air, in 124 Avion Combat Tactique for
1992 - ACT 1992 is also looking for a new
offensive support aeroplane to succeed the
Jaguar. In that there is commonality and no
distinction or difference.

The Luftwaffe, on the other hand, in seeking
its F-4F Phantom replacement, is looking
primarily for an interceptor, an air combat
aeroplane. But, with the Tornado, the RAF
had a requirement not simply for an interdict
or strike aircraft but for an air defence
variant. Both of these, as well as the Luftwaffe
and Italian air force and German navy
aeroplanes, were able to be developed within
the same overall framework. We should be
able, using that Panavia experience, to produce
a new European combat aircraft that will be an
offensive support aeroplane, but there could
also be a variant optimised for air combat to
suit the German air forces.

I also believe the RAF - I cannot speak for
the French air force - will be glad in the 1990s
to have an aeroplane for offensive support with
a good air combat secondary capability. The
Jaguar is a good aeroplane. The trouble with
it is that it is not ideally suited for air combat,

although it has a significant capability in that
regard.

I trust that the new Erlropean combat
aircraft, which I hope will be jointly developed
by the companies that I have named, will have
built into it as many as is reasonably possible of
the new technologies, such a$ active controls,
perhaps variable geometry, vectored thrust engi-
nes or actively conf,rgured aerofoils. It must be

a modern aeroplane to see us into the next
century.

However, that will be exceedingly expensive,
which is why Mr. Scheffler was so right to
emphasise as strongly as he did the importance
of the collaborative nature of a project of this
kind. It must be an aeroplane capable of
operating from small, semi-pnepared strips. A
deflensive alliance is always in danger of a
pre-emptive strike. Therefore, having the
Harrier experience behind us, I hope that the
European air forces would wish to have an
aircraft that can be readily dispersed.

Mr. Schefller said that the new engine that he
expects to be in the new aeroplane will cost
about $ 2,000 million to develop. That may
be so. The difficulty with the Jaguar and the
Tornado was that in developing these new
aeroplanes both Sepecat and Panavia were
having a new engine, the AdQur and the Turbo
Union 199, to install at the Same time. If we
are to seek to develop a new airframe, with
modern radar and avionics pnd a totally new
engine as well, that will be very costly. It
might be better to try to develop further, say,
the 199 for the purpose rather than try to
develop a new engine at the qame time.

That said, this is a titnely and helpful
report. I lend all the suppprt I can to it. I
particularly emphasise that there is no
armaments decision more irhportant than that
the European countries - and principally the
French, the Germans and British - jointly
develop the new combat aircraft that they will
require for their common defence in the
1990. (Applause\

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

Mr. KONINGS (Netherlards) (Translation). -
This is a sound report, Mr President, of the
kind we are used to getting from Mr. Scheffler;
which is why I am sorry that it is his last
report. He has announced that after the next
Bundestag elections he will no longer be with
us. I think back with very real esteem to the
years when I worked with him in the
Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions:

In his reports Mr. Scheffler has on a number
of occasions made the poirrrt that where colla-
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boration between the European countries and
firms in the field of science and research is
concerned, things are not all that good. Things
tend to happen by chance, rather than in any
structured way. I think he is quite right in
saying this.

An important section of his report deals with
energy. This is a subject that offers a perfect
example of the divergent policies followed in
the various West European countries. In
France, for instance, substantial use is made of
nuclear energy, whereas in the Netherlands
there is to be no further expansion of it for the
time being. There is also the development of
alternative sources of energy, such as the
gasification ofcoal, above or below ground, and
the conversion of coal into a fluid energy
medium. In this area, too, there is not much
in the way of co-operation; the approach to the
problem is fragmentary. It is enormously
important that in Europe, in industry and
training, all our efforts should be pooled to
serve the needs of science and technology. At
least, I take it that we do want to continue to
count in the world. At the moment a lot of
duplicated effort is going on in the various
countries in this sphere. People are constantly
re-inventing the wheel, and often one will be
unaware of what another is doing. Over-
coming this problem is important for the
defence sector as well. There is, for instance,
the question of standardisation, which could
bring sizeable savings. A lot is talked about
this in the various countries. Collaboration
and standardisation are possible, without adver-
sely affecting certain aspects that are important
for our defence.

I believe the governments ought to provide a
stimulus in this field. I believe, too, that it is
precisely the new technologies, and innovation,
that form the strength of Western Europe. A
number of things that up to now we have dealt
with will have to be handed over to the third
world, and we shall have to look for our
strength to the highly-developed technologies,
and to innovation. If we do not want to miss
the boat, we shall need a competitive policy
towards the United States and Japan.

The third paragraph of the recommendation
is about the European Space Agency, ESA.
We know that this co-operative project involves
many aspects of new technology. There is,
indeed, collaboration within the framework of
ESA, though there have - regrettably - been a
number of other ad hoc space developments
outside the ESA set-up. It is important, how-
ever, for the present collaboration in ESA to
be expanded further. It is with this in mind
that I would endorse the plea by Mr.
Scheffler for ratification of the ESA convention

by France. I think, too, that in the ESA
context a look will have to be taken at how
the work might be redistributed. Perhaps the
participation of the various partners might be
reassessed.

Mr. Scheffler's report has a lot to say about
collaboration between, and association ol
certain companies. This diffrcult subject is a
major problem area: on the one hand there is
research, which is becoming almost unafford-
able for private companies and national
authorities, the cost levels involved making it
virtually impossible to carry on. And on the
other a number of national interests are at
stake, including the matter of job opportunities
- something to which every country has to pay
close attention nowadays. And for the firms
concerned there is also the question of
competition with each other.

Often, there has been a great deal of financial
and intellectual investment in these industries,
both by the companies themselves and by the
governments. This important fact has to be
kept in mind when we talk about association.

On paragraph 6 of the recommendation, I
would mention that only yesterday Fokker
published their annual report for 1979. The
company is doing very well indeed; in the first
five months of 1980 there have been more
F-27s and F-28s sold than during the whole of
1979. Where the F-27 is concerned this is
understandable, as this aircraft is very econo-
mical on fuel. Even more interesting is what
the report has to say about the F-29. It is
stated that in l98l some 150 million guilders
will have to be invested, two-thirds of which
will come from the Dutch Government and the
other third from the company itself. This
surely shows that Mr. Schefller is right in
saying that the development costs will creep up
to reach a thousand million guilders. Gra-
dually, therefore, the financial burden has
become more than the company and the Dutch
Government can cope with.

This has led to Fokker starting up talks with
Airbus. The idea is that Fokker should
become the smallest branch of the Airbus
family. It would be a very good thing if the
F-29 could be integrated in this way. Fokker
is however also involved in discussions with
American and Japanese firms about a joint
project. Fokker wants to keep hold of overall
control of the project, and this is proving to be
a very difficult point. Yet Fokker's wanting to
hold on to the final responsibility is something
that I would endorse.

