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LIST OF REPRESENTATIVES BY COUNTRY

BELGIUM

Representatives

ADRIAENSENS Hugo
BOGAERTS August
DE DECKER Armand
DEJARDIN Claude
MICHEL Joseph
NOERENS René

. STAELS-DOMPAS Nora

Substitutes

BIEFNOT Yvon
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KITTELMANN Peter
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REDDEMANN Gerhard
RUMPF Wolfang
SCHULTE Manfred
SCHWARZ Heinz
SPIES von BUELLESHEIM
Adolf
UNLAND Hermann Josef
VOGT Roland
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ERTL Josef

GANSEL Norbert
GLOS Michael
HACKEL Wolfgang
HAUFF Volker

HOLTZ Uwe
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ITALY
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ANTONI Varese
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CIFARELLI Michele
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FIANDROTTI Filippo
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MASCIADRI Cornelio
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Conservative
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Conservative
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Conservative
Conservative
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Liberal
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Conservative
Labour






MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS



FIRST SITTING

Monday, 18th June 1984

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Opening of the thirtieth ordinary session of the Assembly.
. Examination of credentials.
. Election of the President of the Assembly.

. Address by the President of the Assembly.

wm A W N

. Election of Vice-Presidents of the Assembly.

6. Adoption of the draft order of business for the first part of
the thirtieth ordinary session (Doc. 968).

7. Nomination of members to committees.

8. Situation in the Middle East and European security
(Presentation of and debate on the report of the General
Affairs Committee and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 978).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

The sitting was opened at 3 p.m. with Mr. Edwards, Provisional President, in the Chair.

1. Opening of the session

In accordance with Article III (a) of the
Charter and Rules 2, 5 and 17 of the Rules of
Procedure, the Provisional President declared
open the thirtieth ordinary session of the
Assembly of Western European Union.

2. Attendance register

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

3. Address by the Provisional President

The Provisional President addressed the
Assembly.

4. Examination of credentials

In accordance with Rule 6 (1) of the Rules of
Procedure, the Assembly took note of the letter
from the President of the Parliamentary Assem-
bly of the Council of Europe informing the
Assembly that the credentials of the represen-
tatives and substitutes listed in Notice No. 1
had been ratified by that Assembly with the
exception of Mr. De Decker, Representative for
Belgium, and Mr. Bonnel, substitute member

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

5. Election of the President of the Assembly

Mr. Bassinet moved the suspension of the
sitting under Rule 32 (1) (b) of the Rules of
Procedure.

Speakers: Mr. Bassinet and Mrs. Knight.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
motion to suspend the sitting.

The motion was rejected.

Two candidates had been nominated, namely:
Mr. Blaauw and Mr. Caro.

In accordance with Rule 10 of the Rules of
Procedure, the Assembly proceeded, by roll-call,
to a secret ballot.

Speakers (points of order): MM. Hardy,
Schwarz, Reddemann, Hardy.

The sitting was suspended at 3.50 p.m. and
resumed at 4.20 p.m.

Speaker (point of order): Mr. Worrell.

The Provisional President announced the
result of the vote:
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Votescast ....oovvevennniiiiinannnnn, 75
Blank or spoiled papers ............... 3
Effective votescast ................... 72
Absolute majority .................... 45
Mr.Blaauw...............coiivinnn. 32
Mr.Caro .....ooiiiii i 40

The necessary majority not being obtained,
the Assembly proceeded to a second ballot.

Speaker (point of order): Mrs. Knight.

The sitting was suspended at 4.45 p.m. and
resumed at 5.10 p.m.

The Provisional President announced the
result of the vote:

Votescast .......ovvviniinniiinnnnnnn. 76
Blank or spoiled papers ............... 3
Effective votescast ................... 73
Absolute majority .................... 45
Mr.Blaauw...................cooune. 28
% | 7 ¢ J 45

The Provisional President declared Mr. Caro
elected President.

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

6. Address by the President of the Assembly

The President addressed the Assembly.
Speaker: Mr. Bianco.

7. Election of two Vice-Presidents
of the Assembly

Two candidates were proposed for two posts
of Vice-President, namely: Mr. Berchem and
Mr. Reddeman.

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

Mr. Berchem and Mr. Reddemann were
elected Vice-Presidents by acclamation.

8. Adoption of the draft order of business
Jor the first part of the session

(Doc. 968)

The President proposed the adoption of the
draft order of business for the first part of the
session.

Speakers: MM. Freeson and Hardy.

The Assembly adopted the draft order of busi-
ness for the first part of the session.

9. Nomination of members 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 Alternates
Belgium: MM. Bonnel MM. De Decker
Dejardin Van der Elst
Steverlynck Noerens
France : MM. Bourges MM. Matraja
Galley Caro
Huyghues des Etages Baumel
Natiez Wirth
Pignion Verdon
Fed. Rep. of Germany: MM. Ertl MM. Rumpf
Gerstl Klejdzinski
Kittelmann Lenzer
Lemmrich Glos
Scheer Gansel
Italy: MM. Alberini MM. Milani
Amadei Cifarelli
Giust Palumbo
Pecchioli Antoni
Sarti Rauti
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Members Alternates
Luxembourg: Mr. Prussen Mr. Glesener
Netherlands: MM. van den Bergh MM. de Vries
Blaauw van Tets
de Kwaadsteniet Aarts
United Kingdom: MM. Brown Dr. Miller
Cox MM. Edwards
Sir Anthony Grant Ross
Sir Dudley Smith Lord Newall
Mr. Stokes Mr. Wilkinson
2. GENERAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE (27 seats)
Belgium: MM. Bogaerts MM. Van der Elst
Lagneau Pécriaux
Michel De Bondt
France: MM. Berrier MM. Baumel
Caro Dreyfus-Schmidt
Lagorce Mayoud
Prouvost Grussenmeyer
Ruet Wilquin
Fed. Rep. of Germany: MM. Ahrens MM. Haase
Miiller Kittelmann
Reddemann B6ohm
Rumpf Ertl
Vogt Mrs. Kelly
Italy: MM. Bianco MM. Accili
Martino Teodori
Masciadri Frasca
Spitella Amadei
Vecchietti Rubbi
Luxembourg: Mr. Thoss Mr. Berchem
Netherlands: MM. van der Sanden Mrs. van der Werf-Terpstra
de Vries MM. Tummers
van der Werff Blaauw
United Kingdom: Sir Frederic Bennett Mrs. Knight
MM. Hardy Lord Hughes
Hill MM. Ward
Lord McNair Millan
Lord Reay Atkinson
3. CoMMITTEE ON SCIENTIFIC, TECHNOLOGICAL AND AEROSPACE QUESTIONS (21 seats)
Belgium: Mr. Adriaensens MM. Biefnot
Mrs. Staels-Dompas De Bondt
France: MM. Bassinet MM. Lagorce
Fourré Croze
Souvet Barthe
Valleix Galley
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Fed. Rep. of Germany:

Italy:

Luxembourg:

Netherlands:

United Kingdom:

Members

MM. B6hm
Lenzer
Schmidt

Spies von Biillesheim

MM. Colajanni
Fiandrotti
Mezzapesa
Rizzi

Mr. Prussen

MM. Aarts
Worrell

Mr. Garrett
Sir Paul Hawkins
MM. McGuire
Wilkinson

MM.

MM.

Mr.

Mrs.
Mr.

MM.

Alternates

Muiiller
Schwarz
Klejdzinski
Stavenhagen

Gianotti
Masciadn
Cavaliere
Sarti

Thoss

den Ouden-Dekkers
Tummers

Thorne
Hill

Sir John Osborn
Sir Frederic Bennett

4. COMMITTEE ON BUDGETARY AFFAIRS AND ADMINISTRATION (21 seats)

Belgium:

France:

Fed. Rep. of Germany:

Italy:

Luxembourg:

Netherlands:

United Kingdom:

MM. Adriaensens
Biefnot

MM. Beix
Bohl
Jeambrun
Oehler

MM. Enders
Haase
Hartmann
Schmitz

MM. Ferrari Aggradi
Foschi
Pollidoro
Rauti

Mr. Hengel

MM. van Tets
de Vries

MM. Freeson
Morris

Sir Dudley Smith
Mr. Stokes

MM.

MM.

MM.

MM.

Mr.

Mr.
Mrs.

Mr

Steverlynck
Bogaerts

Dhaille
Rossinot
Delehedde
Ruet

Bichner
Ahrens
Lemmrich
Hornhues

Accili

Giust
Alberini
Mitterdorfer

Margue

van den Bergh
van der Werf-Terpstra

Woodall

Lord McNair
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
Sir Paul Hawkins

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

Belgium:

France:

MM. Michel
Pécriaux

MM. Delehedde
Koehl
Vial-Massat
Wilquin
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MM. Lagneau

MM.

De Decker

Sénés
Beix
Bohl
Prouvost
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Members Alternates
Fed. Rep. of Germany: MM. Antretter MM. Biichner
Schulte Schmidt
Spies von Billesheim Jager
Unland Wulff
Italy: MM. Antoni MM. Fiandrotti
Gorla Zamberletti
Lapenta Bonalumi
Marchio Palumbo
Luxembourg: Mr. Glesener Mr. Margue
Netherlands: MM. Eysink MM. van der Sanden
van der Werff Stoffelen
United Kingdom: MM. Coleman MM. Jessel
Corrie Cox
Edwards Woodall
Murphy Earl of Kinnoull
6. CoMMITTEE FOR RELATIONS WITH PARLIAMENTS (14 seats)
Belgium: MM. Bonnel Mr. Dejardin
Noerens Mrs. Staels-Dompas
France: MM. Mercier MM. Verdon
Sénés Jung
Fed. Rep. of Germany: MM. Enders MM. Antretter
Hackel Glos
Italy: MM. Cavaliere Mr. Giust
Frasca Mrs. Francese
Luxembourg: MM. Berchem MM. Prussen
Glesener Thoss
Netherlands: Mr. Stoffelen Mr. Eysink
Mrs. van der Werf- Mrs. den Ouden-Dekkers
Terpstra
United Kingdom : Dr. Miller Mr. Coleman

Sir John Page

Speakers: The President and Sir Frederic
Bennett (point of order).

10. Situation in the Middle East
and European security

(Presentation of and debate on the report

of the General Affairs Committee,
Doc. 978 and amendments)

The report of the General Affairs Committee
was presented by Lord Reay, Rapporteur.

The debate was opened.
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Mrs. Knight

Speakers: MM. Michel (Chairman of the
Committee), Cifarelli, Stokes, Gianotti, Miiller,
Dreyfus-Schmidt and Reddemann.

The debate was adjourned.

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

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

The next sitting was fixed for Tuesday, 19th
June, at 10 a.m.

" The sitting was closed at 6.35 p.m.
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APPENDIX

Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance !

Belgium

MM. Adriaensens
Bogaerts
De Decker
Dejardin
Michel
Noerens

Mrs. Staels-Dompas

France

MM. Bassinet

Dreyfus-Schmidt
(Berrier)

Souvet (Bourges)
Caro
Fourré
Jeambrun
Jung
Lagorce
Pignion
Matraja (Sénés)

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Ahrens
Antretter
Lenzer (B6hm)
Enders
Scheer (Haase)

Lemmrich (Hartmann)

Jdger (Hornhues)

MM. Kittelmann
Muiller
Neumann
Reddemann
Rumpf
Schulte
Schwarz
Spies von Biillesheim
Unland

Italy

MM. Martino (Amadei)
Colajanni (Antoni)
Bianco
Cavaliere
Cifarelli
Ferrari Aggradi
Masciadri (Fiandrotti)
Frasca
Gianotti
Giust
Mezzapesa
Milani
Rauti
Mitterdorfer (Rubbi)
Sarti
Rodota (Vecchietti)
Bonalumi (Zamberletti)

Luxembourg

MM. Prussen (Berchem)
Margue

The following representatives apologised for their absence:

France

MM. Baumel
Beix
Mayoud
Ruet
Valleix
Vial-Massat

MM. Wilquin
Wirth

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Gerstl
Vogt

Netherlands

MM. Aarts
Tummers (van den
Bergh)
Blaauw
Worrell (de
Kwaadsteniet)
Stoffelen
Mrs. van der Werf-Terpstra
Mrs. den Ouden-Dekkers
(van der Werff)

United Kingdom

Sir Frederic Bennett
MM. Cox
Stokes (Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg)
Ward (Sir Anthony
Grant)
Hardy
Sir Paul Hawkins
MM. Hill
Freeson (Lord Hughes)
Earl of Kinnoull (Jessel)
Mrs. Knight
Mr. Garrett McGuire)
Dr. Miller
MM. Morris (Sir John
Osborn)
Murphy (Sir John Page)
Lord Reay
Lord McNair (Ross)
Sir Dudley Smith
Mr. Wilkinson

Italy
Mr. Pecchioli

Luxembourg
Mr. Thoss

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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SECOND SITTING

Tuesday, 19th June 1984

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Situation in the Middle East and European security
(Resumed debate on the report of the General Affairs
Committee and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 978 and amendments).

2. Deterrence and the will of the people (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the General Affairs Committee and

vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 970 and amend-
ments).

3. State of European security (Presentation of and debate on
the report of the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 971).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

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

1. Adoption of the minutes

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

2. Attendance register

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

3. Election of three Vice-Presidents
of the Assembly

Three candidates were proposed for three
posts of Vice-President, namely: Sir Frederic
Bennett, Mr. Blaauw and Mr. Ferrari Aggradi.

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

Sir Frederic Bennett,
Mr. Ferrari Aggradi were
Presidents by acclamation.

Mr. Blaauw and
elected Vice-

4. Situation in the Middle East
and European security

(Resumed debate on the report of the General Affairs

Committee and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 978 and amendments)

The debate was resumed.
Speaker: Mr. Kittelmann.
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Mr. Ferrari Aggradi, Vice-President of the
Assembly, took the Chair.

Speakers: MM. Garrett, Freeson, Cavaliere
and Sir Frederic Bennett.

The debate was closed.

Lord Reay, Rapporteur, and Mr. Michel,
Chairman of the Committee, replied to the
speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
recommendation.

An amendment (No. 1) was tabled by

Mr. Cavaliere:

1. In the preamble to the draft reccommendation,
leave out paragraph (ix) and insert:

“Paying tribute to the peacekeeping task
accomplished by units of the multinational
buffer force and deploring the heavy losses
suffered by two of these units;”.

Speakers: MM. Cavaliere, Vogt and Lord
Reay.

The amendment was agreed to.
Speaker: Mr. Jung.

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

2. Iﬁ the first sub-paragraph of paragraph (xi) of
the preamble to the draft recommendation, leave
out “and the PLO”.

Speakers: MM. Cavaliere,
(point of order) and Lord Reay.

Milani, Rauti

The amendment was negatived.
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Speaker (point of order): Mr. Cifarelli.

An amendment (No. 3) was tabled by

Mr. Cavaliere:

3. Leave out the second sub-paragraph of
paragraph (xi) of the preamble to the draft
recommendation and insert:

““

- recognition by Israel of the right of the
Palestinian people to their own national
homeland;”.

Speakers: Sir Frederic Bennett and Lord Reay.
The amendment was negatived.

An amendment (No. 4) was tabled by
Mr. Cavaliere.

4. Leave out sub-paragraph 4 (a) of the draft
recommendation proper and insert:

“(a) recall that peace on the territory of
former Palestine depends, on the one
hand, on all Arab countries recognising
Israel and its rights and, on the other
hand, on Israel recognising the fact that
the Palestinian people have the right to
their own national homeland;”.

Speakers: MM. Bianco and Michel.

The amendment was negatived.

Speakers (points of order): Dr. Miller,
Mr. Hardy, Dr. Miller and Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg.

An amendment (No.
Mr. Jung:

6) was tabled by

6. In the draft recommendation proper, leave
out sub-paragraph 4 (b).

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

Speakers: Mr. Jung, Sir Frederic Bennett and
Lord Reay.

The amendment was negatived.

An amendment (No. 5) was tabled by

Mr. Dreyfus-Schmidt:

5. In sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 4 of the
draft recommendation proper, leave out:
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“and warn that country that there must be no
further expulsion of Arab populations from
these territories.”

Speakers: Mr. Jung, Sir Frederic Bennett and
Lord Reay.

The amendment was negatived.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
amended draft recommendation.

The amended draft recommendation was
agreed to. (This recommendation will be
published as No. 403) L.

Speakers (explanation of vote): Dr. Miller,
MM. Cifarelli, Vogt, Freeson, Bianco, Cavaliere
and Martino.

5. Deterrence and the will of the people
(Presentation of the debate on the report

of the General Affairs Committee,
Doc. 970 and amendments)

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

The debate was opened.

Speakers: Mr. Michel (Chairman of the
Committee) and Mrs. Knight.
Mr. Reddemann, Vice-President of the

Assembly, took the Chair.
Speakers: MM. Gianotti, Murphy and Miiller.

The debate was adjourned.

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

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

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

The sitting was closed at 12.45 p.m.

1. See page 21.
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APPENDIX

Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance !

Belgium

MM. Adriaensens
Bogaerts
De Decker
Pécriaux (Dejardin)
Michel
Noerens

Mrs. Staels-Dompas

France

MM. Bassinet
Berrier
Souvet (Bourges)
Fourré
Jung
Lagorce
Pignion
Sénes
Prouvost (Wilquin)
Dreyfus-Schmidt
(Wirth)

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Ahrens
Antretter
Enders
Gerstl
Scheer (Haase)

Lemmrich (Hartmann)

Hackel (Hornhues)

MM. Kittelmann
Miuiller
Reddemann
Rumpf
Schulte
Schwarz
Spies von Billesheim
Vogt

Italy

MM. Martino (Amadei)
Bianco

Cavaliere

Cifarelli

Ferrari Aggradi
Masciadri (Fiandrotti)
Frasca

Gianotti

Giust

Mezzapesa

Milani

Pollidoro (Pecchioli)
Rauti

Mitterdorfer (Sarti)
Rodota (Vecchietti)
Bonalumi (Zamberletti)

Luxembourg

MM. Prussen (Berchem)
Margue

The following representatives apologised for their absence:

France

MM. Baumel
Beix
Jeambrun
Mayoud
Ruet
Valleix
Vial-Massat

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Béhm
Neumann
Unland

Italy

MM. Antoni
Rubbi

Netherlands

MM.

Aarts

Worrell (de
Kwaadsteniet)

Stoffelen

Tummers (Mrs. van der
Werf-Terpstra)

United Kingdom

Sir
Mr.
Sir
Sir
MM.

Mrs.
Mr.
Dr.
Mr.

Lord

Lord

Sir
Mr.

Frederic Bennett

Cox

Geoffrey Finsberg

Anthony Grant

Hardy

Howell (Sir Paul
Hawkins)

Hill

Freeson (Lord Hughes)

Ward (Jessel)

Knight

Garrett (McGuire)

Miller

Murphy (Sir John Page)

Reay

McNair (Ross)

Dudley Smith

Wilkinson

Luxembourg

Mr.

Thoss

Netherlands

MM.

van den Bergh
Blaauw
van der Werff

United Kingdom

Sir

John Osborn

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 403

on the situation in the Middle East and European security

The Assembly,
(i) Recalling its Recommendations 341, 349, 361, 371, 386 and 389;

(#i) Considering that armed conflicts in the Middle East are a serious threat to Europe’s security;

(iii) Considering in particular that there is a serious risk of the war between Iran and Iraq escalating
and further endangering stability in the area and the world economy;

() Considering that the use of chemical weapons by either of the belligerents seriously undermines
respect for international conventions in all international warfare;

(v) Condemning also the use of children in an army at war, and the ill-treatment of prisoners;

(vi) Considering that the situation of Lebanon continues to be likely to provoke international crises
and that such a risk remains grave whilst part of the country is subject to foreign domination;

(vii) Considering that the situation in Lebanon should not be seen only nor even primarily in terms of
the East-West conflict;

(viii) Welcoming the formation in Lebanon of a government which reflects the demographic balance
and the rights of the different political and other elements in the country;

(ix) Paying tribute to the peacekeeping task accomplished by units of the multinational buffer force
and deploring the heavy losses suffered by two of these units;

(x) Convinced that all foreign forces other than those of the United Nations should leave Lebanese
soil completely;

(xi) Considering that the vicious circle of terrorism and repression and the installation of settlements
are obstacles to the establishment of lasting peace in the Middle East, which rather requires:

- recognition by those who have not yet done so, including most Arab countries and the PLO, of
the right of Israel to exist within secure and internationally-recognised frontiers;

- recognition by Israel of the fact that most Palestinian people still consider the PLO under its
present leadership as their representative and of their right to their own national homeland;

(xii) Welcoming the improvement in relations between the PLO and Jordan with a view to
solving the Palestinian problem,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Co-ordinate the policies of member countries towards Iran and Iraq with a view to ensuring that
no action is taken which might prolong the conflict and to help to restore peace between these two
countries;

2. In order to confirm declarations by member countries that they have not supplied the
belligerents, directly or indirectly, with chemical weapons, instruct the Agency for the Control of
Armaments to verify declarations made by member countries in this connection;

3. Press for the complete withdrawal from Lebanon of all foreign forces, except for those of the
United Nations, in application of United Nations Resolutions 508 and 509;

4. Formally reaffirm the joint views of the Western European countries expressed by the Ten in
their Venice declaration of June 1980, and in particular:

(a) recall that stability in the Middle East depends, on the one hand, on the PLO and all nations
recognising Israel and its rights and, on the other hand, on Israel recognising the fact that the
Palestinian people have the right to their own national homeland and that they are repre-
sented by the PLO;

(b) repeat its condemnation of Israel’s continued settlement policy on territories occupied since
1967 and warn that country that there must be no further expulsion of Arab populations from
these territories.
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THIRD SITTING

Tuesday, 19th June 1984

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Address by the President of the Assembly.

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

3. Deterrence and the will of the people (Resumed debate on
the report of the General Affairs Committee and vote on
the draft recommendation, Doc. 970 and amendments).

4. State of European security (Presentation of and debate on
the report of the Commuttee on Defence Questions and
Armaments and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 971).

5. Control of armaments and disarmament (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments and vote on the draft recom-
mendation, Doc. 972).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

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

1. Adoption of the minutes

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

2. Attendance register

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

3. Address by the President of the Assembly

The President addressed the Assembly.

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

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

Baroness Young replied to questions put
by MM. Wilkinson, Pignion, Vogt, Blaauw,
Dr. Miller, Sir Frederic Bennett, MM. Cavaliere
and Morris.
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5. Election of a Vice-President of the Assembly

One candidate was proposed for the vacant
post of Vice-President, namely: Mr. De Decker.

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

Mr. De Decker was elected Vice-President by
acclamation.

The President informed the Assembly that,
according to age, the order of precedence of the
Vice-Presidents was as follows: Mr. Ferrari
Aggradi, Sir Frederic Bennett, MM. Berchem,
Reddemann, Blaauw and De Decker.

6. Deterrence and the will of the people
(Resumed debate on the report
of the General Affairs Committee

and vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc 970 and amendments)

The debate was resumed.
Speaker: Mr. Vogt.

Mr. Reddemann, Vice-President
Assembly, took the Chair.

of the

Speakers: MM. Cavaliere, Tummers, Spies
von Biillesheim, Mezzapesa and Dr. Miller.

Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, resumed
the Chair.
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Speakers: MM. Milani, Freeson, Rodota,
Scheer, Reddemann, Dejardin, Pignion and
Martino.

The debate was closed.

Mr. Lagorce, Rapporteur, and Mr. Michel,
Chairman of the Committee, replied to the
speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
recommendation.

An amendment (No.
Mr. Freeson and others:

1) was tabled by

1. In paragraph (ii) of the preamble to the draft
recommendation, leave out:

“and that nuclear weapons are an essential
part of that deterrence ™.

Speakers: MM. Freeson, Cavaliere and

Lagorce.
The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. Michel, Chairman of the Committee,
proposed the reference back to the committee.

Speaker (point of order): Mr. Freeson.

Mr. Michel, Chairman of the Committee,
proposed that the amendments be referred back
1o the committee.

Speakers (points of order): Mr. Hardy, Dr.
Miller, MM. Milani, Reddemann, Rodota, Cifa-
relli, Vogt, Dejardin, the President, MM. Cox,
Reddemann, Cox, Ferrari Aggradi, the Presi-
dent, MM. Freeson, van den Bergh, Dr. Miller,
MM. Pignion, Michel (Chairman of the Com-
mittee) and the President.

The sitting was suspended at 7.35 p.m. and
resumed at 8.05 p.m.

The President reminded the Assembly of the
terms of Rule 29, paragraphs 8 and 9, of the
Rules of Procedure.

Speakers: Mr. Michel (Chairman of the
Committee); (points of order): MM. Bianco,
Milani, Rauti, the President, Mr. Spies von
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Biillesheim, the President; (explanation of vote):
Mr. Hardy; the President, Mr. Michel (Chair-
man of the Committee), (points of order):
MM. Vogt, Blaauw, van den Bergh and Freeson.

The President proposed that the debate be
continued after a suspension of one hour.

The proposal was agreed to.

The sitting was suspended at 8.50 p.m. and
resumed at 9.55 p.m.

Speakers (point of order): Mr. Bianco and the
President.

Sir Frederic Bennett proposed the reference
back of the report to the committee in accord-
ance with Rule 32 (1) (d) of the Rules of
Procedure.

Speakers: Mr. Blaauw (point of order),
Mr. Hardy, the President; (points of order):
MM. Bianco, Cox, the President, Mr. Beix, the
President, Dr. Miller, the President, Mr. Miiller;
Mr. Michel (Chairman of the Committee).

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
reference back to the committee.

The motion for reference back was agreed to
and the report was referred back to the General
Affairs Committee.

Speaker (explanation of vote): Mr. Hardy.

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

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

The next sitting was fixed for Wednesday,
20th June, at 9.30 a.m.

Speakers (points of order): Mr. Cox, the
President, Mr. Vogt, the President, Mr. Freeson,
the President, Mr. Bianco and the President.

The sitting was closed at 10.35 p.m.
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Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance !

Belgium MM. Rumpf Netherlands
Mr. Adriaensens g;l_llev:a‘f(zm Biillesheim MM. Aarts
Mrs. Staels-Dompas Unland van den Bergh
(Bogaerts) Vot Blaauw
MM. Bonnel (De Decker) Worrell (de
Dejardin Kwaadsteniet)
Michel Italy Stoffelen
Noerens . . Tummers (Mrs. van der
De Bondt (Mrs. Staels- MM. i‘{ ar t‘zinq (:mad.cn) Werf-Terpstra)
Dompas) madei (Antoni)
Bianco
Cavaliere
France Cifarelli
MM. Bassinet Ferrari Aggradi )
Baumel Masciadri (Fiandrotti) United Kingdom
Beix F(asca
Berrier Gianotti Sir Frederic Bennett
Lagorce Giust Mr. Cox
Pignion M?lllﬁpesa MISViIr IA}Intléony Grant
Prouvost (Wilquin ilani . Hardy
Frouvost (Wilquin) Pollidoro (Pecchioli) Hill
ﬁalutl bo (Rubb Freeson (Lord Hughes)
. alumbo (Rubbi) Ward (Jessel)
Federal Republic of Germany Mitterdorfer (Sg rti) Mrs. Knight
MM. Antretter Rodota (Vecchietti) Mr. Millan (McGuire)
Lenzer (B6hm) Bonalumi (Zamberletti) Dr. Miller
Enders MM. Morris (Sir John
Gerstl Osborn)
Scheer (Haase) Luxembourg Murphy (Sir John Page)
Hackel (Kittelmann) MM. Prussen (Berchem) Corrie (Lord Reay)
Muiller Glesener (Margue) Sir Dudley Smith
Reddemann Margue (Thoss) Mr. Wilkinson
The following representatives apologised for their absence:
France Federal Republic of Germany Netherlands
MM. Bourges MM. Ahrens Mr. van der Werff
Fourré Hartmann
Jeambrun Hornhues
Jung Neumann
Mayoud Schulte United Kingdom
Ruet
Sénés Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
Valleix Sir Paul Hawkins

Vial-Massat Mr. Ross

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

Wednesday, 20th June 1984

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. State of European security (Presentation of and debate on
the report of the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, Doc. 971).

2. Thirty years of the modified Brussels Treaty - reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council; Political
implications of European security in 1984 - reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council, Reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council (Presentation of
the reports of the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, the General Affairs Commuttee and the Com-
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions Docs. 973 and amendments, 979 and 975).

3. Twenty-ninth annual report of the Council (Presentation
by Mr. Genscher, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
Federal Republic of Germany, Chairman-in-Office of the
Council, Doc. 969).

4. Thirty years of the modified Brussels Treaty - reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council; Political
implications ‘of European security in 1984 - reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council; Reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council (Joint debate
on the reports of the Commuttee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, the General Affairs Comnuttee and the Com-
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions and votes on the draft recommendations, Docs.
973 and amendments, 979 and 975).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

The sitting was opened at 9.30 a.m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair.

1. Adoption of the minutes

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

2. Attendance register

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

3. State of European security

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments,
Doc. 971)

The report of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments was presented by Sir
Dudley Smith, Rapporteur.

The debate was opened.

Speakers: Mr. Pignion (Chairman of the
Committee) and Mr. Vogt.

Sir Frederic Bennett,
Assembly, took the Chair.

Vice-President of the

Speakers: MM. Aarts, Cavaliere and van den
Bergh.
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Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, resumed
the Chair.

Speaker (point of order): Mr. Hill.

The debate was adjourned.

4. Thirty years of the modified Brussels Treaty -
reply to the twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

Political implications of European security
in 1984 - reply to the twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

Reply to the twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

(Presentation of the reports of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments, the General Affairs Committee
and the Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions, Docs. 973 and amendments,
979 and amendments and 975)

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

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

The report of the Committee on Scientific,
Technological and Aerospace Questions was
presented by Mr. Spies von Biillesheim, Rappor-
teur.
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5. Twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

(Presentation by Mr. Genscher,
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic
of Germany, Chairman-in-Office of the Council, Doc. 969)

The report of the Council to the Assembly was
presented by Mr. Genscher, Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany,
Chairman-in-Office of the Council.

Mr. Genscher replied to questions put by
MM. Pignion, Bianco, Dejardin, Baumel, van
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den Bergh, Blaauw, Ferrari Aggradi, Vogt, Gia-
notti, Milani, De Decker and Lord Reay.