Let there be no doubt - I believe that Fokker
should incorporate the F-29 project into the
Airbus system. Obviously, however, a lot of
money has already been poured into the
project; it is, when all is said and done, a Dutch

192



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES SIXTH SITTING

Mr. Konings (continued)

project, and it should provide jobs in the
Netherlands. This is why Fokker's insistence on
having final responsibility is reasonable. If this
condition is met, we will support incorporating
the F-29 into Airbus. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank
you, Mr. Konings.

I call Mr. Osborn.

Mr. OSBORN (United Kingdom). - I hesitate
to intervene again, Mr. President, but I wish to
congratulate Mr. Scheffler on his report. I
intervene not because I am a member of the
Committee on Scientihc, Technological and
Aerospace Questions, but because I am glad to
be back here in this Assembly. I am a member
of the Procedure Committee and, having spent
a lifetime in science and industry, I confess that
I feel more competent in this field than I do in
procedure, bearing in mind that I tried to vote
twice this morning. I shall learn my way
about in this Assembly.

The report has concentrated on a number of
important issues and, because I am intervening
for a second time, I shall be brief. First, it has
dealt with aircraft - the Airbus 300/310 and the
new developments. It has referred to the
success of the Boeing 747 and 757 and to
competition from the United States, particu-
larly in the area of new aircraft. I find it
fascinating to talk to airline personnel, who are
still forecasting a rise in tourist traffrc over the
next ten years and perhaps even the next
twenty years. As a back-bench member of
parliament, I hope, bearing in mind the rising
cost of propulsion for aircraft, that these
assumptions are as correct now as they were
last year and the year before.

The aircraft industry is dependent to a
certain extent on civil demand, and I accept
that when it comes to civil aircraft this may be
the concern of national governments, national
aircraft construction companies and perhaps -
and I say this tentatively - the Commission of
the European Communities.

My colleague John Wilkinson has underlined
the fact that the military demand for aircraft
and our basic industries are oriented, whether
in regard to helicopters or in other sectors,
towards meeting our own demands in the
sphere of defence. That is rightly the concern
of WEU.

Mr. Schefller referred to Ariane, and we must
remember not only the successful launching last
December but the future proposals for Ariane
1,2,3 and 4. He also mentioned the work of
the European Space Agency, which one can
observe from the European Parliament and the

Council of Europe as well as from this
Assembly.

I note that there will be an alternative to
NASA for the launching of satellites, and it
must be said that NASA has long had a
monopoly. I welcome the launching from
Kourou, which I visited about ten years ago,
when that base was first established as a

competitor to Cape Kennedy and Cape
Canaveral. The one aspect which WEU, and
above all the European institutions, must bear
in mind is that there is a new technological
development which various committees have
had under scrutiny namely, the shuttle
programme. I know that it has had its
setbacks. I was there last December with
NASA. I believe that the shuttle could be a
modern competitor and could make conven-
tional launching devices and retrieval devices
very costly. This is primarily the concern of
the European Space Agency, and rightly so.

Thirdly, the report refers to energy. WEU is
concerned, as, indeed, is the EEC, with the
security of the supply of food and materials.
We are, of course, concerned with the security
of the supplies of energy in order to drive our
tanks, military aircraft and other equip-
ment. We are well aware, whether we are in
NATO or in WEU, of the extent to which
European defence depends upon external
supply.

The report contains some interesting figures.
It refers to the fact that in 1979 the
consumption of oil rose ffom 500 million
metric tonnes to 525 milliort metric tonnes, a
2.7 o/o increase. What is refevant is that the
expanded Community, instehd of demanding
about 55 0/o of its energy in lmported oil, may
require up to 75 to 80 0/o according to the latest
statistics which I have befqre me. What is
relevant from the report is that the Community
is importing 38 0/o of its natural gas from the
Soviet Union.

As Chairman of the Conservative Party
Committee on Energy in the Parliament of the
United Kingdom, I find it difficult to argue the
case of economic reality as against the security
of energy supplies. Let me give one example.
I am told by industrial competitors in the
Community - by competitory in Germany and
France - that, although Britain may have more
natural gas than any other country, many
companies in Great Britain have to pay more
for their natural gas than do their opposite
numbers in Germany, France and ltaly. The
British Government are now waiting for British
industry's case to be proved to them. As an
industrial member of parliament, I find myself
in the middle of this argument. Surely it is a
matter for concern on the subject of defence
that there shall be security of energy supplies -
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in other words, economic security rather than
military security. These matters are all-
important.

I welcome the fact that this issue has been
examined by Mr. Scheffler. I am sure that the
Committee is well aware of my problem as a
conservative backbencher in the British
Parliament in seeking to balance economy of
supply against security of supply. If imported
coal is a factor in our consideration, whether
from the United States of America, South
Africa, Australia or, indeed, Poland, and if it
produces a cheap supply of electricity in
Denmark, for example, we must realise that this
will have its impact on the electricity supply
industry of Britain. Therefore, the Assembly
should perhaps look more closely at the need
for the security of supply when balancing that
consideration with the economy of supply. I
feel that this Assembly is perhaps the most apt
body to examine this aspect of the problem.
(Applause\

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank
you, Mr. Osborn.

I call the Rapporteur, Mr. Scheffler.

Mr. SCHEFFLER (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, after
the contributions that have been made here the
Rapporteur would be lacking in respect if he
did not wish to add a few further observations.

At a time when I was no longer allowed to
fly big aircraft, Mr. Wilkinson was able to fly
the most up-to-date aeroplanes. When we
compare the equipment which a JU-52 used to
have and what a small aircraft has nowadays,
we must say that it is safer today to get into a
little Cessna to fly across the Atlantic and bring
the aircraft to Europe than it used to be to fly a
JU-52 over the Mediterranean, even though
that, too, was relatively safe. That is how
times have changed. This much by way of
introduction.

It shows clearly what an enormous amount of
technical progress has been made in this field,
as in others. Today we have radar. Above
all, owing to the results of research work done
under the Apollo programme, we now have at
our disposal far lighter and more independent
systems which almost make one feel, in a small
aircraft, like the captain of a Boeing 747. That
is how safe it is to fly with these systems.

Mr. Wilkinson spoke in particular about the
Phantom-Jaguar-Tornado designs. I am not
able to judge in detail what line should be
taken. That would be beyond my capabi-
lities. But the diffrculty of assessing the
situation lies simply in the fact that in every

case we have all expected too much of a single
system. That was the case, for instance, when
we ordered the Starfighter for Europe. An
aircraft which had been built for fine weather
was now to be packed full of all kinds of
electronics to enable it to operate under
minimum weather conditions and in moun-
tainous country - conditions for which it
was never intended. People who know the
machine well still claim that it was one of the
best aircraft in the world but that it was just not
the right design for Europe. We must surely
believe what these people say, that a good
aircraft was given the wrong job to do, and lost
part of its value. Mr. von Hassel, who was
partly responsible for the whole development,
will doubtless agree with me on this point.