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

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

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

The sitting was closed at 12.55 p.m.
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APPENDIX

Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance '

Belgium MM. Schulte Netherlands
. Schwarz
MM. gdrlaensens Spies von Biillesheim MM. Aart(si B
D(::glg(::?ls(er Unland Eell;laug? ereh
Dejardin Vogt de Kwaadsteniet
Michel Stoffelen
Mrs. Staels-Dompas Italy Eysinicf (Mrs. van der
MM. Amadei Werf-Terpstra)
France Colgjanni (Antoni) Worrell (van der Werff)
Bianco
MM. Baumel Cavaliere
Huyghues des Etages Cifarelli
(Berrier) Ferrari Aggradi ) )
f&‘grgmn Masciadri (Fiandrotti) United Kingdom
Lagorce giirslto t Sir Frederic Bennett
Pignion Mr. Cox
& ﬁféznaipesa Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
Federal Republic of Germany Pollidoro (Pecchioli) Mls\/llr ﬁr;’;l&ony Grant
MM. Abhrens Rauti . " Hill Y
' Lenzer (Bohm) Palumbo (Rubbi) Lord Hughes
Mitterdorfer (Sarti)
Enders Rodota (Vecchietti) MM. Jessel
Gerstl BO ola .e%c 1eb 11 " Corrie (Mrs. Knight)
Gansel (Haase) wona umi (Zamberletti) Brown (McGuire)
Jager (Hornhues) Dr. Miller
{\{dqclicel (Kittelmann) Luxembourg Mr. Mgrph;z (Sir John
uller age
Neumann MM. Berchem Lord Reay
Reddemann Margue Sir Dudley Smith
Rumpf Thoss Mr. Wilkinson
The following representatives apologised for their absence:
Belgium MM. Ruet Italy
Mr. Noerens gghe;x Mr. Frasca
Vigl-Massat
France Wilquin
. Wirth
MM g:is)fmet United Kingdom
Bourges Federal Republic of Germany Sir Paul Hawkins
Jung MM. Antretter Sir John Osborn
Mayoud Hartmann Mr. Ross

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

in brackets.
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FIFTH SITTING

Wednesday, 20th June 1984

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. State of European security (Resumed debate on the

report of the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 971).

2. Address by Mr. van Houwelingen, Minister of State for
Defence of the Netherlands.

. Thirty years of the modified Brussels Treaty - reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council; Political impli-
cations of European security in 1984 - reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council; Reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council (Joint debate
on the reports of the Commuttee on Defence Questions and

Armaments, the General Affairs Committee and the Com-
muttee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions and votes on the draft recommendations, Docs.
973 and amendments, 979 and amendments and 975).

. AWACS and Nimrod aircraft (Presentation of and debate
on the report of the Commuttee on Scientific, Techno-
logical and Aerospace Questions and vote on the draft
recommendation, Doc. 974).

. Control of armaments and disarmament (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments and vote on the draft recom-
mendation, Doc. 972).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

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

1. Adoption of the minutes

The minutes of proceedings of the previous
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. State of European security
(Resumed debate on the report
of the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 971)
The debate was resumed.
Speaker: Sir Anthony Grant.
The debate was closed.

Sir Dudley Smith, Rapporteur, and Mr.
Pignion, Chairman of the Committee, replied to
the speakers.

Speakers: The President, Mr. Vogt (explan-
ation of vote), Sir Anthony Grant (point of
order) and the President.
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The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.

The draft recommendation was agreed to.
(This recommendation will be published as
No. 404) 1.,

4. Address by Mr. van Houwelingen,
Minister of State for Defence of the Netherlands

Mr. van Houwelingen, Minister of State for
Defence of the Netherlands, addressed the
Assembly.

Mr. van Houwelingen replied to questions put

’ by Sir Dudley Smith, MM. Wilkinson, Pignion,

Gansel, Vogt, Cavaliere, van den Bergh, Blaauw
and Scheer.

5. Change in the orders of the day

Speakers (points of order): MM. de Vries,
Dejardin, the President, MM. Blaauw, van den
Bergh and the President.

The President proposed that the Assembly
proceed immediately to examine the report by

1. See page 32.
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the Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions on AWACS and Nimrod
aircraft, Document 974.

The proposal was agreed to.

6. AWACS and Nimrod aircraft

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the Committee
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 974)

The report of the Committee on Scientific,
Technological and Aerospace Questions was
presented by Mr. Spies von Biillesheim, Rappor-
teur.

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

The debate was opened.

Speakers: Mr. Vogt; (point of order): Sir Geof-
frey Finsberg and Mr. Vogt.

The debate was closed.

Mr. Wilkinson, Vice-Chairman of the Com-
mittee, replied to the speaker.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.

The draft recommendation was agreed to.
(This recommendation will be published as
No. 405) '

7. Thirty years of the modified Brussels Treaty -
reply to the twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

Political implications of European security
in 1984 ~ reply to the twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

Reply to the twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

(Joint debate on the reports of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments, the General Affairs Committee
and the Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions and votes on the draft recommendations,
Docs. 973 and amendments, 979 and amendments, and 975)

The joint debate was opened.

Speakers: MM. Blaauw, van den Bergh,
Dr. Miller, MM. Cavaliere and Wilkinson.

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

Speakers: MM. Steverlynck, Dejardin,
Prussen, Baumel, Gianotti, Mezzapesa, Bianco
and Gansel.

1. See page 33.
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The joint debate was closed.

Mr. De Decker, Rapporteur of the Com-
mittee on Defence Questions and Armaments,
and Mr. Thoss, Rapporteur of the General
Affairs Committee, replied to the speakers.

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

Mr. Hardy, Vice-Chairman of the General
Affairs Committee, and Mr. Pignion, Chair-
man of the Committee on Defence Ques-
tions and Armaments, replied to the speakers.

The Assembly took note of the report of
the Committee on Scientific, Technological
and Aerospace Questions in reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council,
Document 975.

The Assembly proceeded to consider the
draft recommendation on thirty years of the
modified Brussels Treaty - reply to the twenty-
ninth annual report of the Council, Document
973 and amendments.

An amendment (No.
Mr. Pignion:

3) was tabled by

3. In paragraph (ii) of the preamble to the
draft recommendation, leave out * the partner-
ship ” and insert “ co-operation ”.

Speakers: MM. Pignion, De Decker and
Vogt (point of order).

The amendment was agreed to.

An amendment (No. 1) was tabled by

Mr. Hardy:

1. At the end of sub-paragraph 3 (a) of the
draft recommendation proper, add:

“and to secure international agreement to
ensure that such developments are adequately
and effectively controlled ”.

Speakers: MM. Hardy and De Decker; (points
of order): Dr. Miller, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg,
MM. Pignion, De Decker and Wilkinson.

The amendment was agreed to.

An amendment (No. 2) was tabled by Mr.
Dejardin and others:

2. Leave out sub-paragraph 4 (a) of the draft
recommendation proper and insert:

“ assessing the consequences for the Agency
for the Control of Armaments of the possible
abolition of Annex III to Protocol No. III and
any changes which might be made to Annex
1v; ™.

Speakers: MM. Dejardin, Bianco (point of
order), Wilkinson, De Decker and Dejardin.

The amendment was negatived.



MINUTES

FIFTH SITTING

Speakers (points of order): Lord Hughes
and Mr. Vogt.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
amended draft recommendation.

The amended draft recommendation was
agreed to. (This recommendation will be
published as No. 406) '.

Speakers (explanation of vote): MM. Pignion,
Vogt and Bianco.

The Assembly proceeded to consider the
draft recommendation on the political implic-
ations of European security in 1984 - reply to
the twenty-ninth annual report of the Council,
Document 979 and amendments.

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

2. In the second sub-paragraph of paragraph
(iv) of the preamble to the draft recommen-
dation, leave out:

“and more particularly of recourse to nuclear
weapons in the event of a conventional attack
by Warsaw Pact forces .

Speakers: MM. Pollidoro and Thoss.
The amendment was negatived.

An amendment (No. 1) was tabled by Mr.
Cavaliere:

1. In paragraph (vi) of the preamble to the
draft recommendation, leave out “ Welcoming
the fact ” and insert “ Taking note ™.

Speakers: MM. Cavaliere and Thoss.

1. See page 34.

30

NThe amendment was agreed to.
Speaker (point of order): Mr. Thoss.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
amended draft recommendation.

The amended draft recommendation was
agreed to. (This recommendation will be
published as No. 407) .

Speakers (explanation of vote): MM. Pol-
lidoro and Vogt.

8. Change in the membership of a committee

In accordance with Rule 39 (6) of the
Rules of Procedure, the Assembly agreed to
the following change in the membership of
the Committee for Relations with Parliaments
proposed by the United Kingdom Delegation:
Mrs. Knight as a titular member in place of Sir
John Page; Sir John Page as an alternate member
in place of Mrs. Knight.

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

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

The next sitting was fixed for Thursday,
21st June, at 9.30 a.m.

The sitting was closed at 8.50 p.m.

1. See page 35.
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Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance !:
Belgium MM. Spies von Biillesheim Netherlands
. Unland
MM. Adriaensens Vogt MM. Aarts
Bogaerts van den Bergh
De Decker ) Blaauw
Dejardin Ital de Kwaadsteniet
Steverlynck (Michel) Y Stoffelen
Mrs. Staels-Dompas MM. Amadei Tummers (Mrs. van der
Bianco Werf-Terpstra)
Cavaliere Worrell (van der Werf)
France Martino (Cifarelli)
Ferrari Aggradi i i
MM. £Er United Kingdom
M g?glgirg Masciadri (Fiandrotti) ) 8 i
Frasca Sir Frederic Bennett
Gianotti Mr. Millan (Cox)
Federal Republic of Germany Mezzapesa Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
Milani Sir Anthony Grant
MM. Ahrens Pollidoro (Pecchioli) Mr. Hardy =
Antretter Rauti Lord Newall (Sir Paul
é,egzer (Bohm) Palumbo (Rubbi) M H'Il-llawkms)
nders Mitterdorfer (Sarti r. Hl
Gerstl fer (Sart) Lord Hughes
Gansel (Haase) Earl of Kinnoull (Mr. Jessel)
Lemmrich (Hartmann) Mr. Woodall (McGuire)
Hackel (Kittelmann) Luxembourg Dr. Miller
Reddemann MM. Berchem Sir John Page
Scheer (Schulte) Margue Sir Dudley Smith
Schwarz Thoss Mr. Wilkinson
The following representatives apologised for their absence:
Belgium MM. Mayoud Italy
Mr. Noerens é?n?s MM. Antoni
Yalleix Veschietti
France &ﬁ:ﬁﬁssm Zamberletti
MM. Bassinet Wirth
Beix_
Berrier Federal Republic of Germany United Kingdom
Bourges
Fourré MM. Hornhues Mrs. Knight
Jeambrun Miiller Sir John Osborn
Jung Neumann Lord Reay
Lagorce Rumpf Mr. Ross

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

in brackets.
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RECOMMENDATION 404

on the state of European security

The Assembly,
(i)  Reiterating its belief that a European view on defence policy should be formulated collectively in
WEU and in close consultation with all other European allies ;

(iiy Paying real tribute to the vital contribution to the defence of Europe which the United States
continues to make after forty years, and being convinced that collective defence should continue to be
organised in NATO to which WEU is inextricably linked by the terms of the modified Brussels Treaty ;

(iii) Recognising however that the European allies today contribute 65 to 75% of the ready forces in
Europe and believing that some adaptation of NATO is necessary for it properly to reflect the European
view of defence requirements ;

(iv)  Stressing the overriding importance of allied solidarity and the need for all countries, with due
regard to their resources and geographical position, to accept their full responsibilities in the alliance ;

(v)  Welcoming the perceptive study on collective logistical support by General C. J. Dijkstra,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

Urge member governments to recommend in NATO:

1. That the structure of NATO be modified to reflect properly the European view of defence
requirements, and to improve efficiency ; in particular:

(a) that the position of the Military Committee as the highest military authority under the
Council and Defence Planning Committee should be clarified ;

(b) that the International Military Staff be fused with the Defence Planning and Policy Division
of the international staff, and that defence and force planning matters be handled by the
Defence Planning Committee and Military Committee in joint session;

(¢) that the prerogatives of the three major commanders be adjusted to place them on a more
equal footing and to reflect the primacy of the Military Committee;

(d) that a European officer should be appointed as Chief-of-Staff in SHAPE, and a European as
Special Assistant to SACEUR for international affairs;

2. That every effort be made to demonstrate the solidarity of the alliance, and to ensure that all
members assume corresponding responsibilities;

3. That the NATO authorities take note of and act on the study on collective logistical support, and
in particular:

(@) reaffirm the logistics authority of SACEUR under paragraph 9 of the North Atlantic Council
Resolution of 22nd October 1954;

(b) establish a communications zone command in the central region, under the command of
Deputy CINCENT;

(c) arrange common funding of sustaining stocks and greater use of NAMSA;

(d) agree that essential logistics units would be mobilised at the earliest stage of the alert
process;

4. That, as a matter of urgency, a common IFF aircraft recognition system be introduced on all
NATO aircraft.
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RECOMMENDATION 405
on AWACS and Nimrod aircraft

The Assembly,

(i) Following with great interest the build-up of the NATO Airborne Early Warning Mixed Force
composed of the NATO Airborne Early Warning Force E-3A component at Geilenkirchen in the
Federal Republic of Germany and the Nimrod component at Waddington in the United Kingdom:;

(i) Welcoming the integrated nature of the NATO AWACS force’s E-3A component in which
airmen of nine continental European forces as well as from the United States and Canada participate
and considering it to be an example for future schemes for multilateral units;

(iii) Aware also that this NATO force is directed politically by the North Atlantic Council as such and
militarily by SACEUR and his subordinate commander, the Commander of the NATO Airborne Early
Warning Mixed Force;

(iv) Noting with satisfaction that this important force is being set up speedily in accordance with the
plans agreed to at the outset;

(v)  Welcoming the fact that France might also associate its air defence more closely with that of
NATO by ordering the same type of AWACS aircraft and thus reinforce the common defence potential;

(vi) Considering that the British decision on the Nimrod component might benefit the other member
countries as well because of its maritime capability, but only provided its eleven aircraft are operational
by 1986,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL
I Promote within NATO

(@) Organisational structures to ensure that the national American AWACS force, the NATO E-3A
component, the Nimrod component and any future French AWACS force will be equipped with the
same type of hard- and software and with harmonised procedures so as to derive the maximum
effectiveness from allied defence efforts and expenditure;

(b)) The improvement of the NATO E-3A component by providing its aircraft with airborne
refuelling capabilities involving financially-acceptable modifications and appropriate training for its
crews, taking into account the existence of American and British tanker aircraft;

(¢) Training for the necessary number of air staff officers in order to use the NATO E-3A aircraft as
command and control aircraft in emergencies;

(d) A set of rules which can be applied in the event of more multilateral military units being set up
for common defence purposes thus codifying the lessons learned from the formation of the NATO
AWACS force E-3A;

II. Remind the French Government of the importance it attaches to an early decision being taken
on the procurement of its AWACS force.
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RECOMMENDATION 406

on thirty years of the modified Brussels Treaty -
reply to the twenty-ninth annual report of the Council

The Assembly,

(i) Believing it to be urgent to reinforce deterrence and safegnard peace, to organise within the
Atlantic Alliance a politically credible and militarily effective European pillar;

(i) Considering that setting up a European pillar of the alliance should in particular serve the object
of strengthening co-operation with our American allies, while giving a more European dimension to the
discussion of questions touching the security of our continent;

(iii) Believing that WEU should be used fully by the member states as a forum for analysis, debate
and concerted action on the requirements of European defence, and that the other European allies, and
other partners in the Ten should be kept fully informed,;

(iv)  Recalling its Recommendation 380 and reiterating its belief that WEU should be adapted to meet
the requirements of the 1980s, in particular through the dbolition of controls on conventional weapons;

(v)  Aware that the controls on atomic and biological weapons provided for in the modified Brussels
Treaty have never been applied, but considering that in present circumstances it is no longer
appropriate to apply them,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Examine and redefine the problems of European security and, to this end,
(a) meet regularly at a high level;

(b) hold at least two ministerial Council meetings a year, in particular to prepare NATO
ministerial meetings, with the participation of defence ministers at at least one of these
meetings; and

(¢) keep the Assembly informed of these proceedings;

2. Strengthen the Permanent Council through the attendance as required of the senior officials
concerned from the ministries for foreign affairs and defence and of the chiefs of defence staff;

3. Be assisted in its work by the Standing Armaments Committee and the Agency for the Control of
Armaments, instructing:

(a) the Standing Armaments Committee to assist the Council in preparing a European policy in
new conventional armaments, with particular regard to problems raised by emerging
technologies; and to help the Council lay the foundations of a policy on the defensive use of
space technology; and to secure international agreement to ensure that such developments
are adequately and effectively controlled;

(b) the Agency for the Control of Armaments to undertake, on behalf of the Council or
the Assembly, studies and analyses of problems related to disarmament, the limitation of
armaments and the problems of verification of disarmament agreements;

4, Pursue the adaptation of WEU to the needs of the 1980s by:

(a) abolishing the controls on conventional weapons set out in Annexes III and IV to Protocol
No. III;

(b) reorganising the Standing Armaments Committee and the Agency for the Control of
Armaments to enable them to accomplish their new tasks;

(c) making the necessary arrangements to co-locate the ministerial bodies of WEU in a single
place;

S. Establish appropriate procedure for informing European and Atlantic bodies about the
conclusions of ministerial meetings.
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RECOMMENDATION 407

on the political implications of European security in 1984 -
reply to the twenty-ninth annual report of the Council

The Assembly,

(i)  Aware of the difficulties in defence policy, not only in Europe but throughout the western world;

(if) Aware also of the fact that in the medium and long term the only way to end the unbridled
armaments race and the division of Europe is to find firm answers to the many political, social,
economic and strategic questions of our era;

(iii) Emphasising that in present circumstances a conflict between the two blocs might lead to the
near-total destruction of Europe;

(iv)  Aware of the overriding need for:
- a balanced, general, effective and verified disarmament policy;

- political control of armaments and more particularly of recourse to nuclear weapons in the
event of a conventional attack by Warsaw Pact forces;

- the meaningful pursuit of East-West disarmament negotiations in spite of the difficulties and
setbacks in recent months;

- political, economic and social co-operation between East and West in the spirit of the Helsinki
final act;

(v)  Therefore underlining:
- the growing importance of WEU for the security of Western Europe;

- the need for the European members of NATO to assume greater weight but also greater
defence responsibilities vis-a-vis their North American partners, while maintaining close
co-operation with them,;

(vi) Taking note that the Council is examining the structural and operational changes to be made in
WEU to allow it better to fulfil the réle assigned to it under the modified Brussels Treaty;

(vii) Considering that recent developments in Europe and in transatlantic and international relations
make this an appropriate time for such an examination;

(viii) Considering that the way the Council now operates does not allow it to give continuous political
impetus to the organisation;

(ix) Welcoming the Italian proposal to hold a meeting of ministers of defence of the WEU member
countries in Rome in October 1984 and hoping this meeting will lead to decisions likely to promote a
European armaments policy;

{(x) Regretting that the twenty-ninth annual report of the Council does not refer to the problems
raised by the reorganisation of WEU and that the Assembly is systematically left without knowledge of
the Council’s activities on this essential matter,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Be guided at all times by the preceding considerations and general principles, particularly in the
necessary reactivation of WEU;

2. Examine attentively the conditions in which better use might be made of WEU in the coming
decades to achieve in particular:

(i) a permanent representation of member countries on the Council so that it may take more
effective action;
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(if) more frequent meetings, particularly at ministerial level and the continuation, after the
Rome meeting, of regular meetings of ministers of defence in the framework of WEU, inter
alia so as to give steady encouragement to the European armaments policy;

(iii) aregrouping of the various WEU organs;
(iv) an adaptation of the Secretariat-General to the organisation’s new requirements;

(v) an agenda for its meetings allowing consultations on all matters relating to the security of
Western Europe and the definition of a collegial European position prior to each meeting of
the North Atlantic Council;

(vi) a possible enlargement of Western European Union,;

(vii) co-operation between the international secretariat of the Standing Armaments Committee
and the Independent European Programme Group without jeopardising the other tasks of
the SAC, in view of the fact that paragraph 10 of the statute of the SAC specifies that
agreements or arrangements concluded in the framework of that body remain open to
participation by other countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation;

(viii) an assessment of the consequences for the Agency for the Control of Armaments of
cancelling Annex III to Protocol No. III and possible modifications to Annex IV;

(ix) a definition of Europe’s present requirements in the control of armaments and the
adaptation of the Agency for the Control of Armaments to a different réle;

(x) the possible use of the competence acquired by the Agency for the Control of Armaments
for the benefit of representations of member countries at international conferences on
disarmament or the limitation of armaments and for more general research on the level of
world armaments;

(xi) the provision of financial means for the Assembly allowing it better to carry out its role;

3. Keep the Assembly properly informed about the stage reached in its discussions on all matters
relating to the future of WEU and in any event report on them either in its next annual report or in a
supplementary report to be submitted to the Assembly on the occasion of the thirtieth anniversary of
WEU.
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Thursday, 21st June 1984

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Control of armaments and disarmament (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments and vote on the draft
recommendation, Doc. 972).

2. Military use of space (Presentation of and debate on the
report of the Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions and vote on the draft recommend-
ation, Doc. 976 and amendments).

3. Opinion on the budget of the ministerial organs of
Western European Union for the financial year 1983
(Presentation of and debate on the report of the Committee
on Budgetary Affairs and Administration and vote on the
draft reccommendation, Doc. 983).

4. Action taken in parliaments on recommendations
adopted by the WEU Assembly on the standardisation
and production of armaments (Presentation of and debate
on the report of the Committee for Relations with
Parliaments, Doc. 977).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

The sitting was opened at 9.30 a.m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair.

1. Adoption of the minutes

"lfhe 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. Control of armaments and disarmament
(Presentation of and debate on the report

of the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 972)

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

The debate was opened.
Speaker: Mr. Pollidoro.

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

Speakers: MM. Vogt and Hardy.
The debate was closed.

Mr. de Vries, Rapporteur, replied to the
speakers.

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. 408) .

4. Opinion on the budget of the ministerial
organs of Western European Union
for the financial year 1983

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee on Budgetary Affairs and Administration and
vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 983)

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

The debate was opened.

Speakers: MM. Pollidoro, Vogt, Woodall and
Sir John Page.

The debate was closed.

Mr. de Vries, Rapporteur, replied to the
speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.

The draft recommendation was agreed to
unanimously. (This recommendation will be
published as No. 409) 2,

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

1. See page 41.
2. See page 42.
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5. Military use of space

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions and vote on the draft reccommendation,
Doc. 976 and amendments)

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

The debate was opened.

Speakers: MM. Hill, Vogt, Tummers, Fourré,
Thorne, Brown and Scheer.

The debate was closed.

Mr. Wilkinson, Rapporteur, and Mr. Bassinet,
Vice-Chairman of the Committee, replied to the
speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
recommendation.

An amendment (No. 1) was tabled by MM.
Thorne and Edwards:.

1. In the draft recommendation proper, leave
out paragraphs 2 to 9.

Speakers: MM. Thorne and Wilkinson.
The amendment was negatived.

An amendment (No. 7) was tabled by Mr.
Fourré:

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

“ Demand a larger European industrial invol-
vement in telecommunications satellites and
in military satellite programmes pursued
at international level as well as in the
associated ground station infrastructure, in
addition to supporting existing national mili-
tary communications satellites like Skynet and
SAMRO; ”.

Speakers: MM. Fourré and Wilkinson.
The amendment was negatived.

An amendment (No. 5) was tabled by Mr.
Fourré:.

5. In paragraph 3 of the draft recommendation
proper, after “Soviet” add “and United
States ”.

Speakers: MM. Fourré and Wilkinson.
The amendment was agreed to unanimously.

An amendment (No. 6) was tabled by Mr.
Fourré:

6. At the end of paragraph 4 of the draft
recommendation proper, add:

“and in the light of this study examine what
tasks might be entrusted to the Agency for the
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Control of Armaments with a view to particip-
ating in verification that these measures are
being respected ”.

Speakers: MM. Fourré and Wilkinson.
The amendment was agreed to unanimously.

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

2. In paragraph 5 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out:

“ appropriate for the formulation of Western
European security policy ”.

Speakers: MM. Brown and Wilkinson.
The amendment was negatived.

An amendment (No. 3) was tabled by Mr.
Hardy:

3. In paragraph 8 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out “to utilise ” and insert “ for
the civil and peaceful utilisation of ”.

Speakers: MM. Brown, Wilkinson and Bianco
(point of order).

The amendment was negatived.

An amendment (No. 4) was tabled by MM.
Tummers and Garrett:

4. In the draft recommendation proper, add a
new paragraph 10 as follows:

“10. Postpone reaching decisions on the
results of the analysis by the Standing
Armaments Committee, the study by the
Agency for the Control of Armaments and on
the other abovementioned measures until the
Assembly has had an opportunity to gain
detailed knowledge about these and related
military space problems through a broad-
based symposium on the possibilities and
desirability of the use of outer space for
military purposes. ”.

Speakers: MM. Tummers and Wilkinson.
The amendment was agreed to.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
amended draft recommendation.

The amended draft recommendation was
agreed to. (This recommendation will be
published as No. 410) '.

Speakers (explanation of vote): MM. Vogt and
Martino.

1. See page 43.
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6. Military use of space
(Motion for an order, Doc. 984)

In accordance with Rule 30 of the Rules of
Procedure, a motion for an order was tabled by
Mr. Tummers.

The motion for an order was referred to the
Presidential Committee.

7. Action taken in parliaments on
recommendations adopted by the WEU Assembly
on the standardisation and production of
armaments

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the
Committee for Relations with Parliaments, Doc. 977)

The report of the Committee for Relations
with Parliaments was presented by Mr. Antret-
ter, Rapporteur.
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The debate was opened.

Speakers: MM. Brown, Rauti and Sir John
Page.

The debate was closed.

Mr. Antretter, Rapporteur, replied to the
speakers.

The Assembly took note of the report of the
Commiittee for Relations with Parliaments.

8. Adjournment of the session

The President addressed the Assembly.
Speaker: Mr. Margue.

The President adjourned the thirtieth ordinary
session of the Assembly.

The sitting was closed at 1.10 p.m.
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SIXTH SITTING

" APPENDIX

Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance !

Belgium

MM. Bogaerts
De Decker
Dejardin
Mrs. Staels-Dompas

France

MM. Bassinet
Baumel
Fourré
Lagorce
Pignion
Natiez (Sénés)

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Ahrens
Antretter
Scheer (Enders)
Schmidt (Gerstl)
Gansel (Haase)
Kittelmann
Biichner (Neumann)

MM. Reddemann
Schulte
Schwarz
Vogt

Italy

MM. Amadei
Bianco
Ferrari Aggradi
Masciadri (Frasca)
Martino (Giust)
Mezzapesa
Milani
Pollidoro (Pecchioli)
Rauti
Palumbo (Rubbi)
Mitterdorfer (Sarti)

Luxembourg

MM. Berchem
Margue
Prussen (Thoss)

The following representatives apologised for their absence:

Belgium

MM. Adriaensens
Michel
Noerens

France

MM. Beix
Berrier
Bourges
Jeambrun
Jung
Mayoud
Ruet
Valleix
Vial-Massat

MM. Wilquin
Wirth

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Béhm
Hartmann
Hornhues
Miiller
Rumpf
Spies von Bullesheim
Unland

Italy

MM. Antoni
Cavaliere

Netherlands

MM. Tummers (Aarts)
de Vries (van den
Bergh)
Blaauw
de Kwaadsteniet
Stoffelen

United Kingdom

Sir Frederic Bennett
Mr. Thorne (Cox)
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
Sir Anthony Grant
MM. Hardy
Murphy (Sir Paul
Hawkins)
Hill
Millan (Lord Hughes)
Jessel
Stokes (Mrs Knight)
Woodall McGuire)
Brown (Miller)
Sir John Page
Lord Newall (Sir
Smith)
Mr. Wilkinson

Dudley

MM. Cifarelli
Fiandrotti
Gianotti
Vecchietti
Zamberletti

Netherlands

Mrs. van der Werf-Terpstra
Mr. van der Werff

United Kingdom

Sir John Osborn
Lord Reay
Mr. Ross

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

in brackets.
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RECOMMENDATION 408

on the control of armaments and disarmament

The Assembly,

(i) Concerned at the deterioration in the atmosphere of East-West relations, aggravated by the lack
of personal contact between the superpowers at a time of change or prospective change in the
leadership, and at the suspension of negotiations in three fields of arms control: a comprehensive
nuclear test ban, INF, and START;

(ii) Believing that all the more importance now attaches to the three remaining disarmament
conferences in Geneva, Stockholm and Vienna, in all of which there is prospect of agreement in due
course;

(iii) Calling on member governments to take the initiative in these fields of primary interest to
Europe by injecting a sense of urgency into the negotiations,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

Urge upon member governments the need:

1. To draft a joint, solemn declaration setting out their aims in the control of armaments and disar-
mament and to call on the superpowers to resume without delay negotiations which have been
interrupted or to stimulate discussion when they take place;

2. To take every initiative in seeking to restore confidence in East-West relations, as a precondition
of any arms control agreement, by promoting personal contact at the highest level between member
governments and the new Soviet and other eastern bloc leaderships;

3. To study the possibility of concluding interim agreements this year in the conference on
disarmament in Europe and mutual and balanced force reduction negotiations based on the common
elements in present eastern and western proposals and taking account of the importance of verification
measures.
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RECOMMENDATION 409

on the budget of the ministerial organs of WEU for the financial year 1983

The Assembly,

() Noting that in communicating the budget of Western European Union as a whole the Council
has complied with the provisions of Article VIII (¢) of the Charter;

(iiy Having taken note of the contents;
(iiiy Considering that:

(a) the future structure of the ministerial organs of Western European Union depends essentially
on the tasks devolving upon them in the framework of political decisions to be taken on this
matter by the Council;

(b) it would consequently be pointless at the present juncture to express an opinion on the cost-
effectiveness of these organs;

(¢) it would however be possible to make budgetary savings if the restructuration of the
ministerial organs included unification of the Paris and London headquarters and the
integration of their services;

(d) in preparing the budget the criterion of “zero growth” was applied,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Examine the possibility of uniting the London and Paris headquarters with a view to integrating
joint services;

2. Adopt flexible criteria in its staff recruitment policy, in view of new tasks to be accorded to the
ministerial organs of Western European Union;

3. Specify that the criterion of “zero growth” applies only to operating expenses and that
expenditure and income relating to pensions should therefore be set out in a separate section of the
budget;

4. Inform the Assembly of the stage reached in the studies on improving the status of staff
announced in the Council’s reply to Assembly Recommendation 340 and the participation of staff
associations in the consultation and conciliation structure of the co-ordinated organisations.
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RECOMMENDATION 410

on the military use of space

The Assembly,

(i) Aware of the consistent interest shown by Western European Union in the strategic and
industrial implications of the space capabilities of the member countries;

(iiy Appreciating the considerable achievements of Western European countries in the space field
both nationally and under the aegis of the European Space Agency, most notably in the Spacelab and
Ariane and satellite programmes;

(iii)y Conscious of the need for Europe to initiate new projects in both the space science and
applications fields if Europe’s successful development of telecommunications and remote-sensing
satellite systems, together with launch vehicles and manned work modules, are to be fully exploited;

(iv) Understanding that the United States spends about ten times as much as Western Europe on
space activities and that at least half the United States space programme is directly or indirectly funded
by the Department of Defence;

(v)  Aware also that current efforts by the Soviet Union to expand its present space capability should
not go unmatched by western countries;

(vi) Concerned that in addition to the two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union,
other major nations, such as Japan, India, Brazil and the People’s Republic of China, are pursuing
active space programmes which could jeopardise Europe’s current position as the established third
force after the United States and the Soviet Union in space activities;

(vii) Believing that space capability will be a key determinant in future warfare, that in military terms
the difference in potential between the space-capable nations and the others will be almost as great as
the current difference in power between nuclear and non-nuclear nations and that Europe should not
only take note but act upon this fact;

(viii) Noting President Mitterrand’s call in his speech of 7th February 1984 for a “ European space
community ” and his remarks on the potential of a manned European space station as well as current
Western European interest in this subject;

(ix) Supporting initiatives to exploit space technology to bring about confidence-building measures
such as the proposed international satellite monitoring agency and determined to use Europe’s space
capabilities in order to reduce the risk of war by eliminating the advantage of surprise through
surveillance satellite systems;

(x) Confident that WEU can offer a valuable forum for debate about and analysis of the implications
for the defence of Western Europe of the latest military space technologies as well as an institutional
framework untrammelled by the political inhibitions of the ESA convention for the initiation by the
principal space-capable nations of Western Europe of a defensive European military space programme,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Urge the governments of member countries to do all in their power to secure negotiations
between the United States and the Soviet Union so as to prevent the military use of space through the
deployment of offensive space weapon systems by promoting new international treaties and related
verification procedures, as well as through the implementation of existing accords to limit the military
uses of space;

2. Demand a larger European industrial involvement both in NATO telecommunications satellites
and in NATO military satellite programmes as well as in the associated ground station infrastructure, in
addition to supporting successful national military communications satellites like Skynet;

3. Commission a detailed analysis by the Standing Armaments Committee of the implications for
European defence of developments in military space technology and in particular of Soviet and United
States research and development in this field;
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4, Initiate a study by the Agency for the Control of Armaments of the confidence- and security-
building measures that could be taken in Europe following the establishment of either an international
satellite monitoring agency or of Western European oceanic and terrestrial surveillance satellite systems
and in the light of this study examine what tasks might be entrusted to the Agency for the Control of
Armaments with a view to participating in verification that these measures are being respected;

5. Establish a dialogue with the European Space Agency whereby the industrial implications of ESA
scientific or applications programmes can be discussed in an institutional framework appropriate for
the formulation of Western European security policy;

6. Set clear European space policy objectives and priorities in the course of its politico-military
consultations in the key strategic fields of launchers, manned modules, space station integration, tele-
communications, meteorological and remote-sensing satellites and manned reusable service and space
transport vehicles;

7. Propose a European surveillance and reconnaissance satellite programme adapting and refining
the sensor technologies in the existing CNES Spot project and the ESA ERS-1 project;

8. Concert a joint response by the member countries to the NASA proposals for European
participation in the projected United States space station and evolve a common strategy to utilise the
consequent technological expertise should a European space station programme be initiated;

9. Require the construction of a Western European military meteorological satellite programme to
follow the successful series of civil Meteosat satellites;

10. Postpone reaching decisions on the results of the analysis by the Standing Armaments
Committee, the study by the Agency for the Control of Armaments and on the other abovementioned
measures until the Assembly has had an opportunity to gain detailed knowledge about these and related
military space problems through a broad-based symposium on the possibilities and desirability of the
use of outer space for military purposes.
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SUMMARY

1. Opening of the session.
. Attendance register.

. Address by the Provisional President.
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. Examination of credentials.

5. Election of the President of the Assembly.

Speakers: The President, Mr. Bassinet, Mrs. Knight;
(points of order): Mr. Hardy, Mr. Schwarz, Mr. Redde-
mann, Mr. Hardy, Mr. Worrell, Mrs. Knight.

6. Address by the President of the Assembly.
Speaker: Mr. Bianco.

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

8. Adoption of the draft order of business for the first part
of the session (Doc. 968).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Freeson, Mr. Hardy.

9. Nomination of members to committees.

Speakers: The President, Sir Frederic Bennett (point of
order).
10. Situation in the Middle East and European security (Pre-
sentation of and debate on the report of the General
Affairs Commuttee, Doc. 978 and amendments).

Speakers: The President, Lord Reay (Rapporteur),
Mr. Michel (Chairman of the Commuttee), Mr. Cifa-
relli, Mr. Stokes, Mr. Gianotti, Mr. Muller, Mr. Dreyfus-
Schmidt, Mr. Reddemann.

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

The sitting was opened at 3 p.m. with Mr. Edwards, Provisional President, in the Chair.

1. Opening of the session

The PRESIDENT. - The sitting is open.

In accordance with Article III (@) of the Char-
ter and Rules 2, 5 and 17 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure, 1 declare open the thirtieth ordinary
session of the Assembly of Western European
Union,

2. Attendance register

The PRESIDENT. - The names of the substi-
tutes attending this sitting which have been
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. - According to the agenda,
the President has the right, as the oldest mem-
ber, to make a speech. I intend to claim that
privilege, but not to speak for too long. Many
years ago, the seven nations involved in WEU

1. See page 17.

came together and signed an agreement. Those
seven nations had fought one another across the
frontiers of Europe and millions of Europeans
had died in that war. The fact that that agree-
ment was signed by those seven nations now
makes conflict between them a thing of the past.
The politicians achieved what the military men

.had failed to achieve over a thousand years, and

that was to unite an important section of
Europe.

We are left today with the results of the
elections to a European Parliament. As a
committed, unrepentant European I have always
thought that for ten nations to elect a par-
liamentary assembly would be a political miracle.
Who would have thought thirty years ago that
the peoples of Europe would be walking to the
polls to elect their own parliament? That has
been achieved, and I believe that it is a political
miracle. That is the case no matter what your
views and cynical observations about that par-
liament. It has always been my view that the
commissioners, who are accused of being a
group of bureaucrats, are the very heart of our
Europe. They handle the day-to-day problems,
for the Council of Ministers meets rarely.
Among the problems that they handle are our
trade agreements with fifty-two third world
countries under the Lomé Convention. That is
a marvellous achievement.
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There is no reason why we should despair
about our Europe. If seven nations can come
together to make war impossible, so can ten
nations. That is important.

If I may be a little controversial in these, my
short remarks, may I say that it has always been
my view that our Europe should be a bridge bet-
ween the superpowers, putting peace on the
agenda and keeping it there permanently.
I hope that that function will never be forgotten.

4, Examination of credentials

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

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

In accordance with Rule 6(1) of the Rules of
Procedure, all these credentials were ratified by
the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe and are attested by a statement of rati-
fication which has been addressed to the Pre-
sident, with the exception of Mr. De Decker,
representative, and Mr. Bonnel, substitute, who
have been nominated since the conclusion of the
meeting of the Parliamentary Assembly of the
Council of Europe.

It is now for the Assembly to ratify those cre-
dentials not already ratified, under Rule
6(2). The nominations are in proper form.
No objection has been raised.

If the Assembly is unanimous, we may
proceed to ratification without prior referral to a
credentials committee.

Is there any opposition?...

The credentials of Mr. De Decker and
Mr. Bonnel are ratified by the Assembly, subject
to subsequent ratification by the Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe.

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

5. Election of the President of the Assembly

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

Under Rules 7(2), 10(2) and 10(10), only a
representative, who may not be a member of
his national government, may stand as a can-
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didate for the office of President, and his can-
didature must be sponsored by three or more
representatives in writing.

I call Mr. Bassinet.

Mr. BASSINET (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, on behalf of a number of my
colleagues, I request a half-hour suspension of
the sitting in accordance with Rule 11 of the
Rules of Procedure.

The PRESIDENT. - I understand that some
members of the Assembly wish to move the sus-
pension of the sitting.

Mrs. KNIGHT (United Kingdom). - Further
to that point of order, Mr. President. Surely the
members present should be told why the mem-
ber who has asked for the adjournment puts
forward that proposal.

The PRESIDENT. - The matter can be
debated. There can be one speech for and one
against the proposition.

Mr. BASSINET (France) (Translation). -
Mr. President, in a democratic assembly the
right to request a suspension of the sitting
cannot be questioned.

Fﬁrthermore, in view of the orders of the day
for this afternoon, I should like the political
group of which I am a member to meet.

Mrs. KNIGHT (United Kingdom). - 1t is well
known that we have had the entire morning to
speak in our political groups. Certain diffi-
culties may have cropped up, but Mr. Bassinet
has not given us any information to suggest that
there is a good reason for suspending the sitting.
We have a very short time for many impor-
tant reports and debates. If we have suspen-
sions for no real reason, our work cannot
continue. I ask members to vote against sus-
pending the sitting.

The PRESIDENT. - We shall vote by sitting
and standing.

(A4 vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

The motion is rejected.

I have received two nominations, properly
made in the form prescribed by the rules, for
President of the Assembly. They are, in alpha-
betical order: Mr. Blaauw and Mr. Caro.
Voting will take place by secret ballot.

The procedure for election is prescribed by
Rule 10 as follows:

“Two tellers chosen by lot shall count the
votes cast... If after two ballots no candidate
has obtained the votes of a number of repre-
sentatives or substitutes equal to more than
half the number of representatives to the
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Assembly [that is, forty-five or more] the
candidate who on the third ballot receives the
greatest number of votes shall be declared
elected. In the event of a tie, the candidate
senior in age shall be declared elected.”

All representatives or substitutes who have
signed the register of attendance under Rule 24
have received an envelope and voting papers
bearing the names of the duly nominated can-
didates.

I will now draw by lot the names of the two
tellers who will be responsible for counting the
votes.

Mr. Jung and Mr. Jeambrun have been drawn.
I call Mr. Hardy.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — On a point
of order, Mr. President. A few moments ago,
you said that this was a secret ballot. I have to
cast serious doubts on whether it is secret.

When a voter is given two pieces of paper,
with a different name on each, it is easy to tell
how he voted. I do not mind making public the
fact that I voted for Mr. Blaauw.

The PRESIDENT. - Order.
order.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — There are
two points of order. This is the second. If a
person puts into an envelope a piece of paper on
which is written the name of the candidate that
he supports, he leaves behind the piece of paper
on which the other candidate’s name is written.
That is hardly a secret ballot.

The PRESIDENT. - That may be a valid
point to refer to the Committee on Rules of Pro-
cedure and Privileges at a later stage. The prac-
tice has obtained here for many years and has
never previously been questioned. However,
you are within your rights to question it.

I call Mr. Schwarz.

Mr. SCHWARZ (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). - Mr. President, I support
the comments on the form of this election. Ido
not think this is the right way to do it. We are
told that this has been the practice for the last
thirty years, but that does not make it right.
The administration should have produced a
ballot paper with both names on it. We could
then have voted for one or other candidate
on the same ballot paper. I too doubt the
genuine secrecy of this ballot. I say this as a
precaution, although I too know which way 1
shall vote.

You are out of

The PRESIDENT. - Until a few minutes ago,

we had only one nomination for the presidency.
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Just before I opened the session we received
another. Therefore, it was impossible for the
secretariat to produce a single voting slip.
That explains the situation. The practice has
obtained for many years.

I call Mr. Reddemann.

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, I do
not want to argue with you, but I would have
thought that, since we had to have a second
ballot paper anyway, it would have been possible
for both names to appear on it. I do not want
to start a row about it, but simply to propose
that there should be a second ballot box into
which we can put the second ballot paper, the
one showing the name of the candidate we are
not voting for. This would restore the secrecy
of the vote.

The PRESIDENT. -1 call Mr. Hardy.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — Further to
that point of order, Mr. President. I entirely
accept your explanation. In view of the short
time available, it would have been impossible
for the secretariat to do what we were originally
suggesting. We should, however, have closed
nominations at, say, 12 noon today to give a
reasonable time for sensible ballot forms to be
issued a couple of hours later.

The PRESIDENT. - That is a matter of
changing the rules. You have the opportunity
to do that at any time except while the vote is
being taken. The matter of changing the rules
goes to the Committee on Rules of Procedure
and Privileges, which then reports. The
procedure that is being carried out has operated
with success for many years. We cannot change
it at a moment’s notice.

I am sorry if I have not heard the points of
order correctly. I may have the wrong tune.

Each representative or substitute to sign the
register will be called in alphabetical order.

The voting is open.

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

The tellers will now take their place and the
votes will be counted behind the rostrum.

The sitting is suspended for twenty minutes.

(The sitting was suspended at 3.50 p.m. and
resumed at 4.20 p.m.)

The sitting is resumed.

Mr. WORRELL (Netherlands). - On a point
of order, Mr. President. Are the results of the
first vote available?
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The PRESIDENT. - I am delighted to
announce the result of the first ballot:

Votescast ........ovieiinnn.nn. 75
Blank or spoiled papers ........... 3
Effective votescast ............... 72
Absolute majority ................ 45
Mr.Blaauw ...................... 32
Mr.Caro ........ciiivinn.... 40

The majority required for the election is a
number equal to half the number of represen-
tatives in the Assembly - that is, 45. A second
ballot is now necessary. The candidates must
secure 45 votes to be elected President.

I remind members that they may have an
extra ballot paper in their pocket. Please do not
use that ballot paper, but use the ballot paper
that is now to be issued. Two ballot papers will
be declared void if members use both ballot
papers.

We shall now proceed to the second ballot.
We shall start with the same member as
before. Members will be called in alphabetical
order when they have all received ballot papers.

Mrs. KNIGHT (United Kingdom). - As it
seems we may have further roll-call votes, I
wonder whether in future when ballot papers are
being passed out we might utilise the services of
more than two helpers so that the ballot papers
can be got to representatives more quickly.

The PRESIDENT. - You have made a fair
and valid point of which I am sure the secre-
tariat will have taken note.

The voting is open.

(4 vote by roll-call was then taken)

Does anyone else wish to vote?...

The voting is closed.

I suspend the sitting for twenty minutes.

(The sitting was suspended at 4.45 p.m. and
resumed at 5.10 p.m.)

The sitting is resumed.

The result of the vote for the election of the
President is as follows:

Votescast ........c.coivnvnnnnnnn 76
Blank or spoiled papers ........... 3
Effective votescast ............... 73
Absolute majority ................ 45
Mr.Blaauw ...................... 28
Mr.Caro ........covviiiinn... 45

Mr. Caro having obtained the necessary
majority, I declare him President of the Assem-
bly of Western European Union. (4pplause)

(Mr. Caro then took the Chair)

6. Address by the President of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and
Gentlemen, I am deeply moved, as you can
imagine.

I must begin by thanking our friend
Mr. Edwards for presiding over this sitting in his
usual friendly, good-natured way and for wel-
coming me to this chair.

The election that has just taken place reminds
me of our friend Mr. De Poi, who, for reasons of
which we are all aware, has been prevented from
continuing to use his talent and youth in the
cause of Western European Union. This is
regrettable, but I hope I shall be able to continue
the work he was doing here.

I should also like to assure my friend
Mr. Blaauw that I competed with him in a spirit
of complete fairness. I hope that the way in
which we work together will enable us all, and
particularly Mr. Blaauw, who has done so much
for our Assembily, to give of our best.

To the representatives of our governments
I should like to say that I shall always be avail-
able and I hope to join with them in the fullest
possible dialogue so that, with the help of the
Assembly’s secretariat, we can tackle this very
important period for WEU.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I thank you most
sincerely for the confidence you have placed in
me, and as President I shall, of course, try to be
fair to everyone. I shall not forget what I owe
you, and I hope that I can help you to achieve
the various goals you have set yourselves,
because it is in the thrust and parry of our pro-
ceedings that we shall find the new ideas we
need. I shall not make a speech now since my
nomination this morning came as something of
a surprise and I have not therefore prepared
myself for this occasion. With the Assembly’s
permission, I shall make a brief and as con-
sidered a political speech as possible at the
beginning of tomorrow afternoon’s sitting.

Once again I thank you most sincerely. Asa
European, I appreciate this further opportunity
to demonstrate my devotion to the cause of
Europe, which I hope to serve well.

I call Mr. Bianco.

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, I should like to congratulate you on your
election. I am sure that, with your long expe-
rience, you are well equipped to work for the
fullest possible reactivation of WEU.

I should like to say briefly, in my capacity as
head of the Italian Delegation - which at the last
Assembly produced a President, in the person of
Mr. De Poi, to whom I wish to pay a warm
tribute — that, while welcoming your election, we
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feel bound to express our great regret that the
Assembly has decided not to respect certain
rules which seem to govern relationships bet-
ween the various groups and delegations. I am
referring to the maintenance, as we have done
in other assemblies, of the candidature of a
person of the same party and nationality.
Having made this point, we offer you our com-
pliments and our best wishes for a successful
term as President.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Bianco,
I take this opportunity to thank you and the
other members of the Italian Delegation.

It is no secret that one of the political groups
of our Assembly had talks this morning. But I
must again pay tribute publicly to the wholly
correct attitude you and all your Italian collea-
gues have taken towards me.

7. Election of two Vice-Presidents
of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next
order of the day is the election of Vice-
Presidents of the Assembly.

Rule 7(2) of the Rules of Procedure lays down
that substitutes may not be elected to the Bureau
of the Assembly.

In addition, Rule 10 of the Rules of Procedure
states that no representative may stand as a can-
didate for the office of Vice-President unless a
proposal for his candidature has been sponsored
in writing by three or more representatives and
representatives who are members of govern-
ments may not be members of the Bureau.

Two nominations have been submitted in the
prescribed form.

The candidates are, in alphabetical order,
Mr. Berchem and Mr. Reddemann.

The other vacancies will be filled later.

If there are no objections, I propose that the
Vice-Presidents be elected by acclamation.

Is there any objection?...
I note that the Assembly is unanimous.

I therefore declare Mr. Berchem and Mr. Red-
demann elected as Vice-Presidents of the Assem-
bly, and congratulate them.

8. Adoption of the draft order of business
Sor the first part of the session

(Doc. 968)
The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next

order of the day is the adoption of the draft
order of business for the first part of the thirtieth
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ordinary session of the Assembly, Document
968.

Is there any opposition to that draft order of
business?...

I call Mr. Freeson.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - 1 do not
want to question the order of business at this
stage but I want to register my irritation that
most of the reports to be before us during this
session were not received, certainly not by a
number of representatives, including myself,
before our arrival in Paris last night and this
morning. I stress that it is not good enough for
us to have an order of business that includes a
considerable number of major issues requiring
serious and deep consideration and yet not have
the opportunity to study the relevant reports
well before we arrive in Paris. Even those that
I received in London I did not receive more than
a week ago, if then, and I have not had the
opportunity of reading them carefully and
consulting my colleagues. Certainly, not until
I arrived this morning in this Assembly did I
have the opportunity of reading several major
reports that we are supposed to be debating and
considering.

It makes a farce of our proceedings - and
I choose my words carefully and deliberately -
if members of parliamentary delegations are
unable to study major reports of serious signi-
ficance until we actually arrive in the session,
quite apart from the fact that, as I believe, the
agenda is overloaded with those reports.

I want to record my anxiety — and I believe
that I speak for a number of other represen-
tatives at WEU - that in future we should
receive reports well before we come to attend the
session, so that we may study them properly,
confer with colleagues and come to our conclu-
sions about them before we come to Paris.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - 1 call
Mr. Hardy.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — 1 want to
make it clear that Mr. Freeson was entirely right
when he said that he spoke for others. There
are not only labour members but many other
representatives in the Assembly who, like
Mr. Freeson, will recognise that many of the
contents of the reports before us this week deal
with matters of enormous importance. There
should have been time for us to carry out consul-
tations as well as to read the documents carefully
ourselves. We have not had the opportunity to
do so.

I suggest, Mr. President, that you consult the
Bureau to see whether we can devise some arran-
gement to ensure that important reports are with
us early enough for us to read them. I suggest
that the Bureau considers some kind of arrange-
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ment whereby reports will be with represen-
tatives in normal circumstances for at least two
weeks before the Assembly requires represen-
tatives to consider them and to make decisions
on them.

Secondly, there may be emergencies when that
kind of arrangement cannot apply but by and
large matters before this Assembly should have
been with representatives long enough to allow
mature judgment and adequate consideration
and preparation. My colleague’s comment is of
major importance. I trust that proper attention
will be given to it.

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

I have noted Mr. Freeson’s and Mr. Hardy’s
comments.

As they have suggested, the Bureau would be
well advised to consider this worrying problem.
However, it has become normal practice for
.members to follow more closely in the first
instance the reports they have considered in the
committees to which they belong. I do not
think therefore that the comments that have
been made concern the members of the Assem-
bly who study the reports of their own
committees and can therefore be assumed to be
familiar with them. On arriving here, we natu-
rally study other documents drawn up by other
committees, but time is short.

I take note of these comments. We shall

do our best, with your help.

Subject to these comments and my reply, are
there any other remarks on the draft order of
business?

The draft order of business is adopted.

9. Nomination of members to committees

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

The candidates for the Assembly’s five perma-
nent committees and the Committee for Rela-
tions with Parliaments have been published in
an Annex to Notice No. 1, which has been dis-
tributed.

I also ask the Assembly to note that the Ger-
man Delegation has nominated Mr. Klejdzinski
as alternate member of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments in place of
Mr. Hauff and Mr. Klejdzinski as alternate
member of the Committee on Scientific, Tech-
nological and Aerospace Questions in place of
Mr. Haase.
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In accordance with Rule 39(6) and Rule 42 bis
of the Rules of Procedure, these nominations are
submitted to the Assembly.

Are there any objections to these nomi-
nations?...

These nominations are agreed to..

As President, I now have to propose some-
thing which is not as a rule much to the liking of
the members of the Assembly.

As we have a particularly heavy agenda for
this part of the session, I am obliged to propose
to you, in accordance with Rule 33 of the Rules
of Procedure, that the time allowed to speakers,
with the exception of committee chairmen and
rapporteurs, should be limited to five minutes,
as is the normal practice.

This time-limit will, of course, make things
very difficult for representatives. Thus, if you
agree, we could make this a permanent rule, with
due regard for the number of items on the
agenda, but leave it to the President to decide
what speaking time should be allowed according
to the number of members who have put their
names down to speak on a particular item of the
agenda.

I would also be extremely grateful if both the
national delegations and the political groups
could arrange for as few of their members as
possible to speak in debates so that each may
have as much speaking time as possible. This
is the practice in all other assemblies, and it is
one that we should also adopt.

Provided that the Assembly allows the Presi-
dent this latitude, are there any objections on
principle to speaking time being limited to five
minutes?

The time-limit is agreed to.

I call Sir Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
On a point of order, Mr. President. I congra-
tulate you and am the first to do so, but I add to
those congratulations a word of worry about
tonight’s business, because I have some sym-
pathy with my colleagues, Mr. Hardy and
Mr. Freeson.

Probably the most important topic before us
today is the subject of the whole Middle East,
including the Gulf, where the situation is dan-
gerous. While I completely concur with having
a time-limit for speeches, I feel that it would be a
good idea if you could give us some guidance -
and I asked your predecessor in the chair this
question also ~ about what is proposed. This is
not the kind of subject that ought to be dealt
with by representatives of this Assembly by 7
oclock. I do not mind staying up if there are
other arrangements, but could you, Mr. Presi-
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dent, give us some indication of what you have
in mind, because I do not think that that is the
best way to treat this subject?

I am sure that the world press is delighted that
you are the President, but the press is also
interested in policy. Therefore, if you could
give us some guidance on how far you will allow
this debate to go it would be more dignified.
We are clearly behind time. Perhaps you can
say whether we might begin earlier tomorrow.
We should not allow this debate to drag on
without you, as President, giving us some idea of
what you have in mind.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Sir Frederic. We can reconcile your point of
view, which I share, with the exigencies of our
timetable.

We shall have to suspend the sitting at about
6.30 p.m. because of commitments elsewhere,
but we could begin the debate now and take the
Rapporteur, the Chairman of the committee and
a few speakers. But we shall resume the debate
tomorrow morning.

I am told that thirteen members are down to
speak, which is not an unusual number. Let us
therefore wait and see at the end of the sitting
whether tomorrow morning’s sitting has to begin
earlier than planned.

10. Situation in the Middle East
and European security

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the General Affairs Committee, Doc. 978
and amendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We now
come to the next order of the day which is the
presentation of and debate on the report of the
General Affairs Committee on the situation in
the Middle East and European security and the
vote on the draft recommendation, Document
978 and amendments.

I call Lord Reay, Rapporteur of the General
Affairs Committee.

Lord REAY (United Kingdom). - As the first
member of the Assembly and the first rapporteur
to take this rostrum today I should like to add
my congratulations to those that have already
been offered to you, Mr. President, on your
election today as President of this Assembly.
Western European Union is poised on the brink
of a future that throbs with promise - appro-
priately, in the first instance, due to the initiative
taken by your country. I hope that you
will successfully preside over an Assembly that
sees that promise become something meaningful
and important for Europe’s collective security.
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The last occasion when this Assembly adopted
a recommendation and a report about the
Middle East was December 1982 when I had the
honour to be the Rapporteur on the subject
of South-West Asia, a slightly wider remit than
that of the report that is before you this
afternoon. Members will recollect that then a
report and recommendation on the same sub-
ject were due to be taken on the final day of our
session last December.

However, so delayed had business become
that, with the prospect of debating such an
important and, in part, controversial subject,
and of taking decisions on several amend-
ments in a dwindling Assembly, it was proposed
by the Chairman of the General Affairs Commit-
tee and seconded by me as Rapporteur that the
matter be referred back to the General Affairs
Committee. The Assembly agreed.

Since then the committee has visited Jordan.
At the request of several members of the
committee, I visited Syria. A new report was
prepared, a new recommendation was adopted
by 19 votes to 0 with 1 abstention, and the result
is what you have before you today.

The report tries to deal with three subjects: the
conflict between Iraq and Iran, the situation in
Lebanon and the problem of Palestine.

On the first subject, oil stocks now seem to
most people to be sufficient to outlast any
stoppage in Gulf supplies that might be caused
by a crisis in that area. Nevertheless, it
would be highly dangerous for us to become
complacent. In the not-too-distant past it has
often seemed as though we were only a short
step from a crisis that could threaten the
stability of many, if not all, western economies.
We could still reach that point.

The recommendation makes only two modest
requests, through the Council, of WEU member
states. These are that they should leave no
doubt in anyone’s mind that they have not
supplied and do not supply chemical weapons to
the belligerents, and that no action is taken by
them that is likely to prolong the conflict or
prevent peace.

On the first point, I believe that the ten EEC
countries have recently agreed to introduce
controls on .the export of a certain number of
civilian end-use chemicals that could be diverted
to the manufacture of chemical weapons. The
second point raises the question of whether we
intend that no member country should supply
arms to either side. By itself our request does
not imply that. The supply of arms may as well
serve to end as to prolong a conflict. I believe
that even if it were desirable, it is unrealistic to
suppose that there will be an agreed policy on
arms supplies by WEU member countries. 1
think that it will remain a bilateral matter.
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At present, as far as I know, there is one major
WEU state arms supplier to Irag and none to
Iran. Iraq’s principal or other principal arms
supplier is the Soviet Union, which has evi-
dently decided to come down firmly on the side
that is fighting Islamic fundamentalism. Consi-
dering not only the possible disaffection of the
Soviet Union’s enormous Moslem minority but
Iran’s own frontier with Afghanistan and the
moral support that Iran has been giving to the
Afghan rebels, who have been causing so much
trouble to the Soviet occupying forces, that out-
come is perhaps not surprising.

At the same time it appears that the Soviet
Union has been able to restrict arms deliveries
to Iran from third countries such as Korea.
The United States has also acted to curtail arms
supplies to Iran. China, likewise, apparently
has desisted. However, Israel is still reported as
being active in this quarter. If it is correct to
see a swing in the balance of power in Iraq’s
favour as a result of the rearmament that has
taken place — a development that has become
apparent only since this report was written — we
can hardly expect a swift end to the war.

It is unlikely that Iran will seek an overall
truce in its continuing state of revolutionary
fervour. We should be wise to wait before
making a judgment on whether Iran’s placatory
and co-operative moves of the last ten days - its
acceptance of an agreement to refrain from hos-
tilities against Iraq’s civilian population, its
request for United Nations observers, its offer of
a truce in the disputed waters of the Gulf, and
even a postponement of the long-awaited plan-
ned offensive against Iraq - reflect a first, sober
recognition by Iran that it stands to lose rather
than gain if it escalates the war, or whether they
reflect internal dissension or have a tactical or
other motivation.

I must turn to Lebanon. Here I think that we
should welcome the formation of a government
who have the support of the principal Moslem
and Christian elements in the country, exclu-
ding, as we have seen, the Maronite and Pha-
lange militias — for whom peaceful government
is no doubt something to which they will
require longer to adapt.