I have a general remark to make on the
so-called state of competition among the
European countries and between Europe and
the United States. It cannot be my job or our
job here to conjure up antagonisms where none
really exist. The United States and we are
partners in NATO. All we want is to be able
to develop our technology as best we
can. That this inevitably leads to competitive
situations in business, when the United States is
faced with a re{uction in its share of the market
for big aircraft from 97 o/o in 1976 to 620/o in
1979, is of course obvious. But business is
business, and every country is entitled to
develop its own technology so as to be able to
hold its own internationally.

The second problem is that of competition
between the countries of Europe. It was
touched upon by Mr. Konings. In view of the
enorrnous cost of developing a system nowadays
it is absolutely absurd to try to impose this
burden on a single nation. No government can
now be expected to accept it. This fact forces
us all to tackle these problems jointly, or they
will not be solved. Anyone who is not
prepared to recognise this must give up, and say
that we can no longer develop the new systems
we urgently need.

Let me come back to another point. It is
only fair that those who are nowadays making
contributions in the aerospace industry should
be entitled to entertain the legitimate expec-
tation of obtaining something in return.
Everywhere there are people looking for jobs,
everywhere there are skilled workers wanting to
keep their jobs. It would be an absolutely
frivolous waste of high-level technical know-
how if we let these workers remain idle and
made no use of them. The problem arises
again and again. When programmes such as
the Symphonie programme are temporarily
discontinued, there is a drop in employment
which makes such specialists wonder whether
they should remain faithful to their calling or
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whether they will have to seek some other
occupation.

I thank all three Rapporteurs for the kind
words they have addressed to me personally
and for the critical observations, which I hope
will be regarded basically not as a criticism but
simply as an extension of the report presented
here and as pointers for the future work of this
Committee. I am particularly grateful for their
comments.

In connection with the European Space
Agency, Mr. Konings said that the ESA
agreement had been ratiflred by France. This is
unfortunately not yet the case, as far as I
know. The report is therefore still very much
in the air on this point, and the hope has still
not been fulfilled.

There was talk of Japan and the United
States and of their lead in electronics. Anyone
who has seen how things are in Japan cannot
but agree unreservedly. That country has
gained an enorrnous lead in the production of
electronic sub-assemblies, and it will take the
western world quite a time to catch up. That
should give us all food for thought.

Mr. Osborn has spoken about Boeing and
competition with the Airbus. I am quite sure
that the question will be solved when one of the
competitors succeeds in attaining the objective
more quickly and more cheaply.

This tallies exactly with the point made by
Mr. Osborn: one cannot but wonder whether
aircraft development will continue as at
present. The question at the moment is not
just one of corroborating the prediction that
things will continue as at present, which could
be questionable given the general energy
situation. It must also be realised that whole
families of aircraft now have to be replaced.
One need only think, for instance, of an aircraft
like the Boeing 707, which has been flying very
safely for over twenty years but whose
replacement by another system is now
overdue. It is perfectly justifiable to ask
whether a new aircraft which costs much less

and can fly much more economically, and also
do much less damage to the environment, is
not a good market proposition, and one with
which it will be possible to hold our
own. That is dehnitely so at the moment with
the Airbus and the two or perhaps three next
versions of it.

A further comment, on the energy problem
and on the price of natural gas in Great
Britain. I am not myself in a position to
judge what has been said on this subject, but I
feel obliged to say that there is no such thing as
differential prices. We find that everywhere.

The demand for energy inevitably pushes up
all energy prices. In petrochemicals there are
now no longer cheap and expensive forms of
energy. The contracts, which are tied to the
prices of labour and of delivery, inevitably lead
to an increase in prices for natural gas. Some
natural gas prices have risen by 50 0/0. That is
just a fact, and there can be no argument about
it. Whether, in view of defence policy
considerations, changes can be made at national
level is another matter, but as things are I do
not see any possibility of this happening.

This discussion has shown we are still far
from obtaining any result, that we must go on
working with a keen critical sense, and that we
must not take our task lightly. Basically, it is

make-or-break for Europe. That is why I

regard this task as so extraordinarily important
that it must always be menlioned along with
the other major political tasks which this
Assembly has to perforrn. I hope the
Assembly will continue to have good luck in
this work. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank
you, Mr. Scheffler.

I call Mr. Lenzer.

Mr. LENZER (Federal Republic o/'Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, all that remains
for me to do at the end of the debate is to thank
the Rapporteur, Mr. Scheffler, most warmly for
his efforts. I do so knowing that I speak on
behalf of all the members of the Committee,
and I would like to add a personal comment.
For years now I have worked together with Mr.
Scheffler not only in the Bu$destag. but also in
the corresponding committe{ of the Bundestag
and here in the Assembly oflWestern European
Union. I believe that there is no need for me
to stress how greatly I regret the fact that he

will no longer be a member of the new
Bundestag. May I sum up my feelings by
saying that he will be sorely rnissed.

I should also like to thar\k those who have
spoken in the debate: Mn. Wilkinson, Mr.
Konings and Mr. Osborn.

The two sets of problems dealt with in the
report will no doubt be the subject of frequent
discussion in this Assembly in the near future
as in the past. In the energy field we have to
note that very little has chdnged since the last
debate. Our dependence, with all the atten-
dant political risk, remains the same. We are
still more than 50 0/o dependent on oil. This
varies from country to country - sometimes the
degree of dependence is even more serious.

Given the fact that natural gas, too, must be
looked on as a relatively risky form of imported
energy, I believe we all arq bound to conclude
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that we shall in future probably be less worried
about the prices of these energy imports than
about whether it will even be possible to obtain
the quantities we need.

We have to consider the question of whether
economies - whose potential must surely not be
underestimated - really can make a decisive
contribution to reducing our energy bill.
While making savings involves an inter-
disciplinary approach, which calls for adequate
investment and the application of modern
technologies, the fact remains that you can only
save what you already have. Nobody has ever
heard of a starving man suddenly being better
nourished as a result of strict fasting.

Another question would be to see whether
the renewable energy sources available to us, in
which a relatively large amount of research and
development is being invested, can make a
decisive contribution. Although this is often
disputed publicly, I believe that here too all
the international experts are in fact agreed that
these energy sources will at best be able to
supply no more than about 5 0/o of our needs in
the year 2000.

And so, f,rnally, each of us in his national
parliament, or indeed in the international
organisations such as this Assembly, must
answer for himself the question of what attitude
he takes towards raw materials in his own
country. In my country, the Federal Republic
of Germany, for example, coal and lignite play
a particu.larly important part. In this connec-
tion I consider coal to be not only a fuel, but a
raw material which it is a pity to burn under
the boiler of a power station. Coal ought
rather to be used as a raw material for the pro-
duction of SNG - substitute natural gas - so
that it can lessen the demand for oil on the
heating market or be used direct to make motor
fuel. The necessary technology has been
available since the thirties. What is needed
now is to pick up the large-scale production
technique which has m,eanwhile been lost.

A further political question: each represen-
tative must ask himself whether, against this
background, he is prepared to renounce the
peaceful use of nuclear power. Whoever says
yes to the peaceful use of nuclear power must
justify his answer to the general public. But
those who say no must also justify their
negative answer and say how they would secure
supplies of energy. 

'

_ J_urning now to the aerospace industry, a
field in which Mr. Scheffler has been wo.fting
in the last few years with great commitment ii
the Committee for which I am speaking, there
are of course stresses and strains in som-e-areas,

for example in regard to assessing the proper
relationship between national and international
programmes. We shall have to decide whether
it is right that national industries should
become increasingly responsible for commer-
cially oriented programmes or whether this can
still be the task of an interqational organi-
sation. In future the r6le of ESA will have to
be discussed in close contact with the Agency
itself. I am happy to say that in this
Committee there has always been very close
contact with the senior people in ESA, and I
hope that this will remain the case with the
new Director General.

I would however ask your understanding for
the fact that individual governments, in view of
the considerable contribution they make to this
organisation, are again having doubts about its
future tasks. I say this in view of the fact
that the Federal Republic of Germany, for
example, despite a slight reduction in the
1980 financial year, is making a contribution of
405 million D-marks to the European Space
Agency.

In regard to Ariane, Mr. Schefller made some
comments about the successful launching and
the failures. One thing is certain: we have to
pay for the lessons , we are learning. But we
must not throw in the towel right away. For
one thing is clear to. all of us, or ought to be -
and I shall repeat it: without a launcher we
will not be able to sell a single application
satellite. This connection must be kept in
view at all costs.

One rather critical remark about the Airbus,
too. Each of us ought to ask himself, now that
he is celebrating the commercial success of the
Airbus with some enthusiasm and publicly
applauding it, whether he saw the whole thing
in the same light from the beginning. I think
what we had to do was a certain amount of
talking ourselves into it, as it were, until we
got over the hump. Many who today stand on
the rostrum and laud the success of the Airbus
would at one time rather have called the whole
thing off. For the sale and profit situation was
not from the outset what we are now, thank
goodness, in a position to appreciate.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I thank you and ask
you to adopt the recommendation. (Applause\

Mr. President, on behalf of our Chairman
and colleague, Mr. Valleix, who has meanwhile
joined us again, I would like to convey his
personal good wishes to the Rapporteur and his
thanks to Mr. Scheffler for his excellent
collaboration.

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

No amendments have been tabled.
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We will vote on the draft recommendation in
Mr. Scheffler's report tomorrow morning, as
scheduled in the Order of Business of this part
of the session.

9. 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, Thursday 5th June, at l0
a.m. with the following Orders of the Day:

l. A European earth resources detection
: .tellite programme (Presentation of and
Debate on the Report of the Committee
on Scientific, Technological and Aero-
space Questions and Vote on the draft
Recommendation, Document 842).

2. State of European aerospace activities -
reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of
the Council (Vote on the draft Recom-
mendation, Document 84 l).

3. Nuclear, biological and chemical protec-
tion; The northern flank and the Atlantic
and Channel commands (Votes on the
amended draft Recommendations, Docu-
ments 838 and 837).

4. Relations with Parliaments (Presentation
of and Debate on the Report of the
Committee for Relations with Parliaments,
Document 835).

Are there any objections?...

The Orders of the Day of the next Sitting are
thereflore agreed to.

Does anyone wish to speak?...

The Sitting is closed.

(The Sitting was closed at 5,50 p.m.)
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SEVENTH SITTING

Thursday, Sth June 1980

Sutr.trureny

l. Adoption of the Minutes.

2. Attendance Register.

3. A European earth resources detection satellite pro-
gramme (Presentation of and Debate on the Report ofthe
Committee on ScientiJic, Technological and Aerospace
Questions and Vote on the draft Recommendation, Doc.
842\.

Speakers' The President, Mr. Wilkinson (Rapporteur),
Mr. Valleix (Chairman of the Committee).

4. Relations with Parliaments (Presentation of and Debate
on the Report of the Committee for Relations with Parlia-
zenrs, Doc. 835).

The PRESIDENT. - The Sitting is open.

l. Adoption of the Minutes

The PRESIDENT. - In accordance with Rule
2l of the Rules of Procedure, the Minutes of
Proceedings of the previous Sitting have been
distributed.

Are there any comments?...

The Minutes are agreed to.

2. Attendance Register

The PRESIDENT. - The names of the Sub-
stitutes attending this Sitting which have been
notified to the President will be published with
the list of Representatives appended to the
Minutes of Proceedings'.

3. A European earth resoarces detection
satellite programme

(Preseatation of and Debate on the Report of the Committee
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions
and Vote oa the draft Recommendation, Doc.842)

The PRESIDENT. - The first Order of the
Day is the presentation of and debate on the
report of the Committee on Scientific, Techno-
logical and Aerospace Questions on a European
earth resources detection satellite programme,

Speakers: The President, Mr. Mommersteeg (replacing
Mr. Schlingemann, Rapporteur), Mr. Osborn.

5. State of European aerospace activities - reply to the
twenty-fifth annual report of the Council (Vote on lhe
draft Recommendation, Doc. 841).

6. Nuclear, biological and chemical protection ; The north-
em flank and the Atlantic and Channel commands
(Votes on the amended draft Recommendations, Docs.
838 and 837).

Speakers: The President, Sir Frederic Bennett (point of
order).

7. Adjournment ofthe Session.

Document 842. After that there will be a vote
on the draft recommendation in the report.

I call Mr. Wilkinson, Rapporteur of the
Committee.

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom). - It is a
great honour to be able to present the report,
Document 842, in my name on a European
earth resources detection satellite programme,
submitted on behalf of the Committee on
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Ques-
tions.

First, I should like to thank the Clerk to the
Committee, Mr. Huigens, for all his generous
assistance, together with that of Doris Turner,
his secretary. When I embarked on the report,
it was a new flreld of activity for me. Although
I had worked professionally in the aerospace
industry for a number of years, I had been
involved only peripherally in space matters.
Mr. Huigens's guidance on briefing material
and his advice on study visits and on our pro-
gramme of work, together with his compilation
of meticulous minutes on our fact-finding
meetings, were invaluable to me.