What Lebanon needs, however, if it is to enjoy
long-term stability is the withdrawal of Israeli
and Syrian forces. There is no justification for
the continued Israeli occupation. Syria, at
least, has played a constructive part in the recon-
ciliation of parties in Lebanon. No doubt in
due course a Lebanese Government will desire
and require a Syrian withdrawal just as today
they request an end to the Israeli occupation.
We should support all Lebanese attempts to
recover its own national territory.
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Incidentally, it should be noted that in calling
for the withdrawal of all foreign forces, except
for those of the United Nations as we did in the
recommendation, we go further than Security
Council Resolutions 508 and 509, which dealt
only with Israeli withdrawal.

The position in Lebanon may, therefore, on
the face of it, look more promising than six
months ago. However, let us not forget that the
Israeli occupation of south Lebanon leaves the
Israelis only some twenty-five miles from
Damascus; that since the Israelis last knocked
out Syrian batteries in the Bekaa valley the
Soviet Union has rearmed Syria, no doubt to a
higher level of efficiency, as substantial numbers
of Russian personnel have remained in an ope-
rating capacity, and that the tension between
Syria and Israel is something that can ebb and
flow from day to day. Lebanon can, therefore,
still be a flashpoint for a more general
conflagration.

Lastly, I deal with the Palestinian problem.
The recommendation calls upon the Council to
reaffirm the Venice declaration adopted by the
nine EEC countries in 1980 which recognised
Israel’s right to existence and security on the one
hand and the right of the Palestinian people to
self-determination on the other. As the decla-
ration stated: the Palestinian problem is not one
simply of refugees. On that occasion, the Nine
further asserted their deep conviction that the
Israeli settlements constituted a serious obstacle
to the peace process in the Middle East and
noted that “ these settlements, as well as modifi-
cations in population and property in the
occupied Arab territories, are illegal under
international law ”, In this recommendation we
have added a sentence warning against any
further expulsion of Arab populations from
these territories, because, as we discovered on
our visit to Amman in March, this is a serious
anxiety at present for Jordan. I do not believe
that we are in a position to dismiss such fears as
groundless.

As far as I know, no EEC member state wishes
to depart from or abrogate the Venice declara-
tion. The United Kingdom Government cer-
tainly do not. The question then arises: should
Europe now take some further initiative? Some
say that this is a propitious moment, since the
United States is immobilised in any constructive
development of its Middle Eastern policy by the
presidential election, and that therefore there is a
vacuum to be filled. Others say, on the
contrary, that that is a reason for not taking any
initiative as all European initiatives are, basi-
cally, appeals for United States action. In any
case, the coming Israeli election and the split in
the PLO contribute additional uncertainty and
confusion and thereby provide further reason for
Europe not to stick its neck out any further.
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Governments will have to decide this matter
in the light of events as they unfold. What I
should like to do is bring to the attention of
members of the Assembly two strong impres-
sions which our committee received on its visit
to Jordan. First, Jordan ardently desires peace.
That desire is evidently shared by the moderate
PLO leadership of Arafat, with whom Jordan
has been conducting a dialogue with a view to
reaching an agreed negotiating position on the
West Bank. It is not shared by the radical
Syrian-backed wing of the PLO, which loses no
opportunity to attack Arafat, even for presuming
to hold a dialogue with Jordan, and whose posi-
tion threatens that dialogue. That raises troub-
ling questions about Syria’s long-term inten-
tions in that area.

The second impression was Jordan’s sense of
isolation and vulnerability - no encouragement
from the United States, refused weapons by the
United States, antagonism from Israel and Syria,
vulnerable to any further rise in the tide of Arab
fundamentalism, being, as it is, a secular, open
and prosperous society and one which, even
while we were there, was increasing the réle of
democratic representation in its political insti-
tutions. Moreover, Jordan felt particularly vul-
nerable at present, fearing that Israel might take
advantage of an American election year to expel
Arabs on a massive scale from the West Bank
over the Jordan river.

For both those reasons, I think that we in -

Europe, who have such interest in peace in the
Middle East, should surely show our moral
support for these moderate forces. Wherever
the moderate forces are repulsed or rejected, the
extremists gain. For that reason, I think that
we should maintain in the text references to the
PLO as representatives of the Palestinian people,
for if we were to leave out a reference to the PLO
in this context, as Mr. Cavaliere proposes in
certain amendments, it will be taken as meaning
that we refuse to accept the PLO as possible
interlocutors. In other words, that would be
taken as a rebuff by the moderates, who alone
are willing to negotiate.

The Palestinian problem lies at the heart of
the problem of peace in the Middle East. I do
not believe that it will go away merely if it is
ignored. The Palestinian exodus has resulted in
large Palestinian populations in countries
throughout the Middle East. Many of those
people are in influential positions. They will, I
presume, continue to preserve their identity and
to fight for a homeland of their own. Let us
hope fervently that that goal can be pursued by
peaceful means and not through further wars,
because one day one such war could engulf us
all.

54

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I thank the
Rapporteur and pay tribute to the work he has
done. Having been a member of the General
Affairs Committee, I know how much care he
has taken over this report and particularly in
drafting his conclusions, because we must not
forget what happened during the last session.
In view of the importance of the subject, I am
sure the Assembly is very grateful to him for the
document he has just presented.

The debate is open.

Does the Chairman of the committee wish to
speak at this stage of the debate ?

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). — Yes,
Mr. President, but I shall be brief.

As Chairman of the General Affairs Commit-
tee, I should like to congratulate the member of
this committee who has just been elected Presi-
dent of the Assembly. Knowing your love of
work and your knowledge of all things European,
I have no doubt, Mr. President, that you will
always be more than willing to use them to
Europe’s benefit.

I should also like to congratulate the Rappor-
teur, who has just explained the substance of his
report, a clear and courageous document, which
he has moreover had to draft twice. I am plea-
sed because it was I who, at the last session,
asked for this subject to be held over, but we
were coming close to the end of the session and
there was a degree of “vacillation” in the air.

Since then, as members of the General Affairs
Committee, we have had the opportunity of
seeing the situation for ourselves, making
contact with people in Jordan, a country that is
both moderate and strategic, and learning things
we did not know before.

The people we talked to were competent and
moderate in their attitudes. The Crown Prince
was kind enough to set aside a whole day for the
General Affairs Committee and, seemingly with-
out preparation, to answer the questions we put
to him. We learnt so much during these talks,
and we shall try to give the Assembly the benefit
of our newly acquired knowledge.

The Middle East question is extremely
complex, and a visit to the area was undeniably
necessary to enable us to get to know the land
and the people. The territorial and human
problems which this area of the world faces are
immense and never-ending.

Our talks ended with the Jordanians virtually
begging us “ to do something .

The Rapporteur has just explained the views
of those who believe Europe should take the ini-
tiative and the position of those who urge
caution. The speeches we shall be hearing will
enlighten us further and enable us to decide in
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the final debate whether or not an initiative
should be taken at what is an extremely difficult
time, with the build-up to the presidential elec-
tion, in the United States. This great country is
holding itself back somewhat precisely because it
must wait and see what November brings.

The conclusion drawn by the Rapporteur,
which I approve, is that, whatever happens,
Europe must do something and that we shall not
help these countries to find the solution they are
seeking simply by standing back and watching
the situation in the Middle East. By at least
saying something and taking action we shall help
them to find peace, a peace which, of course,
concerns them but also and above all concerns
Europe.

I shall say no more for the moment, Mr. Presi-
dent, but I should like to speak again when I
have heard the speakers in this debate, whose
speaking time is very limited.

I hope this debate will be fruitful, enable us to
add to our knowledge of the problem and to take
decisions that will further the cause of peace in
Europe and peace in the Middle East, which is
what we all want.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you,
Mr. Michel.

I call Mr. Cifarelli to speak in the general
debate.

Mr. CIFARELLI (ltaly) (Translation). -
Mr. President, as I intend to observe the five-
minute limit on speaking time, I shall have to
speak in telegram style.

Referring to the very substantial conclusions
to be found in this report, which has been so
lucidly presented by Lord Reay, I must say that I
personally share the view that the conflict in the
Middle East and especially the conflict in Leba-
non are not just East-West conflicts. Other
factors, other complications must be borne in
mind, or a sound basis for effective action will
not be found.

In answer to the question put by the Chairman
of the General Affairs Committee, I would say
that Europe must do something and must do it
now.

Of course, it can wait until November, until
the President of the United States has been elec-
ted, but no longer, and it must act in the firm
conviction that the position it adopts does not
consist solely of words and, above all, is not
influenced by conventional lies. An example of
a conventional lie is the claim that Syria is
playing a moderating rdle in Lebanon, gathering
the various factions together to form a govern-
ment, whereas the Lebanese Parliament has
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taken its decisions to the sound of gunfire, and it
will be a long time before the Lebanese problem
is solved. We all know that Syria has a real and
unshakable determination to annex Lebanon.

This has its roots in history, which we do not
have time to consider now. Those who, like
myself, have been to the Middle East, to Leba-
non and Syria, doubtless realise that this convic-
tion underlay a wide range of activities on the
part of both bankers and businessmen and those
who constructed the infrastructure and even
more so those who provided all the resources
and urged on the armped factions that are fighting
each other in Lebanon, with the eventual aim of
bringing the country under Syria’s control.

We must therefore consider the situation as it
is, opt for constructive moderation, and above
all rid ourselves of conventional lies.

Let me give you another example of a conven-
tional lie, one that has now become habitual,
namely that the PLO is the sole representative of
the Palestinian people. We all agree, I assume,
that the Palestinians are not refugees. For
thirty years they have been exploited by the
major powers, by the medium-sized powers,
with fanaticism and political strategem, but they
are a people looking for the home to which they
are entitled. But there is no reason why they
should not have different representatives. I am
not denying that the PLO has occasionally been
successful in the struggle that has been going on
for decades and in the action it has taken, but it
is not true to say that all Palestinians have been
concerned. We must remember what has hap-
pened and everything that the powers around
the PLO have done. Above all, the question to
be asked is what reasonably valid claim the PLO
has to be regarded as democratic by the outside
world and in particular by Europe. It is an
important organisation and one which must be
taken into account — obviously since it is there -
but no one can argue that it is the only represen-
tative organisation because that means succumb-
ing to the lies and manipulations of the
factions, in short, anything that is opposed to
peace.

We must also recognise the importance of
Israel, especially from the West’s point of view,
since it is a democratic, modern and organised
country. But we must also state loud and clear
that a foolish policy has been pursued since the
Camp David agreement was reached, that this
policy has violated the agreement and has resul-
ted not in the progressive recognition of the
autonomy of the Palestinian people and there-
fore of an organisation which might succeed in
creating a Palestinian homeland, about which we
were talking just now, but in Israeli settlement in
the territories that have been occupied since the
six-day war.
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I say this because in and outside Europe we
must rid ourselves of certain deep-rooted ideas.
This foolishness affected Italy and other coun-
tries in times past, when certain areas in and
around Europe were spoken of as belonging to
the Persian empire, the Roman empire and so
on. Galilee and Samaria, of course, belonged to
Israel at the time of Moses and Joshua, but have
become areas over which Israel cannot have
sovereignty. That must be remembered and
emphasised. But if we leave aside the words
and lies that I have called conventional, those
who live in these areas, those who, as Mr.
Michel has said, know the land and the people,
appreciate that it is extremely difficult to recon-
cile the need for peace and defence with the need
for recognised and fully developed autonomy for
the Palestinians. Many attempts to this end
have failed, and Jordan, this moderate country,
has on several occasions had to abandon activi-
ties when the risk became too great.

In my opinion, we must look forward hope-
fully not only to the efforts which the new presi-
dency in the United States may take to achieve
peace from November onwards but above all to
the outcome of the elections to be held in demo-
cratic Israel. I hope with all my heart that the
results of these elections will serve the cause of
moderation and peace. If we Europeans can
encourage the proponents of democratic mode-
ration with our style, our ideals and the practical
action we take and not be seen, in Israel and
elsewhere, as countries lacking in impartiality
and objectivity and end up as the tools of others,
we shall have done our duty.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Mr. Cifarelli, for being so brief, and I hope the
other speakers will follow your example.

I call Mr. Stokes.

Mr. STOKES (United Kingdom). - | hope that
you, Mr. President, and this Assembly will give
indulgence to me when I make my maiden
speech today.

I served for many years with the French
forces, and I am delighted to see you, Mr. Caro,
in the chair and to work with you and your

. French colleagues. I am pleased to take part in
this debate on the Middle East as I spent three
years in the Levant during the war and recently
again visited Damascus and Syria.

We in Europe have a great part to play in
influencing affairs in the Middle East, especially
because France and the United Kingdom have
had many years’ experience in that part of the
world and still enjoy considerable influence
there.

Regrettably, for the sake of the whole of the
western alliance, our American allies, for various
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reasons, have had to withdraw completely and
there is no possibility of their having any
influence there again, at least not until after the
American election.

I regret to say that I disagree with some of the
remarks of Mr. Cifarelli about Lebanon and
Syria - countries that I know well. I am
convinced, after recent lengthy and intimate dis-
cussions with the Syrian Foreign Minister, that
Syria has no permanent territorial ambitions in
that region. The Syrians are obviously backing
the new Lebanese Government and I hope that
as soon as the fighting entirely dies down in
Beirut they will be able to see themselves with-
drawing from the north and the Bekaa valley. I
must confess that I do not understand why the
Israeli forces are remaining in the south of Leba-
non, because we know that that is not popular
either with the Israeli army or with the rest of
the population of Israel. It is a running
sore. They are doing nothing but making
enemies there. They are making no friends.
They are doing no good for their own country
and it would be a very wise and statesmanlike
act if they were to withdraw. If they did so, I
am certain that the Syrian troops would follow
suit.

In the few minutes available to me I should
like to comment on the general conflict between
the Arabs and Israel. This conflict is immen-
sely sad. I was in the Levant and Palestine just
before the hurried British withdrawal and I
believe that those of us who sympathised deeply
with the Jews — as I did and I do - were distres-
sed to find how unfortunately aggressive many
of their governments have been in Israel since
the foundation of that country. Now we have
Egypt, which has settled a pact with Israel. We
have Jordan, which is extremely moderate.
We have countries like Saudi Arabia and those
in the Gulf which certainly do not want a pro-
longation of the Arab-Isracli war. I believe that
in Syria there is a desperate desire for a settle-
ment in Lebanon and I hope that the most
statesmanlike councils will prevail in Israel at a
time when the Arabs are showing signs of
moderation.

We know that the Arabs have great difficulty
in agreeing among themselves and that is some-
thing that the European powers can and should
help. I regard the continuing Israeli occupation
of settlements on the West Bank as the most
dangerous development. It is setting a kind of
land mine that one day may blow up and cause a
conflagration in the whole of that part of the
world. 1 repeat, there is much good will
towards them in that part of the world, both in
Israel, where we have many contacts, and in the
Arab world, where we and certainly France have
been since the middle of the last century. They
look to us to be unbiased and fair and to bring
peace to that beautiful part of the world.
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It is very moving for someone like myself who
served with all those people to be here in
Europe, and in Paris today, talking about peace
and the means of finding peace. We are fortu-
nate, a week or so after the D-Day anniversary,
to have here the German Delegation who contri-
bute much to European security. I am so glad
to hear from our discussions with the ministers a
few days ago that there is a much better and
more purposeful future for WEU. I hope that
this debate on the Middle East, which I am glad
is to continue tomorrow, will set the standard to
show that we are interested not only in the paro-
chial troubles of Europe but the wider troubles
of peace throughout the world.

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

Mr. GIANOTTI (Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, 1 too wish to
congratulate you on vyour election. I am
impressed by the draft recommendation and the
report submitted to us. The situation in the
Middle East is more than ever a cause of
concern. I agree with the view, expressed
several times in the report, that outside inter-
vention cannot resolve the infinitely confused
situation in Lebanon. We think, for example,
that the buffer force played a positive réle until
some of its elements became involved in the
conflict. We think that all foreign troops must
be withdrawn from Lebanese territory. In our
opinion, what Europe has to provide is not force
but an intelligent policy, at a stage in history
when thousand-year old movements are taking
on new strengths, sometimes with violence, in
the third world and, in particular, the Arab
world.

I should next like to stress very forcibly the
call for compliance with Resolution 242 of the
United Nations Security Council, which is
repeated several times in the report. The view
held in some Israeli quarters is that national
security can only be guaranteed by force. This
view led to the Lebanese adventure which went
as far as the occupation of part of Beirut; the
result was exactly the opposite of what had been
intended; the result was not greater security but
greater uncertainty and greater danger, and more
questions about the future of the area: we believe
that the future of Israel should be fully guaran-
teed by its neighbours, but we also believe that
the way to achieve this is not by the dispersal of
the Palestinians or by weakening of the Palesti-
nian Liberation Organisation headed by Arafat.
On the contrary, we believe that recognition of
Arafat’s PLO, with the granting of legal status
and encouragement of the negotiations started
between the PLO and the King of Jordan may
offer hopeful prospects for the future, as the
report affirms. We therefore think it most
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important that the European governments
should recognise the PLO and accept its repre-
sentatives.

As regards the war between Iran and Iraq, we
believe it to be in the interests of all to put out
the fire which could spread far beyond the
boundaries of the two countries, as we have
already seen in recent months.

We believe it to be in the interests of all that
the armed conflict between the forces which look
to the two great powers should not be repeated
and extended in the Persian Gulf and the sur-
rounding countries; instead, we believe that
efforts should be directed to achieving a
minimum of agreement in the area in order to
lower tension between the two great powers in
that region. We believe this to be in Europe’s
interest as the report we are discussing
maintains.

Reference must also be made to Afghanistan
as part of the same area: this conflict can only be
resolved by the withdrawal of the Soviet forces.
We believe that the WEU countries and the
countries of Europe in general should take a
major initiative because of the esteem in which
Europe is held in those countries, as previous
speakers have said: an initiative directed to
encouraging efforts towards agreements which
will damp down the conflict. We also believe,
and here we support the recommendation in the
report, that in order to prevent the use of chemi-
cal weapons there must be control of trade in all
types of armaments and such control must natu-
rally be balanced. Thank you.

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

Mr. MULLER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, speaking for the
first time since the vote, I too should like to
congratulate you on your election as President of
this Assembly.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I shall begin with a
few words on the present conflict in the Middle
East in and around Israel. I very much regret
certain recent events in Israel, which will worsen
rather than improve the situation. The terror-
ism that is emerging in Israel is a blot on that
country’s untarnished escutcheon. I want to
make this clear, because it has aggravated rather
than eased the situation in the Middle East. I
must emphasise, however, that I am not drawing
some kind of parallel with the PLO, or with the
terrorism which the PLO has practised and still
practises, because there is one important diffe-
rence: the PLO is not simply a body acting on
behalf of the Palestinians but has also allowed
itself to be used in the past as an extended arm
of world revolution, if I may put it that way.

We know, for example, that terrorists who
have operated and caused considerable damage



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

FIRST SITTING

Mr. Miller (continued)

in the member countries of WEU, like the Red
Army Faction in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, were trained in PLO camps. We also
know that the PLO has involved itself in other
areas of the world where there is unrest or civil
war, not only by supplying arms but by actually
training “ revolutionaries ”. It is very surpri-
sing to hear that an organisation that rightly
laments the suffering of the Palestinian refugees
- and after my recent visit to Jordan with the
committee I can confirm that they are suffering
- is able to provide millions of dollars in dona-
tions or loans for insurgent movements like
those in Central America. I believe this combi-
nation of factors shows that the situation in the
Middle East cannot be considered solely in local
terms but is also, of course, a demonstration of
the conflicts arising in global politics.

Secondly, I should like to say something about
the war between Iran and Iraq. It should be
remembered in this context that Reza Shah and
his father before him also pursued an imperialist
policy towards Iraq. He appropriated the
islands in Shatt al’Arab and other territories,
wrongly, according to the Iraqis. Iran was
acting from a position of strength, and as so
often happens when power changes hands in a
revolution, in a country like this, there is no
consequent change of policy. It was the same
in Russia, where the imperialist aspects of Tsar-
ist policy were maintained by the communists
under Lenin. The same is true of Khomeiny’s
policy towards Iraq and Iran’s other neighbours,
even if other motives, sometimes even religious
ones, are adduced.

It is in any event a fact that the explosive
situation that has existed between Iran and Iraq
for so long - for thirty years, one might say — has
resulted in a military conflict not only causing
suffering to those directly involved but bringing
the risk of conflagration to a much wider area.
Let me mention in passing that this area has
always been part of the Soviet Union’s sphere of
interest and was explicitly designated as such in
the famous secret agreement concluded by Hitler
and Stalin in August 1938.

We must make every possible effort not to
exacerbate this conflict any further. It is
deplorable that weapons are being supplied to
both countries involved, from all over the world,
by Israel just as much as Chile and member
countries of WEU, and quite obviously, pouring
oil on the flames produces a different effect from
putting sand or water on. In a conflict, arms
supplies are not sand or water, but oil.

It is also deplorable that there have not only
been serious violations of The Hague Land War-
fare Convention but that children are being sent
to the front, whipped up into a frenzy of fanati-
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cism and completely unaware of what the war is
about. I deplore the fact that many organisa-
tions, though quite ready to criticise violations
of human rights they come across anywhere in
the world, have been on the whole surprisingly
silent about the conflict in this area. I would
have expected such organisations to be more
outspoken than they have been in the past few
months.

I will conclude by saying that the member
countries of WEU must do all they can to pre-
vent the conflict from spreading in this area, and
to slake rather than stoke the fire, because if this
conflict spreads, everyone will suffer, both the
peoples directly affected and those who might be
affected in the future.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Dreyfus-Schmidt.

Mr. DREYFUS-SCHMIDT (France) (Transla-
tion). - I shall begin by asking a question: is it
part of WEU’s réle to discuss the situation in the
Middle East ?

We could, of course, discuss anything, the
security of Europe and Nicaragua, the Falk-
lands or Afghanistan. Why has WEU been so
determined to discuss this problem all these
years? In 1978 we had Sir Frederic Bennett’s
report. In 1979 and 1982 we had earlier reports
from Lord Reay. Now it is 1984, and why stop
now?

I am not alone in believing the Israeli Govern-
ment is wrong not to recognise that, if it wants
peace, it must negotiate with its adversary. I
am not alone in believing that the Israeli
Government is wrong to hang on to the
occupied territories and was wrong to invade
Lebanon. All the same, we must not fail to see
the wood for the trees. This unfortunate
country must not become everyone’s scapegoat.

It should not be forgotten that this has all
come about because many Palestinians and Arab
countries refuse to accept what is not only a de
facto situation but has also been a de jure situa-
tion since the United Nations recognised the
existence of the state of Israel in 1947.

Leaving aside the 1978 and 1982 reports, the
text we now have before us is better than that
presented to us in December 1983, which was far
less balanced. For example, one paragraph
referred to the application of Resolution 242 of
the United Nations Security Council, which calls
for the withdrawal of Israel from the West Bank,
the Gaza Strip and the Golan Heights and the
recognition of Israel’s right to exist within secure
and internationally recognised frontiers and of
the right of the Palestinian people to indepen-
dence and sovereignty.

This paragraph was fairly balanced, but there
were three others. The second stated that the
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PLO is the only organisation that represents the
Palestinians, while the third stressed the need for
Israel to apply the provisions of the Geneva
Convention relating to the treatment of civilians
in occupied areas and those concerning prisoners
of war, the implication being that Israel was not
doing so. The fourth deplored the Israeli
Government’s illegal settlement policy, which
seemed to be clearly aimed at annexing the terri-
tories occupied in 1967 and probably at expel-
ling the Palestinians.

In committee we worked hard and tabled
numerous amendments aimed at striking a
balance, and we had the satisfaction of seeing
this draft recommendation adopted by thirteen
votes to two with three abstentions.

At that time the final recommendation adop-
ted read: “ Repeat its condemnation of Israel’s
continued settlement policy on territories occu-
pied since 1967 and condemn also the Syrian
Government’s policy of destabilisation in
Lebanon. ”

And then, it was suddenly proposed that we
should go to Jordan, which we did. But we
said: “ Why only Jordan? If we want to form an
opinion on this question, let us go to Syria,
Saudi Arabia and Israel. Let us listen to what
they all have to say. ” And the answer we were
given was: “ No, Jordan is an extremely good
observation post. ”

We saw Jordan, but Jordan is all we saw.

And the committee met again, but the text
submitted to it was not the one the previous
committee had adopted but a new text that had
been proposed by the Rapporteur. Some of
those who had taken part in the initial discus-
sions were unable to attend the following
meeting. These were the circumstances in
which we saw a new text emerge, one that takes
up an idea that is clearly very dear to the Rap-
porteur’s heart since he repeats it four times in
his written report, the idea that the Palestinians
have been expelled from the territory transferred
to Israel in 1949. This is a widely held view, it
is a thesis but, like any thesis, it has an anti-
thesis. And because we want to be impartial
judges, we cannot adopt one thesis rather than
another. The other idea that is dear to the
Rapporteur’s heart is that “ Jordan... has good
reason to fear further expulsions of Arab popula-
tions by Israel . Further on, in paragraph 63,
he refers to the threat to “ expulse the Arab sec-
tion of the population which remained in that
area ”. In paragraph 64 the Rapporteur writes
that “ the very nature of the state of Israel pre-
cludes acceptance of... cohabitation between a
native Moslem and Arab population and an
immigrant Jewish population”. I would point
out to him that the majority of the Israeli citi-
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zens now living in the territory of the state of
Israel, which was created and is recognised by
the United Nations, are not immigrants but were
born in Israel.

Let me quote another passage: “ At the same
time it adds further credibility to Jordanian fears
that Israel may seek an early opportunity to pro-
voke a mass exodus of West Bank Palestinians
into Jordan. ”

Refer, if you will, to this fear the:Jordanians
have, but not, as you have done, at the end of
the recommendation you are proposing, which
at one time was very balanced thanks to our
amendments. The preamble to the draft
recommendation read, for example: “ Consi-
dering that the vicious circle of terrorism and
repression ” on the one hand “ and the installa-
tion of settlements ” on the other “ are obstacles
to the establishment of lasting peace in the
Middle East, which rather requires recognition
of the right of Israel to exist and recognition by
Israel of the right of the Palestinians .

That was perfectly balanced. But the Rap-
porteur has now added to the end of the enacting
terms: “ Recommends that the Council... repeat
its condemnation of Israel’s continued settle-
ment policy on territories occupied since
1967...”. 1 am sorry, Lord Reay, but the text
again lacks balance since you no longer make
any reference at all to the PLO’s terrorist acti-
vities or its refusal - you said the opposite just
now — even to recognise Israel’s existence.

And when you add: “and warn that country
that there must be no further expulsion of Arab
populations from these territories ”, you cease to
be a rapporteur, since a rapporteur must be not
only impartial but also absolutely objective.
Tell me when Arab populations have been expel-
led from the territories occupied since 1967,
because your reference to further expulsions
implies that Arabs have been expelled in the
past.

I have consulted the history books, I have
consulted the press, I have consulted all kinds of
sources. No one has ever heard of Arab popu-
lations being expelled from the territories
occupied since 1967. Although it has been clai-
med that the Arabs were thrown out of what is
today the state of Israel in 1947 and others claim
that, on the contrary, it was the Arab countries
that called on the populations to flee by promis-
ing them that they would be back ten days later,
no one has ever claimed that Arab populations
have been expelled from the territories occupied
since 1967.

Nor should you say that there is a threat of
expulsion. You can say that the Jordanians
fear this will happen - as you have done four
times in your report - but WEU should not
endorse such fears when there is nothing to
substantiate them.
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I must stress this point, Lord Reay. While
we can discuss the Middle East problem in the
Council of Europe and especially the United
Nations, and although we should not be discus-
sing it in WEU to the extent that we are now
doing, but are doing so because you claim that
Europe must bring pressure to bear on both sides
by showing everyone its sincerity and offering its
good offices, which is true of the Council of
Europe and the European Parliament, but not of
WEU, we must remain objective by recognising
everyone’s efforts and condemning everyone’s
excesses.

You have failed to do this, particularly in the
last sentence. That is why we have tabled an
amendment seeking the deletion of the last few
words you have added to the first text, which
was in fact adopted by the General Affairs
Committee.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Mr. Dreyfus-Schmidt. 1 feel it would be a good
thing for you to speak again when we come to
discuss the articles and the amendments.

I call Mr. Reddemann.

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — Mr. President, may I
first repeat from this seat the congratulations
I have already offered you on your election.

The draft recommendation contained in the
report now before us is far more balanced than
the first draft that was submitted. To that
extent I welcome this draft recommendation.
Above all, I endorse the extremely clear appeal
to the governments of the member states to
refrain from supplying chemical weapons to this
troubled area and so help to defuse the conflict
between Iraq and Iran.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I must nevertheless
admit that I am not completely satisfied with the
text before us. I see it contains the familiar call
for recognition of the PLO. I must ask the
Rapporteur, for whom, as everyone knows, I
have the greatest respect: what is the PLO
today? Who in fact represents the PLO? Into
how many parts has the PLO long since disin-
tegrated? When will they start shooting at each
other, and whose weapons will they be using?
How can the PLO still claim to represent the
Palestinian people generally? I am afraid that a
statement in these terms amounts to little more
than idle words.

I have another question: what are the rights of
the Palestinian people? I have asked this
question often enough - and not only in this
Assembly — but I have always received different
interpretations. There has never been anything
specific, nothing of which I could say: that will
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be useful to the Palestinian people. Iam always
opposed to the inclusion in recommendations of
statements whose intentions are not really clear
to anyone and which are unfortunately likely to
satisfy only one or other of the sides engaged in
military or quasi-military conflict.

I must also admit - and this is another criti-
cism - that I do not quite understand why we
should welcome the formation of the present
Lebanese Government, when everyone knows
that, while its members are sitting round one
table, their militias are shooting at each other.
They fire rockets at each other’s houses and
slaughter each other with other weapons when-
ever they meet. In these circumstances, I
cannot simply say that I welcome the formation
of this government. That would presuppose
acceptance of the way in which it, or rather its
militias, operate.

I feel I must state this criticism clearly,
because I should like to raise another point in
conclusion. From what we have heard here
today, it might be thought that the only real
reason why the situation in Lebanon is so diffi-
cult is that the Israeli troops invaded the country
two years ago. Ladies and Gentlemen, anyone
who knows Lebanon - and I believe there are
plenty of members here who know it very well -
surely realises that, basically, the Israelis were
intervening in a war that had been smouldering
for a long time. I do not want to discuss here
whether they were right or wrong to do so, but at
all events they appeared as belligerents in
Lebanon only in the sixth year of this violent
conflict. I therefore appeal to everyone here to
stop regarding this one state as the villain in the
Middle East. What we must appreciate is that for
over a century Lebanon has undergone a process
which cannot be appraised simply by reference
to the standards of recent years.