This Assembly has, in view of the strategic
significance of the exploitation of space, taken
an active interest in space questions for a consi-
derable time. In the earliest days space tech-
nology was very much the monopoly of the two
superpowers, the United States and the Soviet
Union. More recently, as befitted its growing
economic and political power in world affairs,
and not least its intellectual resources and tech-
nical inventiveness, Europe developed for itself
a distinct and significant range of capabilities in
space over a wide range of space programmes.

The Silting was opened at 10 a.m. wilh Mr. Mulley, President of the Assembly, in the Chair.

l. See page 5 l.
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Very soon European policy-makers and
governments realise.d that a concerted joint
space programme in Europe would achieve
more than the sum of individual national space
efforts. On grounds not simply of spreading
the financial cost of space developments but of
making the best use of the limited resources of
industrial, technical and intellectual expertise,
European collaboration in space was a logical
and economic imperative.

The European Space Agency, with its ten
European member states and three European
associated nations, plus Canada, has, for all the
frustrations and difliculties of its work since its
inception in 1973, proved on the whole an
effective vehicle for the development of space
projects. Yet its host nation, France, whose
contribution to the success of European space
ventures has been in technical and economic
terms so outstanding, has still not ratihed the
European Space Agency Convention. Indeed,
the ESA Council has, apart from an important
meeting in 1977, operated without the personal
participation of Ministers.

As Europe has soon to face important politi-
cal decisions about the future development of
remote-sensing satellite systems, it is important
that there be more active political involvement
in the work of the ESA and in the evolution of
space policies in Europe to co-ordinate national
and European involvement in remote-sensing
satellite programmes.

For this purpose, we recommend, after due
preparation, the convocation of the European
Space Agency Ministerial Council for the
appropriate decisions to be taken.

There is no doubt that remote-sensing space
programmes offer substantial economic and
strategic benefits. Meteorology, climatology,
ca(ography, agronomy, geography, geology,
oceanography, hydrology - virtually every
science to do with this planet's surface and its
atmosphere - have benefited considerably from
the data received from remote-sensing satellite
systems. Not simply science, however, but
specific programmes in commercially exploit-
able fields, such as agriculture, crop monitoring,
mineral exploration and the plotting of ocean
currents and icebergs, have been possible from
remote-sensing satellite systems.

In the military sphere, remote-sensing satel-
lites have transformed the scientific gathering of
intelligence. Furthermore, the processes of
reconnaissance from space and military surveil-
lance techniques from space have not merely
transformed our ideas of crisis management and
arms control; there have also been other appli-
cations of remote-sensing satellite data which

have enhanced deterrence and reduced the risk
of war.

ln 1972 the United States lbunched the first
Landsat spacecraft. The exporiment was suc-
cessful, and large areas of the world now have
pictorial coverage obtained by the satellite and
its successors, Landsat 2 and Landsat 3. The
European Space Agency Earthnet programme
has provided the European ground infrastruc-
ture for the acquisition and dissemination of
Landsat, Nimbus and - for a short period -
Seasat data.

ESA itself entered the field of earth obser-
vation with the Meteosat programme. The
flrrst of two identical experimental remote-
sensing satellites was launched in 1977, and the
second will be launched at the end of this year.

Although they are experimental, these satellites
have a potentially operatioiral configuration.
The first satellite provided invaluable meteo-
rological data until it went unserviceable last
November.

The Meteosat programme was started by the
French space and meteorological institutions.
In 1972 the programme was Europeanised
through legal arrangements bstween eight of the
ESA member nations. The Agency controls
Meteosat and is responsible for the processing
of the data through the ESA centre at Darm-
stadt. In my view, the progr4mme could conti-
nue most usefully into the 1990s.

European participation in the United States
Spacelab programme will prgve a most impor-
tant element in the developrpent of an indige-
nous European remote-sensin]g space capability.
It is proposed to fly two exfleriments provided
by West Germany for the European Space
Agency as part of the first Spacelab payload to
be launched by the NASA space shuttle in
1982. These payloads concern high-resolution
space photography and all-weather microwave
sensing by means of a synthetic aperture radar,
a two-frequency scatterometOr and one passive
microwave radiometer.

Further remote-sensing payloads are planned
in later Spacelab missions to develop further
the synthetic aperture radar which will be so
crucial to future European automatic remote-
sensing satellites.

The European Space Agepcy has been invol-
ved since 1976 in remote-sensing studies. ESA
considers that the missiorr requirements to
cover both European regiorlal needs and deve-
lopment aid programmes can best be met by
two satellite systemsr first, a coastal ocean
monitoring satellite system ' COMSS for short
- and, secondly, a land appllcation satellite sys-
tem - LASS for short. A third protection sys-
tem for global ocean monitohing could be incor-
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porated into COMSS. The first phase of stu-
dies of COMSS and LASS was assigned in Sep-
tember 1978 to the British Aerospace Corpora-
tion and Dornier respectively. The prepara-
tory programme as a whole began in March
1979 and should last until next spring. The
first launch, given the appropriate political go-
ahead, should be in the mid-1980s - 1985 or
1986 - with a coastal ocean monitoring system,
and the second should be in 1987-88 with
LASS.

The launch vehicle for these launches would
be the Ariane, and the systems would have a
common platform. These satellite systems
would be optimised for all-weather sensing.

In addition, France has been engaged since
February 1978 in the development of the Sys-
time Probatoire d'Observation de la Terre -
SPOT - under the aegis of ESA and its national
space agency, Centre National d'Etudes Spa-
liales (CNES). Again, the launch vehicle will
be Ariane, but the sensing for this remote-
sensing system will be concentrated on the opti-
cal mode. Sweden and Belgium have agreed to
participate in the programme industrially. The
first launch is due in 1984, the second could be
in 1986, the third in 1989 and the fourth in
1991, if it is decided to produce an operational
system. There are also military possibilities
inherent in the French programme, and that
should be taken into account.

In these circumstances, as recommendation 3
points out, I believe that we should build on
existing national programmes, such as the
French SPOT system, either by a renewed effort
at their Europeanisation or by integrating such
programmes within an approved ESA schedule
of compatible resources satellite launchers.

Furthermore, as recommendation 4 points
out, I believe that in view of the development
of remote-sensing satellites by other countries
such as India and Japan, Europe should devote
adequate funding for worthwhile resources
satellite programmes. I am not convinced that
we have yet evolved the most appropriate
mechanisms for that development. ESA is, on
balance, probably the most appropriate mecha-
nism for the development phase, but the com-
mercial exploitation of such systems deserves
further study.

If Europe is to have a truly independent
capability and not be dependent on data from
American systems, we must seriously look at
the military requirements for remote-sensing
satellite systems 

-in 
a concerted way. I believe

that the Independent European Programme
Group is the right mechanism for this.