Mr. President, I am sure you will realise that I
cannot vote for the recommendation unless a
number of amendments are made to overcome
my objections. Otherwise I shall be forced at
least to abstain. Thank you.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Ladies and
Gentlemen, I think we can congratulate our-
selves on the quality of the debate that has just
begun, and I thank all the speakers.

The debate is adjourned until the next sitting,

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I propose
that the Assembly hold its next public sitting
tomorrow morning, Tuesday, 19th June, at 10
a.m. with the following orders of the day:
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1. Situation in the Middle East and European
security (Resumed debate on the report of
the General Affairs Committee and vote on
the draft recommendation, Document 978
and amendments).

2. Deterrence and the will of the people (Pre-
sentation of and debate on the report of the
General Affairs Committee and vote on the
draft recommendation, Document 970 and
amendments).

3. State of European security (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee
on Defence Questions and Armaments and
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vote on the draft recommendation, Docu-
ment 971).

It will be recalled that I intimated earlier that
the usual speech of the President of the Assem-
bly would be deferred until tomorrow after-
noon’s sitting.

Are there any objections?...

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

Does anyone wish to speak?...

The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 6.35 p.m.)



SECOND SITTING

Tuesday, 19th June 1984

SUMMARY

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

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

4, Situation in the Middle East and European security
(Resumed debate on the report of the General Affairs
Committee and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc.
978 and amendments).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Kittelmann, Mr. Garrett,
Mr. Freeson, Mr. Cavaliere, Sir Frederic Bennett, Lord
Reay (Rapporteur), Mr. Michel (Chairman of the
Committee), Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Vogt, Lord Reay,
Mr. Jung, Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Milani, Mr. Rauti (point of

order), Lord Reay, Mr. Cifarelli (point of order), Sir Fre-
deric Bennett, Lord Reay, Mr. Bianco, Mr. Michel;
(points of order): Dr. Miller, Mr. Hardy, Dr. Miller, Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg; Mr. Jung, Sir Frederic Bennett, Lord
Reay, Mr. Jung, Sir Frederic Bennett, Lord Reay; (expla-
nation of vote): Dr. Miller, Mr. Cifarelli, Mr. Vogt, Mr.
Freeson, Mr. Bianco, Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Martino.

5. Deterrence and the will of the people (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the General Affairs Committee,
Doc. 970 and amendments).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Lagorce (Rapporteur),
Mr. Michel (Chairmann of the Committee), Mrs. Knight,
Mr. Gianotti, Mr. Murphy, Mr. Miller.

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

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

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

1. Adoption of the minutes

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

Are there any comments?...

The minutes are agreed to.

2. Attendance register

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

3. Election of three Vice-Presidents
of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next
order of the day is the election of three Vice-
Presidents.

1. See page 20.
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I have received in due form the nominations
of Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Blaauw and
Mr. Ferrari Aggradi.

If the Assembly is unanimous, I propose that
it elect the candidates by acclamation.

Are there any objections?...

I proclaim Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Blaauw
and Mr. Ferrari Aggradi elected Vice-Presidents
of the Assembly. I congratulate both them and
those elected yesterday. I hope that we shall be
able to work together within the Bureau in the
best possible way for the good of our Assembly.

I would remind you that a vacancy still exists
for one Vice-President. The election will take
place later.

4. Sttuation in the Middle East and
European security

(Resumed debate on the report
of the General Affairs Committee and vote
on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 978 and amendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the resumed debate on the
report of the General Affairs Committee on the
situation in the Middle East and European
security and vote on the draft recommendation,
Document 978 and amendments.
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I would remind you that speaking time has
been limited to five minutes per speaker.
However, having regard to the self restraint
shown by speakers yersterday, I have no doubt
that we shall adhere to the timetable, and I am
therefore prepared to exercise my discretion as
President and allow speakers a little more time if
absolutely necessary.

The next speaker in the debate is Mr. Kittel-
mann.

Mr. KITTELMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies
and Gentlemen, it is just as difficult for me to
comment on this report in a few minutes as it
was for the members who were trying yesterday
to sum up their views on a massive problem in a
few words.

I congratulate the Rapporteur on the attempt
he has made - through European eyes, of course
- to consider a problem and its solution in terms
of Europe’s interests and our security above all
else. Many passages in the report are full of
optimism - justifiably - and reveal a degree of
wishful thinking. I endorse many of the critical
questions that were raised yesterday, but 1 do
feel that, regardless of the ultimate wording of
the recommendation, if the report leads us
- concerned as we are with these issues in
WEU -~ to make our national parliaments aware
that more is at stake than eliminating terrorism,
torture and murder in some countries or unjus-
tified expansionism in others, we shall have
accomplished a great deal.

It is a report that tries to do justice to our
interests. It is questionable whether it also
does justice to the interests of the peoples
inhabiting the Arab region. Take Lebanon, for
instance. We join with others, of course, in
regretting the failure of the United States inter-
vention, which many of us wanted. We cannot
fail to see that the vacuum the United States left
behind has been filled principally by Syria,
which has skilfully exploited a situation of
uncertainty, particularly in Lebanon. But we
must at least realise that the government now
formed in Lebanon consists of yesterday’s men,
men who have been engaged in bloody strife
with each other for decades, pursuing family
feuds with one another and among themselves,
and who are now making the umpteenth attempt
to get together, without having any real basis for
doing so.

On the other hand, the younger generation is
forming an increasingly powerful opposition in
Lebanon. The leader of the Christian militia,
Adi Frem, is just one example. This is one
reason why the shooting continues and the
people are incited to brutality while the govern-
ment wrangles over its inaugural address.
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I would therefore venture to say that what is
being described as agreement in Lebanon at the
moment will not last long. It cannot last long,
because the Syrians have very much more say in
the solution of the problems than is frequently
admitted in the outside world. I regret this
because I believe the United States underestim-
ation of the extent of Syrian influence in this
region was obvious. Its mistake was as great
as Israel’s in believing it could solve problems
regardless of Syria. But this still does not
justify the rather one-sided description of the
Israeli position that appears here.

It is important for us to realise that Israel is
probably the only democratic country in this
region with a social order and values that come
close to our own. Although we do not make a
point of mentioning it, torture, terrorism and
murder are still common in some other coun-
tries. In these circumstances, it is extremely
hard to advise the Israelis from the safety of our
stronghold, as it were, that they should solve
their problems in the confidence that the Arabs
are seeking a peaceful arrangement with them.
Someone living in Israel will take a different
view from someone giving advice here in Paris.

It is all this that makes the report so prob-
lematic. And all this goes to show that Lord
Reay has made a commendable attempt to strike
a balance among the various groups. We can
only accept our responsibility and keep on trying
to make the best of things. Those of us who
have seen how Jordan is suffering because the
areas occupied by Israel represent most of the
country’s vital strength will have every sympa-
thy with the demand that the Israelis should
leave. After visiting Jordan I went on to Beirut
and Syria. I have every sympathy with the
Christians in Lebanon who very much want the
Israelis to stay in the south of the country
because they fear for their future. Others say
they should leave this area. Yet others say that
the Syrians have a very strong influence and
have in fact occupied the country.

Who is right? Who can say he is giving the
right advice, taking the European viewpoint?
What we Europeans must do — and this is surely
the purpose of this report - is to compensate for
the disappointment over American involvement
by showing that we are willing to talk to all the
parties concerned. If it contributes to this, the
report will have served its purpose. Thank you.

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

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

Mr. GARRETT (United Kingdom). - 1 wel-
come the recommendations in the report, but
1 should like to have seen more emphasis on the
Iran-Iraq war, because there is no doubt that that
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could do immense harm to Western European
commercial and business interests and it will be
an additional threat to the security of Western
Europe.

The Rapporteur made a passing reference to
the fundamental religious differences in that
cockpit of religious activity, but the West tends
to underestimate the immense religious fervour
in the area. Members of the Assembly will
know that Europe has suffered from religious
wars. The two major wars of this century were
exceptional in not being religious wars. In
Lebanon, and certainly in Iran and Iraq, funda-
mental religious issues must be set alongside the
conquest of territory and business and commer-
cial assets. It is interesting to reflect that some
of the problems arise from the suppression of
minorities. 1 am sure that members of the
Assembly know that the Bahai religion suffers
great persecution and people are denied the right
to practise their fundamental religious beliefs.

I have always followed events in the Middle
East, because my generation had contemporaries
who soldiered in that part of the world and saw,
as I have seen, the horrors perpetrated by the
Israelis — more than by the Arabs - against Bri-
tish servicemen who were trying to do a job
given to them by a League of Nations mandate
after the 1914-18 war. 1 should like to see a
much more positive response by the Israelis to
the fact that the PLO must be given a national
homeland. Fortunately, some enlightened and
influential Jewish opinion in Western Europe
can influence the Israeli Government to consider
a more positive approach. If that fundamental
problem can be resolved, much of the tension in
the Middle East will be eliminated.

I wish that the report had mentioned events in
Libya and other countries on the North African
coastline. You may rule me out of order,
Mr. President, for going beyond the terms of the
report, but I must stress that basic instability
exists in Libya, which is ruled by a madman -
I use that word deliberately. Events there can
have repercussions on other areas of the Middle
East and members of the Assembly should
always study events‘in that unhappy country.
We should also use our influence - political
influence if possible, but also economic influence
and, if necessary, perhaps at some time even
military influence - to force on Colonel Kadhafi
acceptance of the fact that people are entitled to
a free mode of living. That applies as much to
the citizens of Libya as to the people of any
other country.

The report has been exceptionally well pre-
pared and documented. I hope that the report
of our debate will be read by representatives of
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other countries with embassies in Paris and that
those in the countries covered by the report will
realise that we are interested and that we look
for a positive response. Given encouragement,
we shall help those countries to make a positive
response to their problems.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - 1 call
Mr. Freeson.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - Unlike
my colleague, Ted Garrett, I do not have a high
opinion of the report. I believe that at the least
it is a trite and facile report and, at most, it could
prove to be damaging if any real attention is

given to it by the parties concerned with these

issues in the Middle East. The report is largely
a mixture of bias and ignorance. If we cannot
do better than this, it would be better for us not
to get involved.

It is not a constructive report, because it will
not contribute to a better understanding of what
is going on in the Middle East and it will not
contribute much to the efforts at conciliation
being made by the parties concerned. What-
ever the merits of some of the recommendations
- and there are some serious questions raised by
some of them - the report is riddled with partial
statements and much bias reflected in interviews
and discussions with one or two of the parties to
the dispute. There is also an absence of infor-
mation of much relevance to the points made in
the report.

Time forbids my going through the report to
pick out all the queries that I should like to
pursue. I stress that I am concerned with the
quality of the report, because if WEU reports are
read by the people we wish to take serious note
of what we say, they should be of better
quality. I start with paragraph 2. May we be
informed which “other countries”, apart from
Jordan and Syria, were visited? With whom
were discussions held?

Paragraph 8 states as a matter of fact, which
may or may not be true, that Iran is securing the
replacement of arms from Israel. One sees such
reports, but what substance is there for that sta-
tement, particularly when paragraph 12 refers to
the attitude of the régime of Imam Khomeiny to
Israel? It is a little odd to see a reference to
arms supplies between the two countries. If
such statements are to be made, let us have a bit
more information.

Paragraph 16 states, as if it were a matter of
fact to be accepted by us all, that “it is now clear
that support for Iraq has become essential to the
stability of the region and to the restoration of
peace”. I take no sides with Iran in this dis-
pute, but I must say also that I take no side with
Iraq either, and I do not believe that WEU
should accept such statements. Do we really
believe that support for Iraq - that is a one-sided
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position - is “essential” for the stability of
the region? That nonsense can be noted the
moment one examines the words, whatever
one’s views about the war between those two
countries.

Paragraph 31 deals with the situation in
Lebanon and states: “No doubt Israel will try
and disturb any positive developments to the
north of it.”

I make it clear that I have no brief to support
what the Israeli Government have done in Leba-
non. In Britain I condemned - my colleagues
will know this - the invasion of Lebanon.
I spoke directly to the Israelis including mem-
bers of the government régime about their
actions. I condemned those actions harshly, and
I still do. Making such statements as though
they were a matter of fact, however, does not
add to the quality of the report.

I could continue with many other statements
of alleged historic fact which are, to say the least,
questionable and which certainly should not be
accepted as though they were automatically
factual. The report refers to expulsions. Para-
graph 62 states, as though this were the only
reason for the lack of peace, “Israel’s illegal
occupation of the West Bank since 1967 has
prevented the restoration of any such peace”.
One may have a statement of fact that concerns
part of the events - it is a part that I condemn -
but it is nonsense to simplify the situation in
such terms.

Has no one recalled what happened in Khar-
toum after the six-day war? Has no one
recalled the points that were negotiated on the
other side and the attempts that have been made
since? Some reference at least should be made
to the facts of history. We should not just
single out such statements, leaving them unqual-
ified and therefore introducing some areas of
bias.

I refer to talks about expulsions of the popu-
lation. Merely that certain statements were
made by Prince Hassan on a visit to Jordan is no
reason why they should be put into the report
one, two, three or four times as though they were
accepted unquestioningly by members of the
WEU delegation who went to the region.
Those are the views of Prince Hassan, who has a
particular point to put across to the West.

We are not lackeys of our foreign affairs
departments. We are parliamentarians, and we
should use our minds and exercise our judg-
ments, not simply accept directions and brief-
ings of government departments, whichever
they are.
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I could continue with more examples of simi-
lar statements but I shall now leave my consider-
ation of the report. If the WEU Assembly
wishes to exercise a genuine influence on the
parties to the disputes in the Middle East, it
should, first, talk to as many of those parties as
possible and, secondly, exercise a more impartial
approach. Frankly, I do not believe that this
report will influence anyone in the Milddle East.
If we cannot exercise ourselves with a view to
encouraging and helping conciliation and peace,
we should put up and shut up and stop meddling
in affairs on which we can have no constructive
influence. If we can do better than that, let us
pursue our aims. Frankly, the report does not
help, and I wish that it had not been put before
the Assembly.

The PRESIDENT (Translation).-
Mr. Cavaliere.

Mr. CAVALIERE (ltaly) (Translation). -
Ladies and Gentlemen, Mr. Dreyfus-Schmidt
doubts whether our Assembly should discuss
questions such as that now before us and events
in the Near and Middle East. I think he is
wrong, because everything that happens in that
part of the world directly affects European secu-
rity, because Europe looks out on to the Mediter-
ranean, because of certain supplies which are
essential for Europe and because the wars in pro-
gress there are a serious threat to world peace
and therefore to our countries’ security.

I call

Furthermore, it must be remembered that
some members of the Atlantic Alliance - the
United States, France and the United Kingdom
- are more directly involved through the pre-
sence of forces which may be influential from
the standpoint of the alliance, of security and of
the duties which the Atlantic Alliance performs
for European security.

We are therefore closely interested.

Having said this, I have to observe that for a
long time and in certain respects Israel is still
considered by many members to be responsible
for the destabilisation of these areas - and
moreover as solely responsible. Events, on the
other hand, show the contrary to be true because
the war between Iraq and Iran, the presence of
Libya and the behaviour of Syria are desta-
bilising elements which have nothing to do with
Israel’s presence and behaviour. It is said that
Europe could, especially this year, rightly take
effective action to help the whole of this area to
establish the conditions for peaceful collabo-
ration between Israel and the Arab countries.

This is particularly so because the countries of
Western Europe, our Assembly and the Euro-
pean Economic Community enjoy great prestige
with these countries and their peoples. How-
ever, so that Europe can play an influential réle,
I believe that the real facts must be borne in



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

SECOND SITTING

Mr. Cavaliere (continued)

mind. The first obvious fact is that reference to
Israel’s behaviour in 1967 and subsequent years
is unacceptable. First and foremost, we must
start from the fact that Israel did not want war,
was not the first to declare war, was not and is
not recognised by any Arab country except Egypt
and has had to defend itself against aggression.
All subsequent events therefore stem from
that aggression, which gave Israel the right to
defend itself.

Failure to recognise this is to take the wrong
direction and account must be taken of the
destabilising effect of the action taken by Libya
and of the rdle played by Syria, which is not, I
think, as our Rapporteur would have us believe.
It seems to me that, linked as it is with the
Soviet Union, Syria has a precise objective
which is certainly not the unity and indepen-
dence of Lebanon as a free and sovereign nation.

If no account is taken of this fact, I do not
think that Europe can take any effective action.
So, Ladies and Gentlemen, if all this is true, if
we are today faced with a Palestinian liberation
movement broken up into many factions it is
wrong to go on saying that the PLO is the only
organisation which represents the Palestinians;
and this is why I have submitted a number of
amendments to which I will speak at the appro-
priate time to draw the Assembly’s attention to
the fact that, if we insist on regarding Israel as
always and in every way responsible, if we refuse
to accept the PLO for what it really is, namely a
terrorist organisation until now at least — and the
PLO is now broken up into so many factions -
we shall never establish the basis for serious
negotiations between Israel and the Arab
countries.

These are the points I wanted to put to the
Assembly and I think that they are not without
purpose because the main requirement for
playing any part is realisation of the facts; and in
my opinion the facts are not in many respects
those presented in the report which nevertheless
has many praiseworthy features.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir
Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
Yesterday I was unable for various reasons to
hear all the speeches but one or two comments
about the Assembly’s right, indeed, its obligation
and duty, to present reports on the Middle East
were misplaced. My friend, Mr. Cavaliere,
referred to that. Anything that has an impact,
wherever it is, on the security of Europe is of
interest to this Assembly and to the Council of
Ministers and has always been so regarded.
Before starting to speak I confirmed that,
without complaints from anyone, we have issued
rteports about the situation in the Middle East,
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with a variety of rapporteurs of different coun-
tries and parties, reports that have been referred
to the Council of Ministers for eleven years.
The first such report on the troubles in the
Middle East was written and presented eleven
years ago and there have been constant attempts
since the problem has remained unresolved to
contribute to a greater understanding of the need
to end the threat to our security, all other consi-
derations apart.

If one needs to add anything more it is only
that the Council of Ministers themselves have
repeatedly answered written questions, regarded
as being fully in order, about the Middle East, as
they have about the security of Europe. That
has been done without interruption over many
years. The other day some of us listened to the
French Minister at a joint meeting of the Coun-
cil of Ministers and members of parliament and
I believe that what he said was tragically true,
that is, that whatever we do or say there is very
unlikely to be any definitive settlement in Leba-
non and that no progress could be achieved in
the freeing of the occupied territories and pro-
viding a homeland for dispossessed people in
present conditions, namely, until at least the
American and the next Israeli elections have
taken place and until we know what the future of
Syria is to be, with trends and tendencies that
many of us view with apprehension.

My fear is that, while we wait, a bad situation,
unfortunately, continues tos solidify. In other
words, the Balkanisation of the Near East and
Middle East continues and it becomes harder
and harder to get the single sovereign state of
Lebanon together again and so it becomes
harder and harder to get any acceptance of the
idea that the colonising of the West Bank by
Israeli settlements should be halted so that at
least serious talks could go on about the future of
that unhappy part of the world and its unhappy
inhabitants.

So it could be asked: why, then, should we
accept that very little progress will be made and
can be made for the reasons stated? Why
should we in Europe bother to say anything at
all? In a sentence I would say that when I have
been in the Middle East, and I have been in
most of those countries, I have sensed a feeling
of growing despair and frustration, and the more
people become frustrated, the more likely it is
that in the end that frustration will turn to
renewed violence and yet more violence. That
was the point made to us by His Royal Highness
the Crown Prince - that the position of the
moderate governments in the Middle East is
being steadily eroded. We have heard refer-
ences today to Libya and Syria and there is no
doubt that as long as the Lebanon problem
remains unresolved and as long as the repression
of the Palestine people remains unresolved, we
are not helping the moderate governments but
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making it more likely that some of them will fall
into extremist hands, which can hardly be the
wish of anyone here. Nevertheless, that is what
is happening while we are standing here today.

We all know that we would never be surprised
to learn that another extremist government had
taken over somewhere in that area. Therefore,
it was made perfectly clear to us that even an
indication that they were not forgotten in these
problems would help. Over and over again all
sections of the population were saying: “At least
let Europe say that we are not forgotten and are
determined, however long it takes, to reach a
solution. That would be to give us some hope.”
That would help moderate governments in the
area to exercise influence in the cause of peace,
but only if they were given at least a chance of
thinking that there was some light at the end of
the tunnel. Otherwise, one of these days or
months we shall see another moderate govern-
ment fall. Renewed difficulty will develop and
it will become evén more difficult to negotiate a
settlement.

The other day I asked my own government
whether they still regarded the Venice decla-
ration as being in force. I am glad to say that
I received an unqualified “Yes” and that that is
still the bedrock of the European attitude toward
these problems. That should be said and said
widely today. If just for that reason, the issue
of this report demonstrates our interest in the
Middle East and the awful tragedy to which I
have not referred - the continuing and deve-
loping conflict between Iraq and Iran. If we in
Europe do not express our anxiety but simply
say that nothing can be done because we are not
sufficiently strong and influential, even greater
tragedies will be ahead.

For that very reason above all others, and
without referring to the report, which is excellent,
I cannot understand why Mr. Freeson should
have spoken as he did. He seems to be the only
one who has spoken of the report in that way.
He must regard many people as idiotic for the
committee vote was sixteen to nil in favour of
what has been referred to so critically by
Mr. Freeson. From all my years at the Assem-
bly I can say that if one can get a vote of sixteen
to nil in a committee in favour of a report one
has not done badly.

I therefore congratulate the Rapporteur and
look forward to unanimous acceptance of his
report.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lord
Reay.

Lord REAY (United Kingdom). - 1 am grate-
ful for the friendly remarks vyesterday by
Mr. Stokes and by Mr. Garrett this morning.

67

I am grateful, too, for what Mr. Cifarelli said.
He made a very pertinent comment when he
said that it was wrong for Middle East countries
to think in terms of reconstituting their ancient
empires. If every country that had had an
empire in the Middle East attempted to recon-
stitute it, it is plain that none of them could be
satisfied. One has only to think of the empires
that existed in the past, not only the Israeli but
the Syrian, the Turkish, the Iranian and so forth
to realise what a dangerous path one is treading
in introducing such thinking.

I am also grateful to Mr. Gianotti for his view
that the PLO should be recognised, that we
should not reject it and seek to eliminate refer-
ences to it in the report. However, there were
critical speeches. Mr. Dreyfus-Schmidt com-
plained about our having a report on the matter
at all. Sir Frederic Bennett has dealt with
that. We in Europe are very much affected by
what can and does happen in the Middle East.
It is not so long ago that three member states
had military forces of their own in Lebanon.
There were complaints then, or shortly after-
wards, of lack of co-ordination of those forces.
It is possible that there might be co-ordinated
action by certain WEU member state govern-
ments, given various hypothetical circumstan-
ces, in the Gulf area. It is at least open to
question whether it might fall within the area of
interest of WEU, which might provide a frame-
work within which such co-operation might, in
such circumstances, take place.

It is, therefore, in no way the case that the
Middle East has no bearing on Western Euro-
pean security. Although we should not have a
report on this matter at each session and each
time we meet, the precedent has been established
over a long period, and I see no reason yet for
our taking it off our agenda as a matter of
principle.

Mr. Dreyfus-Schmidt complained about a lack
of balance in the resolution, although he
acknowledged that this resolution was more
balanced than that that came before the Assem-
bly in December but was not voted upon. He
agreed that paragraph 4 (a) was balanced - that
is the sub-paragraph that recalls that:

“stability ... depends, on the one hand, on the
PLO and all nations recognising Israel and its
rights and, on the other hand, on Israel recog-
nising the fact that the Palestinian people
have the right to their own national home-
land”.

He expressed the view, however, that sub-
paragraph (b) was unbalanced, on the ground, I
presume, that it criticises Israel but says nothing
correspondingly to criticise anything done by the
Arabs. I do not believe that balance requires
one to say something critical of the Arabs just
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because one has criticised Israel. That is not a
principle that one can accept.

We have to repeat our condemnation of the
settlement policy- for the West Bank. It is
widely agreed and accepted by the WEU mem-
ber states that that policy constitutes a serious
obstacle to peace. It is an internationally illegal
policy. It is the most dangerous policy that
could continue to be pursued at present. We
have always condemned it in the past and we
cannot now, for the first time, omit any refer-
ence to it. I understand that a sixth amend-
ment has been tabled this morning which seeks
to take out that sub-paragraph, and I would have
to urge the Assembly not to accept such a
proposal.

Mr. Dreyfus-Schmidt suggested that there
should be some reference to terrorism. How far
back does he want to go? Does one refer to the
boasts of certain men when they become minis-
ters about what they did in the days of their
youth? If so, I am not sure that the balance
would be redressed in - the direction that
Mr. Dreyfus-Schmidt requires. -

There is no doubt that expulsion from the
West Bank is a genuine and serious fear of the
Jordanians. Expulsions have occurred in the
past. That is well documented. They have not
occurred on any mass scale in the recent past,
although that is not to say that that might not
happen in the future.

That is all I have to say since my remaining
remarks will be confined to the amendments
when they are moved.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call
Mr. Michel, Chairman of the General Affairs
Committee.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). -
Ladies and Gentlemen, those of you who have
raised the question of WEU’s competence to
deal with the matter in hand have received a
highly satisfactory answer from several represen-
tatives: the Middle East issue clearly falls within
WEU’s terms of reference insofar as our own
security is involved.

One important comment: WEU must
approach the Middle East issue in total honesty
and without any hypocrisy. We must tackle it
with the will to advance the solutions we are
proposing and not pretend to tackle it while
having no intention of pursuing it in depth.

From several parts of the House we have
heard calls for prudence, particularly where the
report refers to personal initiatives, and Sir Fre-
deric Bennett has, in a most timely fashion,

asked us to avoid entrenching mistaken attitudes .
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on the Middle East but to move on instead to
practical measures designed to promote a peace-
ful solution. I support his point.

Several speakers have stressed the need for us
to approach such a delicate issue objectively.
Lord Reay’s report is in fact a model of objec-
tivity and was moreover adopted in committee
with genuine unanimity.

Had we also been able to speak to the Israelis,
we would obviously have listened to their argu-
ments with equal prudence and objectivity. A
problem like this must be approached very
realistically. Nor should we think that our
actions will have immediate and miraculous
effects on so complicated and difficult a
situation.

* One member said that “our work was rela-

- tively useless” since in Lebanon, at the very

moment when a government had been brought
together, those who supported its various mem-
bers were fighting in the streets. That is as may
be, but we should be pleased that people are
talking to each other, in spite of the fighting and
dissent. Such is the wish expressed in our
report: that the various parties in the Middle
East should talk to each other and advance
towards peace together with us and in accor-
dance with our ideas, modest as they may be.

That was the wish of the committee, whose
work has been characterised by a striking unani-
mity admirably summarised in the report by
Lord Reay, whom I would like to thank again
for all his work.

I therefore call on the Assembly to follow the
example of the General Affairs Committee and
adop# this report.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Ladies and
Gentlemen, before proceeding to vote on the
draft recommendation we have to deal with six
amendments. We shall take them in the order
in which they apply to the text of the draft
recommendation: Amendments 1, 2, 3 and 4,
tabled by Mr. Cavaliere, Amendment 6, tabled
by Mr. Jung, Amendment 5 tabled by Mr.
Dreyfus-Schmidt.

I would point out that if Amendment 6 were
adopted, Amendment 5 would fall.

Amendment 1 reads as follows:

1. In the preamble to the draft recommendation,
leave out paragraph (ix) and insert:

“Paying tribute to the peacekeeping task
accomplished by units of the multinational
buffer force and deploring the heavy losses
suffered by two of these units;”.

I call Mr. Cavaliere to move the amendment.
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Mr. CAVALIERE (ltaly) (Translation). -
Ladies and Gentlemen, I do not think that
Amendment 1 calls for any explanation: it refers
to paragraph (ix) of the preamble which rightly
deplores the heavy losses suffered by some
units, and specifically the United States and
French units. In my view it should be recog-
nised first and foremost that the intervention
by the units of the multinational buffer force was
expedient and praiseworthy, and that it did a
great deal for some sectors of the population;
and I think therefore that this Assembly should
pay tribute to the mission in addition to deplo-
ring the losses suffered by some units.

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

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - I feel that by retaining Lord
Reay’s version we shall be adopting a wisely
circumscribed formulation. I could agree to
Lord Reay’s version, because I am always pre-
pared to lament the victims of military acti-
vities. But from where I stand I cannot agree to
the emphatic and detailed approval of what is
called here a peacekeeping task. I could, as
I have already said, agree to the very wisely
circumscribed wording proposed by Lord Reay.
But I cannot approve what I am inclined to
call this very explicit celebration of such military
interventions.

I therefore ask you to reject this amendment
so that this passage can be adopted by a large
majority, as it was in committee.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - What is the
committee’s view?

Lord REAY (United Kingdom). - 1 believe
that only one person from either side is entitled
to speak to the amendment. I should be willing
to accept Mr. Cavaliere’s amendment. I know
that it is a matter about which his country feels
strongly.

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

(4 vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Amendment 1 is agreed to.

Mr. JUNG (France) (Translation). — I wish to
present an explanation of vote.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Jung
has the floor.

Mr. JUNG (France) (Translation). - I would
like to thank all those who voted in favour of
Mr. Cavaliere’s amendment and to protest
against the fact that certain members refuse to
pay tribute to those who have given their lives
for peace.
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Mr. MILANI (Italy) (Translation). — This is
not an explanation of vote.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Amend-
ment 2, tabled by Mr. Cavaliere, reads as
follows:

2. In the first sub-paragraph of paragraph (xi) of
the preamble to the draft recommendation, leave
out “and the PLO”.

I call Mr. Cavaliere to move the amendment.

Mr. CAVALIERE (ltaly) (Translation). -
Mr. President, if you agree, I will speak to
Amendments 2, 3 and 4, which in my view
cover the same point. As I said earlier, I firmly
believe that we must not lose sight of the facts if
our action and European collaboration are to be
effective: and that is why I do not wish the PLO
to be mentioned in the draft recommendation,
without this meaning failure to recognise the
existence of that movement.