Lastly, we should bear in mind the potential
for development aid that is inherent in the data
that can be acquired from remote-sensing sys-
tems. Both the EEC and the Council of Eur-
ope could be appropriate vehicles for this.

I pay tribute to the help that I have received
from the ESA, the CNES, BAC, the British
Department of Industry, the Royal Aircraft
Establishment and the EEC. I must draw the
attention of the Assembly to the words of the
former Director-General of the ESA, Mr. Roy
Gibson, who said in his report of 19'79:

" ESA's 1979 is not an easy year to summar-
ise: apart from the gratifying success of
Ariane in the last days, it is diflicult to point
to any spectacular achievements. "

He advises the Council that the ball remains
clearly in the court of the delegations and
emphasises that if they put to good use material
that has been made available to them, a
worthwhile European space follow-on pro-
gramme is assured. If not, there is a real
danger that ESA will share the fate of at least
one other European organisation whose
communal objectives were never reconciled
with national ambitions.

Space, par excellence, is a field of human
endeavour which should not merely be inspir-
ing, intellectually and spiritually, but should, in
a practical, industrial and commercial way, be
made to transcend the national boundaries in
Europe that have divided our countries for so
long. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you very much,
Mr. Wilkinson.

No representatives have indicated a desire to
participate in the debate.

Is there anyone who wishes to speak?...

If not, I shall ask the Chairman of the Com-
mittee to reply.

Mr. VALLEIX (France) (Translation). - Mr.
President, I would have preferred the debate to
have come from the chamber rather than the
Committee bench. Nevertheless, I hope Mr.
Wilkinson will allow me to say how much I
admire the quality of the report and the talent
of the Rapporteur. I am sure you all agree
with me.

Mr. Wilkinson has discussed the subject mat-
ter of his report on several occasions before the
Committee, and this morning you have had a
chance to appreciate its solid character and the
interesting nature ofguidelines suggested for the
Committee's future activities. I shall return to
this later.

On behalf of us all, I therefore thank the
Rapporteur for this clear and closely-argued
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contribution which, Mr. President, will lead to
further developments if the Presidential Com-
mittee so decides.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I would like briefly to
draw your attention to certain points which the
Rapporteur discussed but which I think need
further clarification. For example, you will
have seen that remote earth-sensing is now and
will increasingly become a prime area of Euro-
pean co-operation. The United States is of
course well advanced in this sector as in many
others, but you will have realised, Ladies and
Gentlemen, from Mr. Wilkinson's statement
and in particular from his report, that Europe is
in a strong and healthy position too.

We may regret - and I, as a Frenchman, am
the first to admit it - a certain imbalance in the
commitment of our European countries to
developing the detection of earth resources by
satellite. What strikes me, however, is that all
the European partner countries are now aware
that the subject is important. And if France is
ahead here, others must turn this to account - if
I may use that expression - and I am happy to
see that some of our European partners have
gone a long way on the road towards such co-
operation with France, just as I am happy to
see that the European Space Agency has hrmly
assumed responsibility for other areas, so that
the Europeans can now cover the whole vast
network of remote earth-sensing.

There are, therefore, the beginnings of co-
operation in this vast area; and our European
countries have almost unanimously realised its
importance. What we must do now - and that
is the r6le of our Assembly - and the main and
primary aim of this report - is to promote the
development of this technical co-operation,
along two lines, for peaceful as well as military
purposes.

This technical co-operation would be an
outstanding development for Europe, and I
must emphasise this, flrrstly on the basis of what
Europe has already achieved and secondly -
following the Rapporteur who rightly identified
the lines of force in the area of remote-sensing -
in terms of its peaceful applications; oceano-
graphy, where Europe has already achieved
results rivalling those of the United States; the
vast and inexhaustible area of meteorology; and
then cartography, exploration in general and -
a very important sector highlighted by the Rap-
porteur - land use, a sector of agronomy with
considerable development potential thanks to
the data provided by remote earth-sensing,
which offers much scope for co-operation, in
this case with all the developing countries,
especially the poorer countries, as is clearly
noted in the draft recommendation.

After these peaceful uses, I now come to
defence purposes. One paragrpph of the draft
recommendation is concerneil with coastal
ocean monitoring, which certalinly has a very
direct bearing on defence questions.

In this connection, and without wishing to
force the hand of the next Presidential Commit-
tee, may I say that the Committee on Scientific
Questions will probably propo$e for considera-
tion by our Assembly in thO near future a
report on the law of the sea and security. It is
to be hoped that the Conference on the Law of
the Sea will complete its wofk next summer
and our Committee has already attempted to
pre-empt, so to speak, the coirclusions of that
conference, in order to evaluate the important
new information it may offer our European
countries from the scientific, tpchnological and
defence standpoints. The possibility of coastal
monitoring by means of remote earth-sensing
has of course already introduced us to this sub-
ject.

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I do
not wish to prolong our Assembly's debates this
morning since, once again, Mr. Wilkinson's oral
and written presentation of his report has given
us all the necessary details. Yet I would like
to make three observations.

The first is the dynamic progress of European
activity in remote earth-sensing. I am extre-
mely glad, as a Frenchman, that Italy, Switzer-
Iand and France - and we owe thanks to these
three countries - have found lt possible to co-
operate very closely in the SPOT project. In
my view an even more interebting point - and
the Rapporteur is right - is tfrat the European
Space Agency will become lhe prime instru-
ment and means of directing dll European acti-
vities in this area.

Once again, that is the aim of the report.
The recommendation is most explicit on the
subject and, following the Rapporteur who
consulted those responsible at all Ievels in near-
ly all our countries, I can bear witness that
France lays no claim to a separate position here
simply because it may be more advanced in
certain fields than in others; on the contrary
France hopes that European co-operation will
crystallise, become organised and develop fur-
ther thanks to the European Space Agency.

Ladies and Gentlemen, may I point out in
passing that the Agency belioves that this field
offers considerable scope for fresh activities.
Some people may have thought that having
completed its work on Ariane successfully -
and we believe in Ariane mdre than ever - the
Agency had come to the end of its activities.
This was not so! ln fact the European Space
Agency's programme is becogning even heavier
as a result of our ambitions regarding the sub-
ject dealt with by Mr. Wilkinson.

20t



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES SEVENTH SITTING

Mr. Valleix (continueil

My second observation is as follows: like the
Rapporteur, I hope our activities will convince
our countries of the importance we attach to a
meeting of the Ministerial Council of the
European Space Agency in the coming months.
There has been no meeting at ministerial level
since 1977. Because of the issues at stake, and
the need to plan new, additional objectives for
the future, as regards both the launcher and
detection for other purposes, the Ministerial
Council must meet, very soon, within the next
few months. I think it is up to WEU to point
this out and make it known to our govern-
ments.