What is the reason for my proposal? First of
all, I think it would be a serious mistake to
recognise that a single party or organisation
represents an entire country. This is opening
the way to dictatorship, because where a country
is not represented by more than one party there
is no democracy and never will be. I should
like to recall what has happened and is
still happening in Namibia where the United
Nations have recognised one party only when in
fact there are several. Nor can I forget the
destabilising action pursued until now by the
PLO throughout the western world, with a conti-
nuous series of terrorist acts which have nothing
to do with the proper ways of winning recogni-
tion for the rights of individuals or of the people.
There is a third set of reasons: we are fully
aware of the attitude of the PLO towards Israel
and the consequent attitude of Israel towards the
PLO. To say that Israel should contact the PLO
with a view to starting a genuine dialogue aimed
at resolving the problems of the area or recogni-
tion of a Palestinian state is saying something
that has no real meaning because that would
never happen.

Again, with which PLO should negotiations
take place? Which is the PLO that we recognise
as sole representative of the Palestinian people?
We have seen that the PLO is broken up into
factions, and that the last time Arafat was
obliged to leave Lebanon because another fac-
tion which claimed to be the legitimate represen-
tative of Palestinian interests forced him out.
Taking into account all these points which seem
to me to be apposite, I think that to speak of the
PLO as the sole representative of the Palestinian
people does not help towards solving the prob-
lem and hence towards the creation of a Pales-
tinian state.
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These are my reasons for tabling these amend-
ments which are sure to be rejected but never-
theless have some significance and indicate a
certain line.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Ladies and
Gentlemen, I would remind you that we_ are
taking the amendments separately and are “at
present discussing Amendment 2.

Does anyone wish to speak against this
amendment?...

The Rules of Procedure allow me to call one
speaker only. Mr. Milani was the first to ask to
speak. I beg the indulgence of others who have
asked to speak, but I must proceed in this way.

Mr. MILANI (lItaly) (Translation). -~ Mr. Pre-
sident, I wish to oppose Amendment 2 tabled by
Mr. Cavaliere. So far as I understand the posi-
tion of Italy’s political forces, this amendment is
in substance personal to Mr. Cavaliere himself.
I would observe that a few days ago the Italian
Minister for Foreign Affairs, who incidentally
belongs to the same party as Mr. Cavaliere,
received Mr. Arafat. But this recognition was
to be taken for granted since the representative
of the PLO was received by the Interparlia-
mentary Union in the Italian Parliament last
year in recognition of the rdle of that organi-
sation which has a purely political réle and
seeks, as it always has, to represent the Pales-
tinian people.

Mr. Cavaliere has made two contradictory
statements: first, that recognition of the PLO by
the Assembly means supporting a single party;
second, that we shall be recognising an organi-
sation without knowing what it is because it is at
present divided and represented by a variety of
forces. As all of us know, the PLO represents
various tendencies among the Palestinian
people; we are therefore in favour of retaining
the Rapporteur’s text because such reference and
recognition means working for peace and above
all for recognition of the rights of the Palestinian
people.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Rauti,
why do you want the floor, as there can be only
one opposition speaker?

Mr. RAUTI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, you said that there could be only one
speaker in favour and one against; but Mr. Cava-
liere has spoken to several amendments.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - What is the
committee’s view?

Lord REAY (United Kingdom). - 1 shall
follow Mr. Cavaliere’s example and speak once
on all three amendments, which seek to remove
references to the PLO.
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Mr. Cavaliere talked about the reality of the
divisions within the PLO, but there is another
reality, which is that the PLO is the only body
that can claim to represent the Palestinian
people. Of course we should not seek to
impose a body on the Palestinians and decide
that it is their representative, that we shall talk
to that body alone, that it will remain the repre-
sentative of the Palestinians for all time and
that we shall never treat any other body as the
representative of the Palestinian people. It
must be up to the Palestinians to choose their
own representatives; that is what self-determi-
nation means. ’

However, at present the PLO is the only body
representing the Palestinian people with which
anyone could negotiate. If we remove the refer-
ences to the PLO we shall be saying, in effect,
that we do not wish to negotiate with the PLO or
with the Palestinians. That would be a rebuff
for the moderates and would encourage the
extremists, from whom we have suffered so
much terrorism. It is because I want to encou-
rage the moderate element, which is willing to
negotiate, that I believe that we should retain the
references to the PLO.

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

(A vote was then taken by sitting and standing)

Amendment 2 is negatived.

Mr. CIFARELLI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr.
President, I wish to present an explanation of
vote.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Cifa-
relli, it is not customary to present explanations
of votes on amendments.

Mr. CIFARELLI (ltaly) (Translation). - I
asked to be allowed to explain my vote because
one, of my colleagues had already been allowed
to do so. However, out of respect for the Rules
of Procedure, I shall not press my request.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Cifa-
relli, you will be able to speak after the vote on
the report. We must abide by the current prac-
tices of this Assembly, which are designed to
ensure a fair distribution of speaking time.

Amendment 3, tabled by Mr. Cavaliere, reads
as follows:

3. Leave out the second sub-paragraph of para-
graph (xi) of the preamble to the draft recom-
mendation and insert:

3

- recognition by Israel of the right of the
Palestinian people to their own national
homeland;”.

This amendment has already been moved by
the author.
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Does anyone wish to speak against the amend-
ment?...

I call Sir Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
There is an extraordinarily good reason why we
should not accept the amendment. That reason
was well set out by Lord Reay and was reflected
in the last vote.

Although the amendments differ slightly, they
all advert to the same theme - that we should
take a step backwards and not talk to the
PLO. If there is a so-called lack of democracy,
it is only because the Arabs on the West Bank
are not allowed to press their point in a normal
legitimate fashion. When a mayor misbehaves
himself, he is immediately expelled from his
post arbitrarily. As we know, there is no demo-
cracy on the West Bank in choice of represen-
tatives.

This amendment and the next should be
rejected. Lord Reay has made the point that we
are starting to reach the stage where moderates,
not just European governments, are in touch
with the PLO. I point out that Egypt, which is
doing its best to preserve peace — it started the
peace programme with Israel - has welcomed
Mr. Arafat as leader of the PLO and has
accepted the PLO as a legitimate body. The
same applies to the Jordanians, who are now
engaged in these conversations. Moderates are
talking to the PLO. To break off these talks
- with the result that a far more extreme body
would claim to represent the PLO - would be
not only a step backwards but an action for
which history would never forgive us. That is
what would happen if we handed the future of
that part of the world to people who were much
more extreme than the PLO on the basis that the
PLO does not represent every single Arab there.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - What is the
committee’s view?

Lord REAY (United Kingdom). - For the
reasons that I gave in speaking to the first
amendment, I shall oppose this amendment.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I put
Amendment 3 to the vote.

(4 vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Amendment 3 is negatived.

Amendment 4, tabled by Mr. Cavaliere, reads
as follows:

4. Leave out sub-paragraph 4 (a) of the draft
recommendation proper and insert:

“(a) recall that peace on the territory of
former Palestine depends, on the one
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hand, on all Arab countries recognising
Israel and its rights and, on the other
hand, on Israel recognising the fact that
the Palestinian people have the right to
their own national homeland;”.

The amendment has already been moved by
the author.

Does anyone wish to speak against the amend-
ment?...

I call Mr. Bianco.

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, I think that a full explanation has been
given of our reasons for not accepting this
amendment which is logically linked with the
others. The attitudes of the western govern-
ments to the problem of the PLO were restated
jointly in the solemn declarations of the various
ministers for foreign affairs at Venice. Unques-
tionably therefore some organisation must speak
for recognition of a homeland for the Pales-
tinians.

Furthermore, the organisation concerned has
been steadily moderating its position and has
taken up a new political stance; it had also had
to mediate between the other views held by the
Palestinian leaders. That is why I think that
the solution proposed in Lord Reay’s report
should be approved and therefore that the ori-
ginal text should be maintained. It is consistent
with the positions of the various governments
which, I repeat, were reiterated at the meeting of
foreign ministers held in Venice.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The Rules
of Procedure provide that representatives or
substitutes may present explanations of votes at
the end of the debate.

I call the Chairman of the General Affairs
Committee.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). — The
Rapporteur has already taken a position on Mr.
Cavaliere’s amendments on behalf of the com-
mittee, but I would like to draw Mr. Cavaliere’s
attention to a legal point: the various texts which
he is seeking to amend impose obligations on the
PLO, not rights.

There is a legal distinction here which makes
it impossible to accept these amendments. I
would ask Mr. Cavaliere to consider this point,
which seems to me essential. ‘

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I put
Amendment 4 to the vote.

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Amendment 4 is negatived.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - On a point
of order, Mr. President. You ruled that an
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explanation of the vote would be given at the
end of the debate. Do you mean at the end of
the series of amendments or at the end of the
whole debate? There is a difference.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and
Gentlemen, Rule 26, paragraph 2, states that
“when examination of and voting on a text as a
whole have been concluded and the results
announced, representatives or substitutes may
present explanations of votes.”

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - That is still
not clear. About which text are we talking - the
text of the amendments or the text of the report?

The PRESIDENT. - Explanations of votes
follow the vote on the whole report.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - With
respect, Mr. President, it cannot possibly be at
the end of the whole debate on the report,
because the explanation of the vote could be
entirely different in respect of amendments and
the report. If I may advise, it would seem that
we should be taking explanations of the vote at
the end of the series of amendments.

The PRESIDENT. - Explanations of votes
should be given once the recommendation of
the Rapporteur has been adopted.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - Mr. Presi-
dent, surely that cannot be right because, as I
have indicated before, the explanation of vote
might be entirely different. I would want to
explain my vote in relation to the amendments
that we have just heard. I would give a diffe-
rent explanation if I were going to vote against
the report as a whole.

The PRESIDENT. - Perhaps you are right in
general, but in presiding I have the duty to do
what is always done, and I am informed that
what I have told you is correct.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — Further to
the point of order, Mr. President. It would
have been inappropriate for Mr. Jung’s expla-
nation of his vote a few minutes ago to have
been deferred for another half or three-quarters
of an hour. It would have caused confusion in
the Assembly as we would have had a number of
decisions since then. I have now been attend-
ing these gatherings for quite a long time and I
can recall that in the past we have been allowed
to speak briefly to explain our vote after an
amendment. That ought not to be too frequent
- I accept that — and many of us would be hesi-
tant about hearing many explanations of votes.
It would be entirely appropriate for that
practice to continue whether or not the rules
allow it.
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Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - Further to
that point of order, Mr. President. The English
translation of the rule says that explanation of
the vote can be made after the text is given, not
after the report as a whole has been debated. 1
submit that, according to the English version, an
amendment on its own is a text on which an
explanation of vote may be given.

The PRESIDENT. ~ It seems to me, as I am
presiding for the first time, that I have a duty to
follow what has always been done without
changing the working methods. I will inform
the President of the Assembly about this proce-
dure, and that will be duly decided, but at the
moment I ask you not to seek to change the
method already adopted.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom ). - Mr. Presi-
dent, I am not changing it. It is you who are
changing it, or somebody else on the platform is
doing so. If the rule says that one can have an
explanation of vote after a text, all I am doing is
abiding by the rule. It may be that in other
debates it is easy to do it in the way you are
suggesting, but it seems to me that in a debate of
this kind it is necessary to take every amend-
ment or group of amendments in order as they
arise.

The PRESIDENT. - It is not my personal
view. It is the position of the secretariat and
for that reason I beg you tqQ allow us at this
moment to refrain from changing the tradition.
You will have the possibility of explaining and
clarifying your opinion freely.

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). -
May I appeal to my colleagues to support the
ruling that you, Mr. President, have given,
because the duty of any democrat in an Assem-
bly is to accept the ruling of the chairman.
What my colleague, Dr. Miller, has exposed is a
clear anomaly and I hope that we can accept
your undertaking to refer this matter to the Pre-
sident of the Assembly, because clearly this
unclear rule ought not to be permitted to remain
after it has been exposed, as it has been today.
But we should today accept your ruling, Mr. Pre-
sident, asking the appropriate authorities to look
at the clear anomaly that has been exposed.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Amend-
ment 6, tabled by Mr. Jung, reads as follows:

6. In the draft recommendation proper, leave
out sub-paragraph 4 (b).

I call Mr. Jung to move the amendment.

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

Mr. JUNG (France) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, Ladies and Gentlemen, I have tabled
this amendment because I do not think the draft
recommendation is balanced.
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The Chairman of the committee spoke a little
while ago of objectivity and realism. He will
forgive me if I am unfortunately unabie to share
his opinion.

We have been discussing the Middle East
situation. for almost twelve years now. Without
wishing to be critical, I would point out that it is
easier to busy ourselves with problems in distant
regions than with others concerning Poland,
Czechoslovakia or East Germany.

I, like others, think that this report was neces-
sary, because the war between Iran and Iraq is
without doubt the most serious problem of the
end of this century. The religious fanaticism
we are witnessing, with all its excesses, is behind
this war and will, I fear, have harmful effects on
all our peoples.

What I cannot understand is why our Rappor-
teur always focuses on Israel’s mistakes. At no
time is there any indication that this country
has, in the cause of peace, given up the terri-
tories conquered from Egypt. Nor is it men-
tioned that Israel is the only country to have
partially withdrawn from Lebanon. At no time
is there any analysis of Syria’s position. I
would have liked somewhere to see condemna-
tion of Syria, which is still occupying Lebanon.
But there is nothing there.

Israel withdrew from Beirut, as did France,
after many sacrifices, and I am moved at the
thought of its dead. Unfortunately, Beirut is
still not at peace.

Well, Ladies and Gentlemen, in the interests
of peace, let us not carry on condemning a
people and a country trying by every means to
find solutions! I am not the victim of an idée
fixe, but this report, which condemns one
country only, needs to be balanced.

One day certain people in this Assembly will
probably regret the policy pursued for ten years
now as the result of a failure to recognise that it
is perhaps Israel, the great friend of Europe, that
is defending the interests of our peoples.

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

I call Sir Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
The sub-paragraph introduces no reference to
Beirut and Lebanon, but simply repeats its
condemnation of Israel’s continuing settlement
policy in territories occupied since 1967. That
iIs not a new, anti-Isracli sentiment being
expressed by WEU or anyone else. It is a
quotation of the United Nations Security Coun-
cil resolution which was carried with even
American support.
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The present settlement policies have been
condemned in the United Nations, in the Secur-
ity Council and even the Americans, who
normally staunchly support Israel in the Security
Council, have condemned them and continue to
do so. To suggest that we are not being objec-
tive when we are only repeating a condemnation
that has been voiced repeatedly in the highest
international forums would be to neglect all our
international obligations. All our countries
have voted in that way. This is nothing new
but is simply reinforcement of the decisions
taken at highest international level by our
individual governments.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lord
Reay.

Lord REAY (United Kingdom). - 1 do not
understand Mr. Jung’s remarks. In para-
graph 3 we request the withdrawal of all forces
from Lebanon. That plainly includes the
Syrian forces. That goes further than Resolu-
tions 508 and 509 of the Security Council.
They called only for Israeli withdrawal. The
Israclis may have withdrawn from Beirut, but
they have not withdrawn from south Lebanon,
although by their presence there they are doing
neither themselves nor anyone else any good, as
was pointed out yesterday by Mr. Stokes.

I agree with Sir Frederic Bennett that we
should oppose this amendment. As he said, if
we were to adopt it, we would suddenly appear
to be condoning the Israeli settlement policy,
which has been condemned as illegal by the
United Nations and which all European coun-
tries have accepted as being illegal and politically
unhelpful and which we have always condemned
and which we have always regarded as being one
of the central obstacles to peace in the Middle
East.

That must be so because, by itself, the policy
is a sort of creeping, de facto incorporation of
the West Bank into the state of Israel, and if that
policy persisted indefinitely it would end all
hope of a Palestinian homeland. For those
reasons, we must reject the amendment.

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

(A4 vote was then taken by sitting and standing)
Amendment 6 is negatived.

Amendment 5, tabled by Mr.
Schmidt, reads as follows:

Dreyfus-

5. In sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 4 of the
draft recommendation proper, leave out:

“ and warn that country that there must be no
further expulsion of Arab populations from
these territories. ”.

I call Mr. Jung to move the amendment.
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Mr. JUNG (France) (Translation). - Ladies
and Gentlemen, I do not wish to be obstinate
after the vote that has just taken place. Nor do
I think that anybody was in doubt as to the
reason why I tabled my amendment. Parallel
to the condemnation contained in paragraph 4, I
would have wished to see the text balanced by
condemnation of other countries responsible.
The same reasons lie behind Mr. Dreyfus-
Schmidt’s Amendment 5, which is a fall-back
position in relation to Amendment 6.

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

I call Sir Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). - 1
can be brief, because in effect this amendment is
trying to achieve to a lesser degree what was
being sought by the last amendment.

The basic fault lies in the fact that the major
problem in that part of the world is the growing
unhappiness and economic and social restric-
tions from which the inhabitants are suffering.
There are many ways to carry out expulsion.
Some have been forcible. Some have been
economic. If one ensures that 60% or 70% of
the productive land of a territory is held by a
tiny minority of the inhabitants and that it is
economically impossible for others to live there,
that constitutes another form of expulsion.

There is then the harassment of which all
parties know - the Israelis know that it has been
happening - around these settlements. With
every Palestinian who is compelled by econo-
mic, social or other factors, as well as by force, to
leave his country, the problem grows. For us
here today not to condemn action that is making
the problem more intractable would be wholly
illogical and would be against the last vote that
we held a few moments ago.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lord
Reay.

Lord REAY (United Kingdom). - For the
reasons that I gave in my winding-up speech,
and for the reasons that Sir Frederic Bennett has
given, I oppose the amendment.

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

(A4 vote was then taken by sitting and standing)
Amendment 5 is negatived.

We shall now vote on the whole of the draft
recommendation contained in Document 978,
as amended.

Under Rule 34 of the Rules of Procedure as
amended on 29th November 1982, a vote by
roll-call is mandatory if requested by at least five
representatives or substitutes present in the
chamber.
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Does anyone wish to vote by roll-call ?

The vote will therefore be taken by sitting and
standing.

(A vote was then taken by sitting and standing)

The amended draft
adopted .

Dr. Miller has the floor for an explanation of
vote.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - 1 voted in
favour of the first group of amendments tabled
by Mr. Cavaliere because I object, and shall
continue to object, to the term “PLO” in
general. In English, PLO means the Palestine
Liberation Organisation. If that does not imply
the elimination of the state of Israel, I do not
know what it does. I am not against the
establishment of further national Arab home-
lands in the area. 1 am against, and shall
continue to oppose, the use of the term “ PLO ”
until the Arabs change the nomenclature that
they use and drop their continual demands for
the absolute elimination of the state of Israel.
That is the reason for my vote in that instance.

recommendation is

My reason for voting in favour of Mr.
Dreyfus-Schmidt’s amendment is that, contrary
to the belief of Sir Frederic Bennett, there have
not been expulsions. He can go on in an airy-
fairy way about economic trends and problems,
but we all have them. He would not accept that
his government are deliberately expelling people
from parts of Great Britain where there is
unemployment. In fact, recently in the House
of Commons, his Minister said that if people
could not work somewhere, they should “ get on
their bikes ”. It ill behoves Sir Frederic Bennett
to talk about economic difficulties in other parts
of the world. If there have been no expulsions,
there can be no reference to “further expul-
sions ”. That is why I vote in favour of that
amendment.

As my colleague, Mr. Freeson, said in an
excellent speech, the report is full of bias: it is
not representative of what our general popula-
tions feel; it goes entirely on one side instead of
looking more widely, as we do in other
instances. The state of Israel has good points.
I concede that it has many bad points, but so
have all our countries. Instead of nurturing the
good things that Israel is doing and saying to the
Arabs: “ If you were to come to terms directly
with Israel, it would benefit you and the whole
of the Middle East ”, the report, as usual, is a
continual onslaught, and it is WEU once again
attacking the state of Israel.

I have made it clear, as has Reg Freeson, that I
do not agree with many aspects of Israel’s eco-
nomic and political life. Nevertheless, 1

1. See page 21.
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concede that it is doing things in the Middle East
that are of enormous benefit to the area and
would be of enormous benefit to the Arabs if
they were only given the lead by the West that it
should give. Instead of nurturing ideas about
the elimination of the state of Israel, we should
be saying to the Arabs: “ You must come to
terms with the state of Israel ” - that need not
necessarily be on Israeli terms, because it must
be made to make concessions — “ on mutually
acceptable terms. It would benefit you all. ”

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and
Gentlemen, I would ask you to make an effort.
We shall be discussing later the procedural
issues that have been raised. The speaking time
for the debate was fixed at five minutes, but I
would like it to be less than that for explanations
of votes, notwithstanding the Rules of Proce-
dure.

I call Mr. Cifarelli.

Mr. CIFARELLI (Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, might I remind you that yesterday
you pointed out that I had not used up all my
speaking time...

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — That was
indeed the case, Mr. Cifarelli.

Mr. CIFARELLI (Italy) (Translation). - Itis a
pity I cannot use the speaking time I saved.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - You may
use your accumulated capital!

Mr. CIFARELLI (Italy) (Translation). - I
abstained for three basic reasons. The first was
that I do not agree - and I had hoped that an
amendment would intervene - with congratu-
lating the Syrians on having set up a government
at gun-point. It is a step towards a Syrian
takeover of Lebanon, that is to say, a Lebanon
within Greater Syria.

I said yesterday - and I repeat - that we
cannot serve the cause of peace — an aim on
which we all agree - if we fail to tell the truth.
In politics, lying is a crime. Worse, a mistake.

The second reason why I abstained was that I
cannot accept the statement that the PLO -
however important — is the sole representative of
the Palestinian people. It has no democratic
justification, and its charter is a charter for the
destruction of Israel. It is an organisation
which can serve the cause of struggle, but not the
cause of peace. I did not join with Mr. Cava-
liere in voting for deletion of the reference to the
PLO, but I proposed a different wording — we
are specialists of the nuance, and the Chairman
of the committee is a past master when it comes
to making fine distinctions - to the effect that
the PLO is an important, perhaps even a
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valuable, organisation, but not the only one.
To call it the only organisation is to say no to
Israel, not only to the Israel of Mr. Begin or
Mr. Shamir, for whom I have no sympathy, but
no to all the parties and political organisations in
Israel, even those which I hope will win the
election in July and form the new government of
Israel.

The third reason for my abstention was my
opposition to paragraph (b) of the draft recom-
mendation which speaks of expulsions. This is
an accusation of intent, and accusations of intent
do not serve the cause of peace. A statement
such as might come from enemies, those
pursuing their own interests or having their own
suspicions or fears, ought not to be made by
representatives of free, democratic states whose
actions and sacrifices are solely directed towards
the maintenance of peace.

I would have liked the Assembly to adopt
Mr. Cavaliere’s amendment recognising the
effort made by the Italians, who contributed
with prudence and loyalty to the defence of
peace and the establishment of an acceptable
order in Lebanon and in Beirut in particular.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Vogt
has the floor for an explanation of vote.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — I should like to explain why I
have voted against the whole of this draft recom-
mendation. I might have abstained if we had
kept to Lord Reay’s original version. The ori-
ginal version undoubtedly had certain draw-
backs. In particular, on a number of counts it
was too demonstrably Eurocentric. To indicate
merely that these conflicts are a threat to
European security and the stability of the world
economy, viewing everything from the European
angle, is regrettable, especially when one passage
refers to the heavy losses suffered by the multi-
national buffer force, without saying a word
about the daily losses suffered by the civilian
population. That is what I must regretfully
describe as Eurocentric.

On the other hand, I must admit that in many
respects Lord Reay opted for a wisely circum-
scribed approach, which might well have led to
full agreement. For example, I consider para-
graph 2 of the draft recommendation to be very
original and forward-looking. Lord Reay says
in this paragraph that the Agency for the Control
of Armaments should consider chemical wea-
pons and establish which WEU member coun-
tries may have supplied such weapons to
this area. I think this is a very appropriate
suggestion.

However, it is regrettable that the use of
chemical weapons, a despicable act which
beggars description, should be mentioned only
in these tactful terms.
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But what prompted me to reject the whole of
the draft recommendation was Mr. Cavaliere’s
Amendment 1, since it unfortunately destroyed
what was positive in the original, making a less
than satisfactory text even worse by helping to
ensure that intervention by military means is
once again explicitly commended. I do not
think it is good for the further development of
the countries of the European Community and
Western European Union to become too accus-
tomed to “peace missions” involving the
use of weapons. As a civilian, someone who
does not have a military mind, I therefore felt it
necessary to reject the whole text.  Thank you.

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

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - During
my earlier critical remarks - I did not mince my
words - I put a number of specific questions and
not one was touched on by the Rapporteur or
the Chairman of the committee in answering the
debate.

For example, I asked which countries apart
from Jordan had been visited in the preparation
of the report, what evidence there was to support
the statement that arms were being supplied to
Iran via Israel and what justification there was
for recommending us to support one side in the
Iran-Iraq war. I asked a number of specific
questions and not one was even touched on in
the reply to the debate. I could have asked
many more questions.

The report is facile at best and damaging and
mischievous at worst. If people in the Middle
East are to pay attention to what WEU says
about matters of great sensitivity and contro-
versy, we should couch our views more care-
fully and impartially, analyse the situation much
more objectively and make our references to the
histories of the problems in that area much more
accurate.

The report is not a good one. It is damaging
to WEU and to European interests in these
matters. At best, it will be regarded as irrele-
vant and will be ignored by the people in the
Middle East, with the possible exception of the
Jordanian Government, and there is a special
reason for that. Large sections of the report are
virtually quotations from Prince Hassan -
unquestioned, unchallenged, uncriticised and
with no examination of the matters to which the
Prince refers.

Let me explain some of the reasons why I
voted for the amendments. Recommendation
4(a) says that the Palestinian people have “ the
right to their own national homeland ™.

The Palestinians certainly have a right to that,
but it is damaging for WEU to single out one
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solution as if it is the only solution. That is
political nonsense. There are other options
from the points of view both of the Jordanian
Government and of the people living in the
West Bank and Gaza area. I am interested in
the Middle East and I attempt to talk to people
there - Palestinians as well as Israelis and
Jordanians. I should like to talk to many more
if we had access to them.

It is wrong to say that there is only one way
of dealing with self-determination. If we had
used the term * self-determination ”, I would
have supported it, because I am a great
supporter of that. However, there are alter-
native political solutions to self-determination.

References to the PLO are too specific, too
narrow and too singular. There are other ways
of getting parliamentary or democratic represen-
tatives involved in negotiations - I have met
some of the people involved - and the report
should not have ignored that possibility.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Free-
son you have gone well over your speaking
time. I would be obliged if you would
conclude.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - What-
ever Sir Frederic Bennett says about expulsions,
the statement in recommendation 4(b) is in-
accurate, deliberately biased and based on state-
ments made by Prince Hassan. As a represen-
tative of the Jordanian Government, the Prince
is entitled to make such statements in seeking to
put that government’s position to the parliamen-
tarians and governments of Europe. However,
it is wrong to include such statements in the
report. It is not true that there have been major
expulsions from the West Bank territories since
the 1967 war. On the contrary, there has been
major economic development there - the “ free
bridges ” policy between Israel and Jordan and a
variety of other actions that make it wrong to
include such a statement in a WEU report.

Whatever I say in criticism of the report is
said because I wish to see WEU and other parlia-
mentary bodies in Europe play a constructive
role in conciliation and reconciliation among the
disputant parties in the Middle East. The
report does not do that. Therefore, it is
damaging at worst and irrelevant at best.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Bianco
has the floor for an explanation of vote.

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr.
President, I will try to save on the minutes taken
up by the previous speaker. I think that Lord
Reay’s report is balanced and that is one of my
reasons for voting in favour. I do not regard
the interpretations of members who voted
against as serving any useful purpose because
they misrepresented the tone and judgments of
the written report. 1 voted in favour because I
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thought that the document might point the way

for reopening the dialogue and for establishing
healthy relations between the Arab countries and
the state of Israel.

The interpretation given, for example, by
Dr. Miller who sought to describe the report as
anti-Israeli is completely unacceptable. I firmly
believe that Israel’s security must be safe-
guarded. This has always been the basis of
Italian policy and I do not accept as a valid
objection the fact that the PLO is still using
initials which recall times when this organisation
had a bad image. It is of note that in a recent
statement Arafat expressed the hope that rela-
tions between the state of Israel and the Pales-
tinian organisation could be regularised in the
near future.

This is one of my reasons for supporting Lord
Reay’s report which is a move in the right
direction. I think therefore that the whole
balance should be restored and that this report is
a good contribution to the opening of a fresh
dialogue in this sensitive area.

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

Mr. CAVALIERE (ltaly) (Translation). -
Mr. President, the intention of my amendments,
of which one has been accepted, was not to
exploit certain ideas and situations. In my
view, a very objective approach is needed in
order to help in solving this problem. When it
is stated that Syria has played and is playing a
positive role and when the position of the PLO
is disregarded, this does not seem to me to be an
objective approach and therefore a contribution
to solving the problem of the Middle East and
in particular the problem of the Palestinian
people. That is why I voted against.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call
Mr, Martino.

Mr. MARTINO (ltaly) (Translation). — Mr.
President, organisations which WEU can recog-
nise as being representative must be elected
democratically. I have no knowledge of such a
procedure setting up the PLO. 1 can only agree
if it is clearly stated that the reference to the
PLO in Lord Reay’s text does not in any way
give it legitimate status. That is why I
abstained.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We have
concluded this order of the day. May I thank
the General Affairs Committee, particularly the
Chairman and Rapporteur, for their work.

A brief comment on the procedure followed.

I have taken note of all the points raised in
regard to explanations of votes. This is a
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'matter which needs very careful scrutiny, both
as regards the point in the debate to which such
explanations of vote relate - that is to say, to the
vote on amendments or on a whole text - and
as regards their timing within the debate - and
perhaps also as regards their duration. In view
of our strict rule governing speaking time in
general debates, it would adversely affect the
work of the Assembly if explanations of votes
were to become occasions for reopening debates
that had been theoretically closed. An explana-
tion of vote is an item of fundamental import-
ance when a vote is taken. The Bureau and the
appropriate committee will therefore no doubt
be called upon to consider the points raised on
this subject.

5. Deterrence and the will of the people

(Presentation of and debate on the report of the
General Affairs Committee, Doc. 970 and amendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the presentation of and debate
on the report of the General Affairs Committee
on deterrence and the will of the people, Docu-
ment 970 and amendments.

I call the Rapporteur, Mr. Lagorce.

Mr. LAGORCE (France) (Translation). - Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, this report
follows on from the debates on pacifism and
neutralism which I had the honour of intro-
ducing in this Assembly two years ago. It
extends, so to speak, the reflection which we
then began on the means of safeguarding peace.

The whole world wants peace. There is,
however, no longer such unanimity when it
comes to the conditions for maintaining peace or
the possible consequences of its precarious
nature. The attraction and danger of contem-
porary pacifism and neutralism derive from the
ambiguities and shortcomings of that unani-
mity. Hence, they both support and oppose
deterrence and the popular will which concern
us here today.

While my previcus comment still stands, 1t
must be admitted that the impact of pacifism
and neutralism has changed. Although they
remain widespread and worrying, nowhere in
the world do they constitute by themselves a
majority electoral factor, a social determinant or
a dominant ideology. Whether this is a case of
remission or recession 1 cannot say. We have
neither moved beyond nor mastered the unease
which they bring with them, but it is, on the
whole, more spectacular than deep-seated.

If we are to achieve our overriding objective
of peace, the means employed must incorporate
the healthy aspects of pacifism and neutralism,
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along with other factors that are more general
and more effective — by which I mean détente,
disarmament and dialogue, backed up by deter-
rence and the will of the people, and based in
depth on the twin axes of East-West and North-
South relations.

Today deterrence is the cornerstone. What
does it matter that, warlike in essence, it is by
nature terrifying? The world lives directly or
indirectly under its potentially destructive
“umbrella ”. In misery and at enormous cost,
panic-stricken mankind submits to its awful and
indispensable protection, rushing ahead in
collective pursuit of a perpetually unstable
balance of indefinite overarmament.

A necessary evil, deterrence can be neither
abolished nor sufficient.

Nevertheless, nations cannot forever depend
for their strength on military force alone.
Whether or not backed up by conventional
weapons, corresponding troop levels and chemi-
cal and bacteriological weapons that are banned
but nevertheless manufactured, the nuclear
shield and strike force continue to deter. But
unless we take heed early enough, the fatal
moment could soon be upon us, either without
fighting, by diktat of the more highly overarmed,
or through the almost accidental unleashing of a
terribly destructive military conflict.

We must therefore make use of the deterrence
imposed on us during the present period of non-
war. As always, any clear-sighted will for
realistic pacifism requires a degree of military
preparation. But we have reached the limit of
what Raymond Aron defined as the time when
both “ peace is impossible and war unlikely .,

Accepting this, we must move as quickly as
possible beyond the period of crazy over-
armament, justified terrors, endless confronta-
tion, and perpetual secondary wars. To do so
we must add to deterrence through armaments,
and the great fear which they at present induce,
the peaceful deterrence of economic dynamism,
social justice and co-operation between nations.

This broadening of deterrence will operate, as
we have said, in known directions and with
known means: the North-South and East-West
axes, détente, disarmament and dialogue.
Already used with relative success, they never-
theless constitute, alongside deterrence and the
will of the people, the only effective means at
our disposal.

In this context, the privileged instrument can
be none other that Western Europe. The geo-
graphy, history, influence, and strength of
Europe and, even more, its interests and
example qualify it for this vital réle.
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Europe must remain the natural link between
the protagonists of East and West, if it is not to
become their battlefield. Despite their ups and
downs and difficulties, the EEC, the Council of
Europe, the OECD, the European Parliament
and our own WEU bear witness, among a
thousand other causes, to Europe’s will for
dialogue, to the reality of détente in relations

‘between its states, to its action in favour of

disarmament, and to its effective, efficient and
constant concern for international co-operation.

Europe must therefore try and succeed in East-
West détente. But it must also pursue construc-
tion of the North-South axis. Patiently, effect-
ively, without weakness or excessive haste, it
must, in this area also, lastingly win over minds
and peacefully overcome resistance. In this
promising area Europe must overcome the
obstacles and, by way of more Lomé agreements,
which are modest but realistic and mutually
beneficial to the parties, must create real
partners rather than “ assisted ” countries.

Here too we are talking about a course of
action that is obligatory in itself and in the
interests of Europe and the whole world, but one
which present circumstances make difficult.
We are at one of those crucial moments when
the difficulty of the task only adds to the need to
undertake it - and to undertake something even
more important: disarmament.

All of us here know the urgency and diffi-
culties of disarmament. Here, as in peace
issues, we are always faced simultaneously with
unanimous agreement on the principles and the
impossibility of implementing decisions.

We must strive, tirelessly and without illu-
sions, to increase real concerted action, reduce
natural hypocrisy and establish mutual trust.
But, even under these conditions, general, simul-
taneous, balanced and controlled disarmament,
however vital if catastrophe is to be avoided,
will never come about spontaneously or inde-
pendently. It will derive from a combination of
external facts and consequences by which it will
be stimulated but which it will not itself
instigate.

Such are the plausible effects and counter-
effects of the course of action called for by
peaceful deterrence - deterrence originally but-
tressed by military deterrence that is obligatory
at the present time but which has to be progres-
sively reduced as soon as possible. Europe,
followed by the world - or at least that part of it
with respect for human rights - will then be
capable of accepting an active popular will in its
midst.

The will of the people is an indispensable
condition for the existence of effective peaceful
deterrence. A desirable and effective popular
will - a reasoned and reasonably informed
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public opinion - cannot be expressed through
the anarchy of brutally passionate outbursts, of
crowds stirred up by rabble-rousing, hatred or
disorder.

The will of the people which is wanted and
needed requires reflection and information,
determination and competence, action and
results. This conscious will of the people must
today support the defence of freedom, up to and
including the possession of the balanced military
means of deterrence which are its essential
expression.

It must regret but accept the application of
NATO’s twofold decision of 1979, now rendered
inevitable, which it is still desirable to rescind at
the earliest opportunity in response to a positive
act by the Soviet Union making it possible to do
so.

The will of the people must approve the
search for a positive, trusting and continuing
dialogue between East and West as a means of
détente and the condition for balanced, veri-
fiable disarmament, in particular as regards
Euromissiles.

The will of the people will then insist on
speeding up the harmonious development of a
wide range of economic relations between Eur-
ope, the United States and the Soviet Union,
and also on the development of a worldwide
dialogue and the realistic and progressive
development of equal North-South relations,
which is the logical and indispensable basis of
the new international order heartily desired by
all men of good will.

In this perspective, which I do not believe
Utopian, I would ask you, on behalf of the
General Affairs Committee, to adopt this report.

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

I call Mr. Michel, Chairman of the General

Affairs Committee.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, may I
congratulate the Rapporteur on the good will
and sensitivity which he has shown in drawing
together the work of our committee. Mr.
Lagorce is a highly-experienced rapporteur who
knows his job and has produced an admirable
report.

In this area we are locked into an implacable
logic. While aiming for peace, wanting dis-
armament and honestly pursuing it, we are
forced to note that our hopes do not become
facts as quickly as we would like. Logically, we
have to face up to the situation and practise
deterrence, our principal defensive weapon.
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The Rapporteur said that nuclear weapons are
the main instrument of deterrence. We must
therefore logically have this nuclear weaponry
available if we want to bring our weight to bear
on the disarmament process. But the Rappor-
teur quite rightly stresses that it is not the only
means available and that there is another
important means, of a moral nature, namely our
will, that is to say the consciousness and pursuit
of freedom. It is around the communication of
information to the public, in order to maintain
the will for freedom and belief in the efficiency
of our means, that the report will turn. We
shall continue to pursue the policy on which we
have embarked because it is the right one, but
we shall try to explain it to public opinion.
That is the essence of the report which
Mr. Lagorce has summarised. I ask the Assem-
bly to follow him and draw the appropriate
conclusions.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - May I take
this opportunity of thanking the committee and
the Rapporteur for their work, which I hope will
give us the opportunity for a second interesting
debate.

I call Mrs. Knight.

Mrs. KNIGHT (United Kingdom). — 1 begin
by offering my warm congratulations to our
good colleague, Mr. Lagorce, on what I consider
to be a most balanced and realistic report. This
chamber has come to expect from Mr. Lagorce
reports of excellence, and this is the second time
that we have his report before us, a report that
warns of the danger to peace of the so-called
peace movement. There are several paragraphs
that bring that home, none more pointedly than
paragraphs 37 and 38 where Soviet connection
with pacifist movements is noted. Recom-
mendation 1 suggests that we should: “ Continue
to keep European public opinion informed of the
threats ” which face us. I am not too sure that
we do a good enough job now to justify the word
“continue ”. Yet the lessons the pacifist lobby
should learn are so simple. First, we all hate
war, Militant pacifists do not have a mono-
poly of the love of peace. We all want to avoid
war and to have peace. Secondly, no govern-
ment of the western world wants to pile up
weapons unnecessarily. All governments have
other things on which they would far rather
spend than armaments. Thirdly, we must
maintain sufficient military strength to deter
aggression. A government’s first duty is to keep
its people safe from attack. Fourthly and
finally, we in the West are always ready to lower
our defence capability, provided - and it must
depend on this - that potential enemies lower
theirs comparably, provided that a balance is
kept. Then, certainly, we will lower our defence
capability, for it is that balance that has given us
peace for nearly forty years.
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When we try to improve the understanding
and acceptance of all our peoples of the policy of
deterrence we could do worse, perhaps, than
reflect on the importance of reminders. We
should remind militant pacifists that little
Afghanistan would be free today if it had only
been able to defend itself. We should remind
them what life is like under communism in the
Soviet Union and elsewhere. We should
remind them of the obscenity of the Berlin wall,
and the same kind of wall - or scar I would call
it — that runs 800 miles from top to bottom of
West Germany.

Familiarity with a situation not only blunts its
horror but leads to acceptance and forgetful-
ness. We should not forget that thousands of
simple, harmless Afghans have been turned off
their farms and have been forced by the Soviets
to flee with their children, their elderly and with
whatever of their possessions they can carry,
only to be bombed in their flight. That is
happening all the time, even as we sit here. We
have become forgetful and have reached the
point of accepting that that is part of life. Try
telling the Afghans that it is safe to stand
undefended against the Soviets. Try telling the
Poles or the Czechs.

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

A few of us recently visited Berlin. A
wonderful kindness was extended to us, for
which I thank you personally, Mr. President.
The visit was moving and it shocked me deeply,
even though I knew of the extent of the
wall. To look over that wall into no-man’s
land, where mines are planted, where killer dogs
roam on ring leads, where multi-directional guns
are triggered by tripwires and on which guns in
the hands of guards are constantly trained, was a
chilling experience. It is all designed to deny
freedom to those who seek it.

As I looked at the grim, grey land beyond
those two walls with the no-man’s land between,
where not one soul is free as we are free, I felt in
my heart that deterrence must be a policy that
we must guard with our lives, because it means
our very lives and our future. If we can do
nothing to help these people - and if we cannot,
it is an indictment of the United Nations and
other international bodies - who are not
criminals but who seek only peace and who will
be killed if they seek it too energetically, we must
at least remember and think about their plight.

We must impress upon the doubters as well as
upon the genuine and well-meaning among the
pacifist groups that, unless we keep our deter-
rence, while maintaining with all our might our
efforts at multilateral disarmament, the horrors

80

of Afghanistan, Poland, Czechoslovakia and East
Germany, the horrors of the gulags and the
oppression in the Soviet Union of innocent
people because of their religion will spread to
Paris, Amsterdam and London, and all over the
free world. Freedom will die. Those are the
facts that we should try to keep in front of those
who say that we should abandon our policy of
deterrence.

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

Mr. GIANOTTI (Italy) (Translation). — I dis-
agree with both the draft recommendation and
the report submitted by Mr. Lagorce. The
report seems to me to lay stress on a number of
points. The first is that the deployment of the
Euromissiles cruise and Pershing II in Europe
should continue because the USSR is continuing
to deploy its missiles and because the East has
never made any disarmament proposals; the
second is that differences between Europeans
and Americans - publicly-aired differences of
opinion and differing proposals - are a mistake
to be avoided; the third relates to the fact that
deterrence is said to be the only way to defend
peace and with it freedom in Western Europe.

Another argument in the report is that the
pacifist movements in Western Europe and the
United States - the report speaks of pacifist and
neutralist movements as if they are one and the
same thing — are, in good or bad faith, a point of
weakness for the West but in any case must - the
Rapporteur is kind enough to say - be listened
to. Indeed, the tone adopted towards the
pacifist movements is very arrogant and I have
reason to believe that it is different from the
tone which prevailed at the meeting held a few
weeks ago at Mannheim between representatives
of the French Socialist Party and the German
Social Democrats, together with representatives
of the German Greens.

To maintain his arguments, which I hope I
have summarised correctly, the Rapporteur has
however had to conceal or distort a number of
facts. May I quote one or two.

He is forced to say that the Soviet Union has
not proposed any reduction of its own mis-
siless. On the contrary, I would remind the
Assembly that in October of last year, when
Andropov was still alive, the Soviet Union
proposed that the number of its SS-20 warheads
already deployed on European territory should
be reduced to match the number of French and
British warheads; the idea could be questioned
but this was surely a proposal. The Rapporteur
is also obliged to quote the SS-21 and SS-22 now
being deployed in Czechoslovakia and the
German Democratic Republic as one of the
reasons for the deployment of the Pershing II
and cruise; this time sequence is impossible.
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The Rapporteur also finds it necessary to
equate pacifists and neutralists and to allege that
the pacifist movements are in favour of uni-
lateral disarmament. This is not so; some
elements of the pacifist movements are in favour
of unilateral disarmament while others are
opposed.

These are some of my reasons for disagreeing
with the draft recommendation and the report.

I should now like to make a number of other
points. I think we must ask ourselves what is
to be done to restart the process of détente
which, in addition to economic and trade
relations, should also be concerned with the
question of armaments; and we should also be
asking ourselves whether concern over such
matters can be described as a sign of weakness
only or whether - and this is my question - it
should not rather be regarded as farsightedness.

To summarise, we support the idea of equili-
brium, which does not mean parity. The
critical issue is: can the West stop adding to its
arms only when the deployment now in progress
has been completed or should not thought be
given to the possibility of a moratorium, which
has in fact been proposed by representatives of
the member governments of WEU as a condi-
tion for the resumption of negotiations ? And
again, could not consideration be given to the
proposals made by the heads of the Greek and
Swedish Governments for the creation of
denuclearised zones ?

I reserve the right to submit in writing the part
of my speech I have not been able to deliver.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Gia-
notti you have exceeded your five-minute limit.

Mr. GIANOTTI (ltaly) (Translation). - I
thought that I had ten minutes for my speech. 1
advocate a moratorium as a precondition for the
restarting of negotiations between East and
West.

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

Mr. MURPHY (United Kingdom). - The
report before us rightly draws attention to the
seriousness of the international situation and
correctly asserts in the draft recommendation
that “the security of Western Europe will be
ensured only by deterrence ”.

Leadership is essential. There can be no
doubt that the United Kingdom Prime Minister
is providing it, as her Soviet accolade, the “ iron
maiden ”, has clearly illustrated. She has
received the support of fellow western nations in
her stance.

81

Sound defence is essential. There can be no
doubt that the emphasis laid on this by western
governments shows that there should be an iron
fist rather than the limp wrist, as we have seen
before. Determination is essential. There can
be no doubt that many western countries want
to see an iron resolve in their international
dealings.

WEU stands for the interests of the West. If
we truly believe in a way of life based upon
freedom, in other words, democracy, determin-
ation is called for to ensure that the case for its
existence and development is made throughout
the world. If we regard the type of society for
which this organisation stands as worthy for
ourselves and our fellow man, sound defence is
crucial to ensure its continued survival. If we
accept that ideology based upon repression,
dictatorship and force of arms must be resisted,
leadership is vital to ensure that such resistance
is firm and constant.

It is perhaps significant that the word “ rela-
tions ” is always used in the context of East
and West. We in the West seek good relations
on terms that recognise the rights of individuals
and nations to self-determination. Our oppo-
nents seem to prefer the role of bad relations -
for ever undermining those rights but overlaying
all with a veneer of hurt pride when the mask of
sweet moderation slips, and they falsely wear
that mask of sweet moderation in the invasion
of Afghanistan.

Reality must be the key factor in the approach
adopted by the West when dealing with the
eastern bloc. We must not be left with our
guard down. We must be prepared to stand up
for what we believe. We should rally the
countries of the free West 1o ensure the survival
of democracy and to bring about its extension.

The actions of WEU must be seen to reverse
the trends of many years. The Soviet Union,
rather than the western democracies, has
enjoyed the spirit of resolve and a sense of
mission. That is why the maintenance of
military strength, the working for steady progress
towards greater democracy and the urging of
closer co-operation among western nations in
developing a common policy are essential.
Only in those ways can the West successfully
begin to counter the growth of Soviet power and
influence.

The draft recommendation states:

“ deterrence is ensured not by the accumul-
ation of armaments alone but also by govern-
ments and nations showing their determin-
ation to defend their freedom .

With regard to the former - and I speak as one
who is proud to have part of British Aerospace,
both dynamics and aircraft divisions, in his
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constituency - it is essential to ensure that such
accumulation of armaments and carriers
embraces the adoption of the highest standards
of technical expertise, such as that in Hertford-
shire. With respect to the latter, East-West
relations will continue to be of fundamental
importance in foreign policy.

The West has shown undoubted weakness in
the past - a situation which the present British
Government, again with the support of fellow
western. nations, have been clearly determined to
rectify by an activist approach to foreign affairs.

In terms of national freedom and human
rights, the scales of justice rest on the balance of
power - a balance between East and West. We
have a duty to ensure that those scales come
down firmly in favour of democracy and of the
individual.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you,
Mr. Murphy.

I call Mr. Muller.

Mr. MULLER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, we surely realise that the deterrence
and balance of forces to which Mr. Lagorce
refers in his report have kept the peace in
Europe for the past four decades.

Since the second world war ended in 1945,
some twenty million people have died in wars,
not in Europe, but in Asia, Africa and other
continents. We owe the fact that no one has
died in a war in Europe, that we have enjoyed
peace, not to a peace movement but entirely to
the system of pacts, the balance of power and the
deterrence that has operated in Europe.

Ladies and Gentlemen, the definitions and
interpretations of the term “ peace movement ”
vary considerably throughout the world. I had
the pleasure of reading an essay on the peace
movement in the Soviet Union in Rote Blatter,
the magazine published by Spartakus, the
student organisation of the Communist Party in
the Federal Republic. I want to share with you
the best sentence in this essay, which claimed
that the effectiveness of the peace movement in
the Soviet Union was evident from the special
shifts worked in the armaments industry at
week-ends. This shows how differently the
concept of “ peace movement ” is interpreted in
East and West: in one case, the peace movement
is trying to reduce armaments, in the other, it is
doing the opposite, encouraging an excessive
build-up of armaments. In the latter case they
stand a good chance of gaining the upper hand.

I must also correct something Mr. Gianotti
said just now. He said there had been a
proposal from the Soviet Union for unilateral
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disarmament, so to speak, and the restoration of
balance through a reduction in the number of
SS-20 missiles deployed. All the Soviet Union
in fact said was that it would like to reduce its
launchers and warheads in Europe to a given
level at a given time. But the missiles were to
be moved to other parts of the Soviet Union, not
scrapped.

We must be very careful about the Soviet
Union’s statements on disarmament. It has
referred to the balance that existed in Brezhnev’s
day. But thanks to the excessive unilateral
arms build-up by the Soviet Union this balance
no longer exists.

I should like to emphasise once again that in
NATO we have taken a dual-track decision,
whereby we have said that we want to negotiate
but that, if these negotiations are unsuccessful,
the balance must be restored. Furthermore,
this approach still has the approval of the vast
majority of the general public. Last Sunday in
Munich, and throughout the Federal Republic,
the peace movement took a vote to see whether
the public were for or against the NATO dual-
track decision. Of the 800,000 people entitled
to vote in Munich, a mere 35,000 took part in
the ballot. Some even complained to the police
that they had been forced to vote by members of
the peace movement. -

I should also like to take up what Mrs. Knight
said about Afghanistan and again quote from a
communist newspaper. Norman Paech, chair-
man of the Democratic Lawyers in the Federal
Republic, wrote in a communist magazine in the
Federal Republic that the Soviet troops had had
to be sent into Afghanistan to restore human
rights, which had not previously been honoured
there. Ladies and Gentlemen, 1 feel this
example alone shows that freedom cannot be
maintained without a balance of forces. I
should not like to have my human rights in the
Federal Republic safeguarded by Soviet troops.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you,
Mr. Miiller.

The debate is adjourned.

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

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

1. Address by the President of the Assembly.

2. Address by Baroness Young, Minister of
State for Foreign and Commonwealth
Affairs of the United Kingdom.
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Armaments and vote on the draft recom-
3. Deterrence and the will of the people mendation, Document 972).
(Resumed debate on the report of the
General Affairs Committee and vote on the Are there any objections ...
draft recommendation, Document 970 and
amendments).

The orders of the day of the next sitting are
4. State of European security (Presentation of therefore agreed to.
and debate on the report of the Committee
on Defence Questions and Armaments and

- se Wi 2.
vote on the draft recommendation, Docu- Does anyone el sh to speak

ment 971). The sitting is closed.
5. Control of armaments and disarmament
(Presentation of and debate on the report of (The sitting was closed at 12.45 p.m.)
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THIRD SITTING

Tuesday, 19th June 1984

SUMMARY

1. Adoption of the minutes.

2. Attendance register.
3. Address by the President of the Assembly.

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

Replies by Baroness Young to questions put by: Mr. Wil-
kinson, Mr. Pignion, Mr. Vogt, Mr. Blaauw, Dr. Miller,
Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. Morris.

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

6. Deterrence and the will of the people (Resumed debate on
the report of the General Affairs Committee and vote on
the draft reccommendation, Doc. 970 and amendments).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Vogt, Mr. Cavaliere,
Mr. Tummers, Mr. Spies von Biillesheim, Mr. Mezzapesa,
Dr. Miller, Mr. Milani, Mr. Freeson, Mr. Rodota,
Mr. Scheer, Mr. Reddemann, Mr. Dejardin, Mr. Pignion,
Mr. Martino, Mr. Lagorce (Rapporteur), Mr. Michel

(Chairman of the Committee), Mr. Freeson, Mr. Cava-
liere, Mr. Lagorce, Mr. Michel, Mr. Freeson (point
of order), Mr. Michel; (points of order): Mr. Hardy,
Dr. Miller, Mr. Milani, Mr. Reddemann, Mr. Rodota,
Mr. Cifarelli, Mr. Vogt, Mr. Dejardin, the President,
Mr. Cox, Mr. Reddemann, Mr. Cox, Mr. Ferrari Aggradi,
the President, Mr. Freeson, Mr. van den Bergh,
Dr. Miller, Mr. Pignion, Mr. Michel, the President,
Mr. Michel; (points of order): Mr. Bianco, Mr. Milani,
Mr. Rauti, the President, Mr. Spies von Billesheim, the
President; Mr. Hardy (explanation of vote), the President,
Mr. Michel; (points of order): Mr. Vogt, Mr. Blaauw,
Mr. van den Bergh, Mr. Freeson, Mr. Bianco, the
President; Sir Frederic Bennett, Mr. Blaauw (point of
order), Mr. Hardy, the President; (points of order):
Mr. Bianco, Mr. Cox, the President, Mr. Beix, the
President, Dr. Miller, the President, Mr. Muiiller;
Mr. Michel, Mr. Hardy (explanation of vote).

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

Speakers (points of order): Mr. Cox, the President,
Mr. Vogt, the President, Mr. Freeson, the President,
Mr. Bianco, the President.

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

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

1. Adoption of the minutes

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

Are there any comments?...

The minutes are agreed to.

2. Attendance register

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

1. See page 24.
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3. Address by the President of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies
and Gentlemen, I wish first of all to welcome
Baroness Young who has just joined us and to
whom I extend my thanks for her courtesy.

Ladies and Gentlemen, you have expressed
your confidence in me and I am most appre-
ciative. I shall endeavour to see that it is not
misplaced.

As a fighter for Europe I am deeply conscious
of the honour which you do me. It is an
honour which carries with it heavy responsibi-
lities, but responsibilities which offer a thrilling
challenge against the background of the objec-
tives which WEU is called upon to achieve by
mastering the historical context within which it
has to operate. The impetus we must impart to
our actions rests on a basis of solid realities.

Let us pause for a moment to take stock of
those realities. Let us recognise the constant
demand for security, which over the last thirty
years of our nations’ history has become ever
more pressing and closely linked to the protec-
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tion of those liberties which were regained at
such high cost after the second world war.

Let us recognise the great effort which has
been devoted to achieving an ever closer union
between the peoples of Europe and the outstand-
ing part played in this by statesmen, parliamen-
tarians, diplomats and public servants who, by
their splendid example, the exercise of their high
office or the unassuming devotion with which
they have performed their duties have all made
an incalculable contribution to the cause of
European unification.

Let us also acknowledge the very long way we
still have to go to reach the point where the peo-
ple of our countries - that public which we
represent — are motivated and activated. The
recent European parliamentary elections have
taught us a hard, a very hard lesson. We now
have to revise our ideas, reassess our policies
and look again at our total commitment to the
public response. Information and participation
must be our guiding principles. The cause of
European democracy demands nothing less.

The great visionaries and men of action who
built modern Europe and whose names are
indelibly inscribed in the fabric of the structure
- Winston Churchill, Aneurin Bevan, Robert
Schuman, Konrad Adenauer, de Gasperi, Paul
van Zeeland, Joseph Bech, Joseph Luns, Paul-
Henri Spaak and General de Gaulle have
handed down to us a remarkable heritage, and
our ambition is to emulate their example.

This pause for recollection and gratitude with
which I have chosen to preface our renewed
surge forward also gives me an opportunity to
pay tribute to my predecessors in this “office.
I will do my best to be a worthy successor. My
very special thanks go to Alfredo De Poi, of
whom we had such high expectations and who
combined all the qualities needed for their
realisation.

My thanks also go to Bob Edwards, our much
respected doyen, who unstintingly gives us the
benefit of his youthful approach and is ever
faithful to his commitments as a fighter for
democracy.

I thank also my compatriot, Lucien Pignion,
the Chairman of the French Delegation, who, to
the great satisfaction of the Assembly, has acted
as President during the interim period with
unbounded devotion and universally acknow-
ledged ability, to which I pay tribute.

Minister, fellow members, Ladies and Gentle-
men, here as the representatives of our govern-
ments and of the institutions, organs and ser-
vices of WEU, it is fitting today that I should
express my pleasure in working with you and my
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determination that Western European Union
shall flourish. Have no doubt, you can count
on me. But let me add that I shall only be able to
work with you as one of a team, and that I shall
need your help and valuable expertise. 1 there-
fore ask you here and now to excuse the
demands which I shall make on you in the inte-
rests of this Assembly, which I undertake to
serve to the best of my ability.

European defence, that is our responsibility
and our aim, and our duty is to identify our
goals and organise means of achieving them by
a constant process of adaptation to current real-
ities. Our doctrine encompasses respect for
the values of western civilisation and the rights
of man, active and unequivocal solidarity with
our American partners in the Atlantic Alliance,
and the dogged safeguarding of peace by a
co-ordinated defence effort, by resistance to the
arms race and by our absolute determination
that the voice of Europe shall be heard in
the mighty and dramatic dialogue between the
continents.

The achievement of all the conditions neces-
sary for us to become the European pillar of the
Atlantic partnership, as John Kennedy urged
upon us many years ago, is crucial to the
balanced solidarity of the free world. It is also
vital to our ability to resist the expansionist
totalitarianism of the Soviets.

As an Alsatian, I know full well that the tanks
of the Warsaw Pact are less than 250 kilometres
from Strasbourg, and as democrats we are very
conscious that our European brothers in Poland,
East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Alba-
nia, Romania and Bulgaria are still imprisoned
in a brutal and inhuman system.

To release from bondage the forces of freedom,
irrespective of time and place, is the prestigious
aim of our civilisation, and to this aim Europe is
contributing, and must increasingly contribute,
by example and effective action. In this stirring
venture WEU has a leading réle to play.

The forthcoming period will, indeed, be cru-
cial to the importance of WEU’s réle. The
Council has undertaken a review of the various
activities of our organisation to ensure that it
still fulfils a real and practical purpose after
thirty years in which some areas of activity have
lost much of the importance attributed to them
by the signatories to the Paris Agreements modi-
fying the Brussels Treaty. Our Assembly’s wish
that the review should be successful is demon-
strated in two of the reports which we shall be
considering during the present session. Both
show that the Assembly is fully aware of the
issues involved and considers that any revita-
lisation of WEU requires the abolition of those
features of the 1954 agreements which discri-
minate against one of the member countries.
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Once this step has been taken, there are many
areas where governments can quickly address
themselves to practical matters, while ensuring
at the same time that the actions of WEU are
smoothly co-ordinated with those of the Atlantic
Alliance. We must welcome the fact that our
American allies have acknowledged that a
strengthening of the European element within
the Atlantic Alliance could improve rather than
impair the credibility of NATO. It is now up to
WEU to demonstrate that this is indeed the aim
underlying its reorganisation. Equally, we
should not forget that it is the effort made by our
countries to develop their conventional arsenals
which will provide the criterion by which Ameri-
can opinion will judge the soundness of any
decision to reactivate WEU.,

I would now like to make a number of
comments suggested by the agenda for this
session.

My first comment relates to WEU and its
thirty-year history. It is sometimes fashionable
to stress that some observers consider that there
has been too little activity at ministerial level.
This reaction is perhaps justified by the silence
maintained by the ministerial bodies of the orga-
nisation, and this applies equally to the Agency
for the Control of Armaments and the Standing
Armaments Committee. But this silence has
not been a cloak for inactivity. Nor can a
charge of inaction be levelled against our Assem-
bly, which, over these thirty years, has con-
stantly discharged the full role assigned to it by
the modified Brussels Treaty and has drawn the
attention of the Council and its subsidiary
organs to anything which could be interpreted as
failure to carry out their duties.