I repeat, ladies and Gentlemen, that al-
though it is true that the Istres Centre is operat-
ing, cost what it may - which is very little com-
pared to the European Space Agency - and
although I know the Ministers are consulting on
the subject of this centre, I see no signs of them
meeting for collective discussions about the
European Space Agency. This is something on
which we must insist.

Lastly, and this is my perhaps rather ambi-
tious conclusion, Mr. President, but we must be
ambitious, I hope that just as WEU certainly
played a part, and its very own part, in Euro-
pean co-operation in the last ten years or so,
largely as a result of the success of our collo-
quies in Toulouse, Paris and elsewhere - Mr.
Huigens, the administrator, and some of my
other colleagues can bear witness to this - and
of the activities of Mr. de Montesquiou and our
colleague Mr. Warren, we too have made a real
contribution to the crystallisation of a Euro-
pean will to co-operate and to the achievement
of the full potential of European aeronautics.

The results are most tangible in civil achieve-
ments, which we are the Frrst to welcome. For
example, the Airbus is the whole Airbus indus-
try, for the purpose here was not only to pro-
duce a good aircraft but also to create a techni-
cal and commercial infrastructure making it
possible to exploit this aeronautical achieve-
ment.

It is very likely that we will do further work
on this subject and the high quality of the
report presented to you is a guarantee of this.
I believe we will have to come back to the
subject, go into it in more depth, and who can
tell this morning, Mr. Wilkinson, whether in
seven or ten years we will not have to reassess
this report; I hope the findings would be posit-
ive, that we would find that European remote-
sensing had contributed to enriching the poorer
countries, to the development of the less-
developed countries and also to opening up a
field of future action for the benefit of the
whole of Europe.

That must be our ambition and I do not
think I am exaggerating with this conclusion, in
the hope that our work this morning will gain
the recognition it deserves. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you, Mr. Val-
leix. I am sure that members will endorse
your commendation of thd excellence of the
work of the Rapporteur and your remarks on
the importance of the report that your Commit-
tee has put before us.

We now have to vote on the draft recommen-
dation in Document 842.

There are no amendments.

If there are no objections to it and no absten-
tions, and if the Assembly agrees, we could save
the time required for a vote by roll-call.

Are there any objections ?...

Are there any abstentions ?...

The draft recommendation is agreed to
unanimouslyt.

It was said yesterday that the votes on out-
standing matters would be taken at about
10.45 a.m. I therefore propose now to proceed
to the next item of business, in order not to
waste any time.

4. Relations with Parliaments

(Presentation ofand Debate on the Report
of the Committee for Rebtions with Parliaments, Doc. 835)

The PRESIDENT. - The next Order of the
Day is the presentation of the information
report tabled by Mr. Schlingemann on behalf of
the Committee for Relations with Parliaments,
Document 835.

I understand that the Rapporteur, Mr. Schlin-
gemann, is not able to be present but that Mr.
Mommersteeg has kindly undertaken to present
the report on behalf of the Committee.

I therefore call Mr. Mommersteeg.

Mr. MOMMERSTEEG ( Netherlands) (Trans-
lation). - Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen,
my friend Mr. Schlingemann, Rapporteur for
our Committee, cannot present his report
because he is at a meeting with the President of
the French Republic.

Mr. President, I hope I may continue in my
mother tongue which is spoken by some twenty
million Europeans.

(The speaker continued in Dutch)
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Since the Committee's Rapporteur, Mr.
Schlingemann, is not present, it falls to me to
give you a survey of what the Rapporteur and
the Committee are putting before you. In view
of the fact that members of the European Par-
liament have since June 1979 been directly
elected, and are thus increasingly less at the
same time members of their national parlia-
ments, the Committee feels it is important to let
you see how contact between our two assem-
blies is still possible.

The amount of documentation that flows
constantly from Paris to Luxembourg and from
Luxembourg to Paris is, so far as we can see,
bewilderingly large. I can only hope that the
secretary of our Committee does not become
buried under the tons of paper he receives and
has to read. The Committee hopes that it will
be possible, via our General Affairs Committee,
to establish contacts at political level - relations
between chairmen, between bureaux, clerks and
officials with eventually, as an outcome of all
these contacts, co-operation at parliamentary
level.

The report goes on to describe what the
Committee is and what it is trying to do, either
directly or through the national delegations.
The members of parliament of the seven mem-
ber countries have a major part to play here;
the WEU Assembly is, after all, so far the only
assembly at European level where defence
matters can, may and ought to be debated. We
have a wide field with vast opportunities open
to us. Are we really making use of these
opportunities ? Do w€, when we get back
home, talk about WEU ? I will take advantage
of the absence of our Rapporteur, who as the
" official spokesman " of the Committee is not
able to put things quite so bluntly, to say to all
of you, to all of us, that only too often we tend
to leave the Committee out in the cold ; as soon
as we hear the doors of this building close
behind us, we may think about what presents
we are taking back for our wives and children
but we certainly give no further thought to the
very important issues we have - sometimes
quite vehemently - been discussing here. How
often do we ask a parliamentary question about
WEU ? How often, in a debate, do we mention
what has been said here, often on the same
subject ? How often do we call attention to our
reports, which are sometimes very important
and politically relevant ?

We are very ready to say here that the WEU
Council of Ministers does not do much. But
why should it do much, if the members of par-
liament do not do much either ? Can we
blame other people for something we are guilty
of ourselves ?

When you all read the report of this speech
back at home - I am sad to see that only a few
have stayed here to the end - you might give
five minutes to thinking about what you can
do. Try asking our very keen Committee
secretary to let you have a question to ask on a
particular subject, to let you have a speech for
one or other of your debates. You would of
course have to rework the text to match your
own political views.

The Committee has tried to establish many
contacts with the public, with the press and
with other parliamentarians. The European
centre for study and documentation at parlia-
mentary level, which has members from thirty-
five national parliaments, has one member from
this Assembly - the secretary of your Commit-
tee for Relations with Parliaments. Since our
staff are trying to build bridges between the
numerous parliaments of Western Europe I, as
a mere stand-in for your Ra,pporteur, believe
that here parliamentarians can and must do
something, even if only by giving our secretary
our full backing in his work.

Finally, I would tell you that after the Com-
mittee's very fruitful visit to the French Jura, a
visit is now being organised to Aquitaine, the
south-west part of France. Contacts with the
public, the press, the university world and so
on are not only useful but rnost necessary for
the continued existence of WEU.

(The speaker continued in French)

After these two visits to Fra{rce we plan to go
to Belgium, where we have ndt been for several
years, and to the United King(om.

The Committee for Relatilons with Parlia-
ments must take up the necesgary contacts both
in the capital cities and in the provinces or
reglons.

(The speaker continued in English)

Your Committee, Mr. President, believes that
its task is to have contacts not only with natio-
nal parliaments but with the population of our
member countries, and that our task is to put
forward the interests and work of WEU to
all 250 million inhabitants of its member states.
This can be done only with the help of all of
you. So, Mr. President, pert'nit me to beseech
the distinguished representatives to listen to
what I would like to call this cri de ceur -that
we do the necessary. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you very much,
Mr. Mommersteeg. I am sufe that your words
are extremely timely. I am only sorry that
your audience was so small, because I am sure
that you are right in saying that the import-
ance and influence of this Assembly depends
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heavily on the activities of its members between
the sittings here in Paris and, in particular,
their activities within their own national parlia-
ments on questions that are discussed here.

I do not think that anyone has put his name
down as wishing to take part in the debate.

Does anyone wish to take part in the debate
on the report ?...

Mr. Osborn.

Mr. OSBORN (Uniled Kingdom) - Mr. Presi-
dent, I hesitate to rise at the end of this part-
session, but I thought that I was going to hear
some other speakers follow up this excellent
report on relations between parliaments and
this Assembly, the Council of Europe, NATO,
and, above all, the European Parliament. May
I congratulate you on finishing your first term
as President. The member for Sheflield, Hal-
lam, extends his congratulations to the member
for Sheflield, Park, on his r6le in the Chair.
That is the pleasant part of my contribution.

The other is perhaps a challenge to you, Mr.
President, to help the work of the Commit-
tee. It is communication between assemblies,
between national parliaments, this Assembly,
the Council of Europe, and certainly now the
European Parliament, as Mr. Douglas Hurd,
the Minister of State for Foreign and Common-
wealth Affairs of the United Kingdom, pointed
out, where'to an increasing extent the members
of the European Parliament will not be mem-
bers of our national parliaments.

I was delighted to find in the report reference
in paragraph 32 to the European Centre for
Parliamentary Research and Documentation
and a reference in paragraph 34 to the sympo-
sium in Brussels on l5th, l6th and lTth Octo-
ber where representatives from the different
assemblies come together. I want to endorse
the value of the work of the Committee. I
have not given you prior notice of my intention
to seek to intervene to wish it luck in the
coming year and to suggest, Mr. President, that
you might find it worth your while as President
to keep us in touch with the other assemblies
and our national parliaments whose co-
ordination and communication is all-important.

I spoke yesterday on information technology.
This is impo;tant in the civil and military
fields. What is achieved internationally must
be of importance to our national governments
and to our national parliaments. I found,
coming here after a gap of five years, that the
work has been constructive. Perhaps the prob-
lem, when one looks at a problem in the
national parliaments or in this Assembly, is in
having brought to one's attention the work
going on in other areas.

In this field I brought up the question of tele-
matics and informatics and the initiative that
has been taken by the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities and Commissioner Davi-
gnon. Perhaps I was unawars, through the cri-
ticism that I make at the present time, of what
had been done in the European Parliament in
this field. Therefore, the work of the Rappor-
teur and the Committee in ensuring that we
know what others are doing is all-important. I
apologise for intervening at this time, but I
have taken the opportunity of a space in our
proceedings to do so.

The PRESIDENT. - There is certainly no
need to apologise, Mr. Osborn. I am grateful
to you for supporting Mr. Mommersteeg in his
presentation of the report.

I thank you, Mr. Osborn, for your kind per-
sonal reference to me. It is all the more
agreeable as it arises from neighbourliness
- although our political parties are different - in
the great city of Sheffield.

Does anyone else wish to take part in the
debate on this report ?...

Mr. Mommersteeg, do you wish to reply ?

Mr. MOMMERSTEEG (Netherlands). - No,
thank you.

The PRESIDENT. - In that case, I am sure
that it is the wish of the Assembly to thank Mr.
Mommersteeg and the Commitlee. (Applause)

I hope we can take to heart the message that
Mr. Mommersteeg left with us and that the
Committee will have a more optimistic and
successful report of activity in national parlia-
ments when we meet next time.

5. State of European aerospace activities
- reply to the twenty-fifth annual report of the

Council
(Vote on the draft Recommendalion, Doc. 841)

The PRESIDENT. - We must now deal with
the recommendations on which votes have been
deferred from yesterday.

With the permission of the Assembly, I
should like to put first the recommendation
contained in Document 841, the state of Euro-
pean aerospace activities, which was concluded
at the end of yesterday afternoon's sitting and
which has not yet been put to the Assembly for
decision. I think that this is less controversial
than the other matters, and I wonder whether
there are any objections to the recommendation
in Document 841.

Are there any objections ?...
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Are there any abstentions ?...

The draft recommendation is agreed tot.

6. Nuclear, biological and chemical protection

The northern llank and the Atlantic and
Channel commands

(Votes on the amended Or:# 
f;;f-^endations, 

Docs. 838

The PRESIDENT. - We turn now to the
recommendations of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments that have been
deferred from yesterday. The first one is in
Document 838 on nuclear, biological and che-
mical protection. We must certainly have a
roll-call to see whether we have a quorum
today.

We have not a quorum in the hemicycle, but
we should see whether other members come
in. What is the view of the Assembly ?

We shall proceed with a roll-call.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom).-
Mr. President, on a point of order. I did not
hear, and certainly some other members did
not, whether there was any demand for a roll-
call and anyone against.

The PRESIDENT. - Since objection has
already been taken within the Assembly, it
would be wrong, under our rules, not to have a
roll-call vote. On looking around, I think that
there will certainly be objections.

Are there objections to the recommendation
in Document 838 ?...

Yes, objections are taken. I think that this
will be so in the case of all the votes which

have been postponed. It would be wrong
under our rules, the chair having received
objections, for us to proceed without a roll-call.

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

The voting is open.

(A vote by roll-call was then taken)

Does any other Representative wish to
vote ?...

The voting is closed.

I regret to have to say that again we do not
have a quorum, so it would be equally unuseful
to proceed with the remaining vote on the
recommendation in Document 837 on the
northern flank and the Atlarttic and Channel
commands.

7. Adjournment of the Session

The PRESIDENT. - That concludes the work
of this part-session:

I thank all representatives again for the great
honour they did me at the beginning of our ses-
sion by electing me as Presid,ent. I hope that,
despite the difficulties outside, representatives
will have easy and pleasant journeys home to
their respective countries. I look forward to
seeing everyone again at our next part-session
in December.

Does anyone wish to speak ?...

I declare the Twenty-Sixth Ordinary Session
of the Assembly of Westerp European Union
adjourned.

The Sitting is closed.

(The Sitting was closad at 10.55 a.m.)

l. See page 53.
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