We are always mindful that the 1954 agree-
ments modifying the Brussels Treaty represented
at the time a profoundly innovative, not to say
revolutionary, measure. In the first place they
brought together, for the first time in history, all
our countries, which had until then been divided
by more than a century of quarrels, and welded
them into a single committed alliance. While,
today, that alliance appears to be so much a part
of the real world in which we live that it seems
to have acquired the status of a natural pheno-
menon, this was much less the case just nine
years after the end of the war. Nonetheless, all
our countries were willing at that time to put
their signature to a treaty which committed
them to virtually automatic mutual support in
the event of an attack on one of their number.
History has very few examples to show of such
comprehensive commitments entered into by so
many countries, and could probably produce no
parallel of an alliance which, over thirty years,
has never been queried.
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But the novelty of the treaty signed in 1954
does not end there. It extends to the simulta-
neous existence of a permanent council respon-
sible for the implementation of the treaty and a
parliamentary assembly exercising, on behalf of
the general public, a watching brief over the
Council’s activity.

At the very time of our meeting here, the Pre-
sident of France is flying to Moscow. Nobody
can be in any doubt about the firm line he will
take in discussing with the Soviet leaders the
whole range of questions raised by Soviet impe-
rialism, the failure to honour the Helsinki agree-
ments, especially as regards human rights, and
the vast deployment of missiles targeted on West-
ern Europe. It is equally sure that he will
explore together with his Soviet counterparts
what possibilities still remain, in spite of every-
thing, for achieving progress towards détente
and disarmament.

In other times such a visit, undertaken at
a moment of specially acute tension, would
have provoked distrust or even hostility from
France’s European partners. That does not
appear to have happened on this occasion,
because of the measure of accord which, year by
year, has been growing between the countries of
Western Europe. While it is no doubt true that
WEU has performed only a very minor réle in
this process, it has nevertheless played a very
discreet part which must not be underestimated.

The continuous exercise, over thirty years, of
complete openness as regards the level of forces
and armaments of the member countries under
the watchful eye of the Agency for the Control of
Armaments has made a major contribution to
making member countries totally confident of
each other’s intentions. This is a point which
our Council should not overlook when it comes
to consider changing the Agency’s tasks.

But this openness, which is one of the main
contributions of the modified Brussels Treaty, to
the conduct of international relations has also
provided a basis for détente. This is illustrated
by the protests which the Soviet Union never
fails to utter as soon as changes are made to the
application of controls which, after all, are none
of its business. The openness with which our
efforts in the armaments field are conducted
guarantees, in Soviet eyes also, that these acti-
vities are motivated exclusively by our concern
for security. It also demonstrates that our
countries are determined to do whatever is
necessary to achieve this security. True détente
will never be attained until each party is con-
vinced that the other is not harbouring any
aggressive intentions but is determined only to
ensure its own security. WEU demonstrates to
the world that this is, indeed, Western Europe’s
position, and it entitles Europe to demand that
the Soviet Union should also provide proof of
its peaceful intentions.
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Even though there may be cause to regret that
joint armaments production by the Seven has
remained unduly limited, though some aspects
of field controls have not always proved satisfac-
tory, and though the Council has often had
recourse to other institutions for implementa-
tion of the military and political sections of the
treaty, it cannot be denied that WEU has done a
great deal in bringing the countries of Western
Europe together and in rekindling and main-
taining a mutual trust which has enabled the
alliance to survive and finally overcome many
crises, some of which have been very serious.
Europe would never have become what it is
today if the modified Brussels Treaty had not
formed an integral part of its foundations.
While it may not be entirely satisfactory to
everybody, it cannot be claimed that the treaty
has failed or even that it has merely played a
secondary réle in the building of Europe.

It seems clear that, if WEU is to be revitalised,
it will be necessary to rethink the whole range of
its activities and to undertake a critical self-
appraisal. As a result, it will have to abandon
some obsolete parts of its work and develop
others in new areas. I believe there is now a
general wish to rescind some provisions of the
treaty, which, while justified in 1954, could now
after thirty years appear discriminatory against
one of the signatories. These provisions must
be rescinded so that member countries are
afforded equal treatment, without which the
mutual confidence these discriminatory provi-
sions were intended to create could not be main-
tained in the future. Everybody seems to agree
that joint arms production should be developed,
although how this should be achieved is not yet
clear.

The definition of the réle which the Council
should assume, and the changes necessary to
enable it to perform these duties, are questions
which really do seem beset by greater diffi-
culties. This is due not only to the growth over
the last thirty years of NATO’s activities in the
strictly military sphere and in developing a
defence strategy and policy common to the
European and American members of the Atlan-
tic Alliance but also to the scale which political
consultations between the Ten have now
assumed. Our governments have acted wisely
in declining to undertake, within the more res-
tricted forum of WEU, activities which they
could conduct to better effect within a broader
framework. It is, however, becoming increa-
singly clear that there is still room for consulta-
tions between European allies on many issues
affecting joint security and disarmament which
cannot at present take place among the Ten,
some of whose members are not willing to parti-
cipate in European co-operation in the field of
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defence. The Americans are now suggesting in
the clearest way possible that their European
partners should, finally, establish that second
pillar of the Atlantic Alliance first envisaged by
President Kennedy. WEU remains the only
framework currently available for that purpose.

What we have been able to learn about the
ministerial meeting of 12th June suggests that
our governments are still a long way from
having made their intentions clear, although all
of them, albeit to differing degrees, are resolved
to review the activities of WEU in a way which
does not amount simply to abolishing some of
them but is compatible with an overall view of
the new needs imposed by European security.
I welcome their willingness to involve their
defence ministers and the Assembly in this
review. There is no doubt that this is an essen-
tial preliminary to any serious examination of
joint requirements and the constraints which
apply to us all.

The réle of WEU is not restricted by directing
its work first of all towards areas where
co-operation between the European members of
the Atlantic Alliance can be further developed
without giving rise to misunderstandings bet-
ween the European and American partners, and
that includes especially all matters relating to
joint armaments production.

Let there be no mistake, this co-operation
implies the maintenance and strengthening of
the bonds which unite the western world. The
United States was actually the first to perceive
the need for a two-way trade in armaments, and
it is the fragmentation of European tenders,
which remain largely national in character,
which is to blame for the slow growth of the east
to west flow, while the flow in the opposite
direction has continued to be heavy. The idea
has been mooted that the Standing Armaments
Committee of WEU should be instructed to
study the problem posed by this imbalance in
order to stimulate two-way trade. In the final
analysis, it is not very important to us which
European joint body is made responsible. But
it is vital that the necessary impetus be given
without delay, because, for everyone to be able
to make the required effort in the field of
conventional armaments, that effort must help
to overcome the economic and social problems
today affecting all our countries.

The application of this principle, founded on
common sense, is in my opinion an essential ele-
ment not only in the much discussed reacti-
vation of WEU but also in maintaining the cohe-
sion of the western alliance as a whole.

We should bear in mind that Article IX of the
treaty creating our Assembly lays down that its
first duty shall be to examine an annual report
by the Council “on its activities and in particular
concerning the control of armaments”. This
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implies, I believe, that the Council should report
in a manner quite different from its practice
hitherto on its intentions regarding the whole
question of the maintenance or abolition of the
present activities of the Agency and any change
in its duties.

It is our wish that the organisation which
unites us should remain at the centre of Euro-
pean joint defence activity. It is our wish that
the Assembly should take part in defining
WEU’s new activities and that it should not in
any case be faced by decisions already taken at
government level. The Council should at an
early date define the objectives which our
governments agree should be assigned to WEU
as well as the resources which it is prepared to
make available so that, armed with this infor-
mation, we can, as representatives of national
parliaments, in turn express our views to useful
effect. It is my intention during the period now
starting to make every effort to bring about this
dialogue between governments and the parlia-
mentary assembly.

In the absence of such a dialogue, WEU would
lose all significance, and the reforms now
envisaged would merely have the effect of
masking temporarily Europe’s abandonment of
the essential element in the joint security of
the member countries, i.e. an alliance which
commits its signatories to the giant undertaking
of safeguarding their common security within
the broader framework of the Atlantic Alliance
and of enabling representatives of European
opinion to participate in the work of creating
that joint security.

John Kennedy, in a moment of brilliant
insight which has become justly celebrated, said:
“Ask not what your country can do for you, but
what you can do for your country.”

Following his lead, we can also join in saying:
“Ask not what Europe can do for us, but let us
ask ourselves rather whether we have done what
we should for Europe and our children.”

Thank you. (Applause)

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is an address by Baroness
Young, Minister of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom,
whom I thank in advance for answering the
questions that will be put to her.
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Lady Young, I have already had the pleasure
of bidding you welcome and I now ask you to
come to the rostrum.

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - It is with great pleasure that
I am making my first visit to your Assembly.
I count it an honour to be addressing you
today. The Assembly is the only parliamentary
body empowered by treaty to debate questions
affecting European defence and security. And
this remains the single most significant feature
of all the institutions that make up Western
European Union. Your Assembly helps to
encourage true and free exchange of ideas, one of
the crucial differences between the western
alliance and the Warsaw Pact. It would there-
fore give me great pleasure to see its proceedings
attract more public interest than in the past.
My government wishes to encourage an informed
debate on our common security, and your
Assembly has a vital part to play in this.

When my predecessor, Lord Belstead, spoke
here to your twenty-eighth session in November
1982, he referred to the United States proposal
in the INF talks for a zero option, and he wel-
comed United States proposals in the START
talks for reductions in levels of strategic wea-
pons. Since that time, our hopes have been
dealt a blow by the withdrawal of the Soviet
Union from those negotiating tables in Geneva.
But we did not and do not lose hope entirely.
We shall continue to urge the Soviet Union to
return to those negotiations without precon-
ditions and to seek other ways of engaging them
in dialogue.

Over the years we have achieved agreement to
ban certain weapons and means of warfare; to
limit the spread of nuclear weapons and control
the size of nuclear arsenals; to exclude Antarc-
tica from military competition, and to ban some
military activities in outer space. There is an
urgent need to extend these achievements
further.

There are a number of multilateral forums in
which talks with the East continue. We talk in
the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva
about the ever more pressing need to eliminate
chemical weapons; we talk in Stockholm about
measures to build confidence and security in
Europe; we talk in Vienna about reducing
conventional forces in Central Europe. The
East-West climate is harsh, and results are
inevitably slow in coming. But our will is undi-
minished to reduce the threat of conflict and to
work for a balance of forces at the lowest
possible level; to work for concrete, balanced
and verifiable measures of arms control and
disarmament.

We have given much thought in recent
months, with our allies and partners, to the
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handling of relations with the Soviet Union.
The recent meeting of NATO foreign ministers
at Washington and the London economic
summit brought out the very wide measure of
agreement which exists in the West. We are
united in our readiness for dialogue. As Marga-
ret Thatcher made clear during her visit to Mos-
cow for Mr. Andropov’s funeral, we believe that
it is important to increase the range and fre-
quency of contacts with the Soviet leadership.
My colleague, Geoffrey Howe, will be doing so
when he visits Moscow early in July.

We need such contacts in order to get across
our own concerns, to convince the Soviet
leadership of our good intentions, to find areas
where there may be scope in the longer term for
agreement and co-operation. We hope that the
Soviet Union will react constructively to these
new openings, since reduction of tension must
be in the common interest of both East and
West. But dialogue is not an end in itself. We
have learned that we can negotiate with the
Soviet Union only on the basis of firm defence
and western solidarity. The Soviet Union allo-
cates some 14% to 16% of its GNP to defence.
Its military establishment far exceeds any
legitimate defence requirements. Its words
about declarations of non-use of force must be
seen against the facts of proven willingness to
use force in Eastern Europe and Afghanistan;
numerical superiority over NATO in conven-
tional forces and weaponry; rapidly growing
naval forces; and ever-widening deployment of
an array of nuclear weapons. Faced with this
threat, the alliance must ensure that it maintains
adequate forces, both conventional and nuclear,
to deter aggression and, should deterrence fail,
to provide effective defence.

In the framework of European and Atlantic
organisations which assure our prosperity and
security, and of which WEU is a part, the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation will continue to be
the cornerstone of our security. The history of
the North Atlantic Alliance is a history of
success. There are inevitably differences of
perspective in an alliance of sixteen independent
and democratic states. But diversity is a source
of strength for the alliance and does not affect
the underlying unity on our basic objectives.

The world has changed significantly since the
alliance was founded. NATO has had to adapt
to a changing political, military and techno-
logical environment, and has done so success-
fully. As we look back over the thirty-five years
of the alliance’s existence we can take pride in its
record of maintaining peace and freedom - the
ultimate measure of its success — and can face
the future with confidence.
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The fundamental cohesion and unity of
purpose of the alliance has been demonstrated in
recent months: the first INF deployments have
been carried through, breaking the threat of a
Soviet monopoly in this class of weapons, and
there is active planning for new conventional
force improvements. The North Atlantic
Council had a most successful meeting in
Washington at the end of May. The Washing-
ton statement repeated the essential point that
the purpose of the alliance is exclusively
defensive; none of its weapons will ever be used
except in response to attack. We do not seek
military superiority over the East. We know
that we have superiority where it counts — in our
way of life and our democratic values.

But within the alliance, the members of WEU
have an essential réle to play. It is a réle that
has attracted much interest in recent months as
the WEU Council has focused on the question of
reactivation of WEU, or, as I should prefer to
call it, on making the best possible use of the
potentialities of the organisation. This debate
is just one aspect of a broader debate on Euro-
pean co-operation, on the need for greater unity,
for Europe to find a more coherent voice in
world affairs. Whatever the media may some-
times say, we in Britain are intensely involved in
that debate, which is really about no less than
how to build a Europe fit for our children and
grandchildren.

The European Council will meet at Fontaine-
bleau later this month. For the third Council in
a row, heads of government will be looking for
ways of completing the negotiations launched at
the Stuttgart Council a year ago. Under the
stimulus of the French presidency, a great deal
has been achieved. At the last European Coun-
cil in Brussels, heads of government came very
close to complete success. They reached agree-
ment on a range of issues — trade policy, the
regional funds, fishing quotas, budgetary disci-
pline and the need for a lasting system to correct
the budgetary imbalances which have bedevilled
the life of the Community over the past five
years. All that is now needed is to agree on the
figure on which that system will be based.

We are all now looking forward to the new
areas in which the Community can and must
develop in the coming years. President Mitter-
rand outlined his thoughts before the European
Parliament on 24th May. Sir Geoffrey Howe
made a further contribution in his speech to the
Franco-British Chamber of Commerce here the
next day. In the last few days, the British
Government has circulated a paper to its part-
ners setting out its ideas on the manner in
which the Community should develop. It is
our fervent hope that at Fontainebleau the
remaining differences will be resolved and the
Community’s collective energies will be released
to face up to the daunting tasks of the future.
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We shall be negotiating for success. We trust
our partners will, too.

Equally, we are fully involved in the dis-
cussion of the future of WEU in this thirtieth
anniversary year of the modified Brussels
Treaty. We have approached the ideas that are
now under consideration for making greater use
of the organisation constructively, fully accept-
ing the logic of developing the potentialities of
WEU as far as we can, without, of course,
encroaching on NATO. In this spirit, it was the
United Kingdom which proposed that a working
group should be set up to prepare a report for
ministers to discuss on 12th June; and it is that
report which was transmitted to your Assembly
after last week’s meeting and published.

The British attitude can be summed up in four
propositions. First, our aim should be to
strengthen the alliance and the European contri-
bution to it. We must, therefore, avoid any-
thing that would weaken transatlantic ties.
Secondly, we should focus attention on the key
bodies - the Council and the Assembly - which
are at the heart of WEU. Thus, we can see
merit in deeper consultation on defence and
security issues in the Council, and we recognise
the important role the Assembly can play in
arousing public support for our defence policies.
Thirdly, we should keep alive the possibility
of discussions on security questions among the
ten members of the European Community in
European political co-operation. Fourthly, we
should meet the concerns of our allies who are
not members of WEU to be kept informed.

Europe can do more for western security at
both the consultative and practical levels. At
the practical level of armaments co-operation,
we attach priority to the rdle of the Eurogroup
and IEPG. WEU can help its members to
speak with a more cohesive voice. The organi-
sation can help to inform the people of Europe
and our allies outside Europe about what Europe
is doing and why. We sometimes hear com-
plaints from across the Atlantic about burden-
sharing. We cannot ignore those calls. Of
course, we must ensure that we make our proper
contribution, but we need to keep a sense of
perspective. The facts are that in 1969 the
European share of NATO expenditure was 23%;
in 1979 it was nearly 42%. The Europeans
provide a large proportion of the alliance’s ready
forces in Europe — 90% of ground forces, 80% of
combat aircraft and tanks and 70% of fighting
ships. Those facts are not sufficiently known.

Our governments agreed on 12th June that
we should look closely, before the meeting to be
held in Rome in October, at how we in WEU
organise ourselves. I have already referred to
the importance we attach to the proceedings of
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this Assembly. We should like its voice to be
heard loudly and clearly by our peoples. We
should like your dialogue with the Council to be
closer and more productive. Some difficulties
in these areas are inevitable as the Council has
to take its decisions by consensus, but even
within that constraint there may be room for
improvement, and that is one area that the
Council will examine.

Another area that has aroused comment is
co-operation in armaments procurement. We
are, of course, dedicated to a more productive
co-operation among European countries in arms
procurement and standardisation. We welcome
the stimulus that your debates, and discussions
in the Council of Ministers, could have in
getting across the political need for greater
efforts to collaborate.

The initiatives taken by Michael Heseltine
during his chairmanship of the Eurogroup to
foster equipment collaboration testify to our
seriousness. We are involved in numerous
collaborative projects: for instance, we are co-
operating with the Federal Republic of Germany
and Italy on the Tornado aircraft and on a new
self-propelled gun, and with France and the
Federal Republic of Germany on a new gener-
ation of anti-tank guided weapons, a project on
which negotiations are in hand also to include
several more European nations. We believe
that the Independent European Programme
Group, to which all WEU members belong, is,
under Dutch leadership, playing an increasingly
effective and important role as the main opera-
tional forum for handling such co-operation.

Some aspects of the modified Brussels Treaty
- geological strata, as Sir Geoffrecy Howe has
called them - are clearly out of date. Your
Assembly has expressed views on this on a
number of occasions. We are actively working
on it in the Council. Progress may be slow,
because the implications of changes have to be
carefully considered, but I am convinced that we
must now move to rid ourselves of anachro-
nisms in the protocols to the treaty on which our
organisation is based.

For the United Kingdom the modified Brus-
sels Treaty remains important. It is important
not only because it is the legal basis for Western
European Union but because it contains a far-
reaching commitment to mutual defence
amongst our members. Moreover, the treaty
provides the legal basis for the stationing of
some substantial numbers of British ground and
air forces on the mainland of Europe. They
make an essential and effective contribution to
the forward defence of the alliance in Germany,
and to the security and cohesion of Western
Europe.

But more than that, the presence of those
troops symbolises the historic choices Britain
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has made and the principles on which our
security policy is based. Europe in turn needs
the closest possible defence links with North
America. That alliance will work only if the
countries of Europe work efficiently, responsibly
and coherently within it. We in Britain are
ready to play our part in this in the framework
of Western European Union, just as we do in
other forums. I have every confidence that,
through our common efforts, we shall achieve
our common goals: a strong and united West,
ready for dialogue with the East, contributing to
peace and security with freedom. (Applause)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Lady
Young, on behalf of the Assembly I thank you
for your address and for the hopes at which you
have hinted, particularly as regards the close
co-operation between the Council and the
Assembly.

As agreed, I shall now call representatives who
wish to ask a question.

I must point out to the Assembly that the time
the Minister can give us is limited, and I there-
fore ask you to be as brief as possible.

I call Mr. Wilkinson.

Mr. WILKINSON (United Kingdom). - 1
congratulate you, Mr. President, on being elected
to office. It is a pleasure to have our Minister,
Lady Young, with us today. It was a pleasure
to hear what she said. She said that she
regarded the Assembly of WEU as the most
important organ in our institution. Obviously,
we all greatly appreciate such obeisance to the
parliamentary dimension of WEU. 1 suggest
that the Council of Ministers is in fact the cri-
tical institution. For years, we in the Assembly
have urged the fullest possible ministerial parti-
cipation in the Council, because, without lea-
dership at the highest political level, we shall
never make this organisation as effective as its
task deserves it to be.

The United Kingdom played an important
réle in the signature of the Treaty of Dunkirk,
the original Brussels Treaty and in the Council
of Europe through Sir Winston Churchill. I ask
the United Kingdom in this revivification of
Western European Union to be bold in making
the best of this institution and making it work,
because our American friends are seeking a rela-
tionship of increasing parity with their European
allies.

They ask that we in Europe get our security
act together since they have global preoccupa-
tions, preoccupations in their own hemisphere,
in Central America, the Gulf and elsewhere,
which means that increasingly we in Europe
must concert our own defence more effectively;
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and, far from derogating from the cohesion and
strength of NATO, the revivification of the core,
the heart of European defence through WEU
would please our American friends.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I believe,
Lady Young, that you are prepared to reply to
each question individually...

I call Lady Young.

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - 1 am happy to respond to
Mr. Wilkinson. As I said, Britain has made a
contribution to the strengthening of WEU. We
set up a working group of officials to draw up a
paper and, as representatives will know, that
paper was circulated last week setting out some
ideas on how WEU might be strengthened. We
believe that that provides some ideas that might
well be considered at the meeting of foreign
ministers in Rome in October.

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

Mr. PIGNION (France) (Translation). -
Minister, I should like to know how the United
Kingdom Government reacts to the demand
made by the Soviet negotiators in Geneva that
British and French nuclear weapons be included
in the count of western missiles targeted on the
USSR.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady
Young.

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - Thank you for that ques-
tion. The British Government have made quite
clear on a number of occasions that the British
and French nuclear deterrent is only a small por-
tion of the total nuclear deterrent in Europe, and
they do not believe that they should be included
in the INF negotiations which, of course, we
hope will be resumed.

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

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, Ladies and Gen-
tlemen, the British Government frequently
makes general comments about disarmament.
My specific question is whether, apart from the
general comments which we have heard again
from Lady Young, her government has any new
ideas at all about how to achieve disarmament
or bring about progress in this area.

My second question is: how does her govern-
ment stand with regard to the wish of the Ger-
man Government to see the arms restrictions
imposed on the Federal Republic by the Paris
Treaty of 1954 lifted? What would then
become of the Agency for the Control of
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Armaments in Paris in her government’s view?
Is it conceivable that her government would
support the development of the Agency into an
agency for European disarmament? That
would be a more practical contribution to
disarmament than general statements.

One final question: if the arms restrictions on
the Federal Republic are lifted, what might then
be, in the view of her government, the extent of
European co-operation on armaments policy?
Would such co-operation for example include
nuclear weapons in some form or other?

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

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - Thank you for that ques-
tion. [ take the last part first. You asked whe-
ther the United Kingdom was in favour of the
abolition of restrictions on armaments which are
part of the 1954 modified Brussels Treaty. I
confirm what I said in my speech - that the Bri-
tish Government would welcome the abolition
of those restrictions. You asked a second ques-
tion about the future of the Agency. It is a
matter that we are studying and of course it will
follow from it.

On the more general question of the British
attitude to disarmament, I confirm that the Bri-
tish Government are completely committed to
the dual-track policy and are therefore comple-
tely committed to disarmament, which we
should like to see. In Europe we have always
said that it must be balanced and verifiable, but
of course we have supported the United States
zero option, or the modification of that at some
level which could be, again, balanced and veri-
fiable above that level if it is not possible to
achieve the zero option.

We very much hope as a government that the
Soviet Union will return to the negotiating table
both in the INF and the START talks. On a
specific point on disarmament, we are also
interested in a ban on chemical weapons and we
have ourselves made suggestions in that respect
quite recently.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Vogt
wishes to ask a supplementary question.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - I asked Lady Young a specific
question about future armaments co-operation.
I asked how far this would extend and whether
nuclear weapons would be included in some
form or other, having regard to the Federal
Republic of Germany. This question has not
been answered.
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I would also like to remind Lady Young that
I inquired about new disarmament concepts.
She replied by referring to the NATO armament
policy.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady
Young.

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - 1 must apologise if I did not
answer all the parts of your question. I under-
stand that there is a further question that you
put originally. This is, I understand, one of the
issues that is being studied.

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

Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). — 1 should like
to put the following question to Lady Young
about WEU. In the working paper distributed
last Tuesday, 12th June, one of the sentences
is on the procedure for answering the Assem-
bly’s recommendations. On the agenda for
tomorrow there are three reports about the
future of WEU and recommendations, which
I am sure will be adopted by this Assembly,
which go quite far. So I should like to question
whether we should not work more on how the
Council implements the recommendations of
this Assembly, because we are proposing things,
we are the representatives of parliaments of
member countries and until now too often many
recommendations which have been adopted by
large majorities in this Assembly have not been
implemented.

In particular I bring strongly to your attention
these three recommendations and ask you to
implement them and to reactivate a lot of the
work of WEU, and not only of the Assembly.

We should like to work more efficiently, not
only to save money, but to do more with the
money that our countries allocate to WEU.
Would it not be better to co-locate the organs of
WEU? It is something of an anachronism that
the Council has its seat in London and that the
Assembly and the Agency for Control of Arma-
ments and the Standing Armaments Committee
are here in Paris. A lot of money is spent on
travel. I would prefer to have as permanent
representatives to WEU the nations’ ambassa-
dors in the co-located city where all the organs of
WEU are to be found so that they would not
have to travel to this Assembly for the sessions.

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

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - 1 thank Mr. Blaauw for his
question. We touched upon it in our conver-
sations at lunchtime.
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There have been times when the Assembly’s
decisions have been slow to be implemented.
This is one of the matters that the Council will
be studying, and perhaps the Assembly itself will
suggest how the difficulty might be overcome.
One possibility, I understand, would be for the
Council to accelerate its procedures for dealing
with questions and submissions to it. That is
just the kind of subject that I tried to emphasise
in my speech.

One area where WEU could go forward would
be in explaining its policies much more to the
people in each of the European countries that are
members of WEU.,

The second point was about co-location,
which we discussed. It might be better to deter-
mine what WEU will do politically before we
look specifically at co-location, although I know
that that is of interest to members of WEU.

Certainly we in Britain welcome the presence
of the WEU Council in London, but we do not
think that at present the initial cost of co-
location, which would be considerable - and
there is no certainty that there would be great
savings from co-location - has been gone into
sufficiently for us to be certain that we want
co-location at present.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call
Dr. Miller.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - 1 welcome
Lady Young’s affirmation of the adherence to
WEU and to the development of the orga-
nisation into what not only the British Govern-
ment but the other countries of Europe would
like to see.

On the earlier question about disarmament,
will she ensure that her government pursue
every avenue towards disarmament and are not
deterred or put off by what appear to be rebuffs
along the way? It has been affirmed on a
number of occasions that WEU and the mem-
bers of the western alliance are intent on seeking
peace by all means, short, of course, of appease-
ment, but we are a long way from that.

My second question concerns non-nuclear
defence and the agreement made some time ago
with our American allies, with whom I have a
great deal in common, but who, nevertheless,
require to be held somewhat in check. 1 referto
their non-adherence to the two-way street agree-
ment. Will Lady Young do what she can in her
office to ensure that British firms - and this goes
for European firms, too - push as hard as they
can to obtain for themselves a share of the non-
nuclear aspect of defence work to which they are
entitled?
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call the
Minister.

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - Dr. Miller asks a general
question about disarmament, and I can confirm
what I said before - that the British Government
are completely committed to disarmament. We
hope very much that the talks on INF and
START could resume once the Russians come
back to the negotiating table. We have made
proposals at the CDE conference in Stockholm,
and we have supported other proposals there,
and in the mutual and balanced force reduction
talks. We are taking part in that forum. Like,
I am sure, all countries in WEU, we should like
to see progress on disarmament.

On the second question, the forum for looking
at collaboration among countries on the manu-
facture of defence equipment is the IEPG.
That is one respect in which the Council is
looking for improvement.

In preparation for coming to WEU today,
I was given a piece of paper with a gratifyingly
long list of examples of collaboration among
different countries of WEU on various items of
defence equipment. I am sure that that is
something that we all welcome.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Sir
Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
I should say first, without fear of contradiction
from any members of the British Delegation,
and as its leader, that we are absolutely delighted
that a senior Foreign Office minister has come to
see us. We hope that that sets a useful prece-
dent. We are particularly gratified, if I may say
so without indulging in flattery, that Baroness
Young is one of those comparatively rare people
who manage to combine wisdom with charm,
and that is something to which the Assembly is
always responsive.

I listened to her speech attentively and I do
not think that the phrase “the European pillar”
specifically appeared.

I happen to think that when we talk about the
future of WEU there is a concept of a European
pillar, and any structure can be damaged when
one of the pillars is removed. I try to look at
the revival of WEU as the European revival
pillar of Atlantic defence. I hope that she will
agree with me on that. I should also like to be
reassured because suggestions have been made
by some elements of the press and the media,
with not always the best motives, that what has
been proposed is a purely French initiative that
does not have the support of the British and that
will offend the Americans. I do not believe that
any of those suggestions are correct. 1 should
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be grateful if Lady Young would publicly
confirm the impression that I have formed of
the present position.

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

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - 1 should like to thank Sir
Frederic Bennett for his kind remarks about
me. I hope that I can confirm what he said.
In the first instance, it is true that the trans-
atlantic link, to which I believe everyone here
attaches great importance - we certainly do -
can only benefit from the strengthening of Euro-
pean co-operation. It is important that the two
should grow together and that we should make it
clear when the opportunity presents itself how
much Europe contributes to the NATO Alliance.

I hope that in my speech and when answering
questions I have said enough to show that we
are seriously considering the French proposals
for the strengthening of WEU. When he spoke
and subsequently answered questions a week
ago, Sir Geoffrey Howe made our position
clear. As I said, we agree that a group of offi-
cials should work together on a paper setting out
some constructive thoughts on this matter which
can be considered by the Council of Ministers
when it meets in October. I have every reason
to believe that the Americans welcome the
strengthening of European co-operation.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -
Mr. Cavaliere.

Mr. CAVALIERE (ltaly) (Translation). -
One of the reasons for the plan to reactivate
WEU is the need to strengthen the European
pillar of defence. In this context, is it either
advantageous or useful to lay special stress on
the proposal for a preferential Paris-Bonn axis or
any other similar axis, or might this not give rise
to suspicion or confusion?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady
Young.

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). — Mr. Cavaliere talked about
a Paris-Bonn axis. I hope that everything
I have said today and that has been said by the
British Government will assure him and our
European friends that Great Britain is part of
Europe, is playing its full r6le in WEU and is a
full supporter of the European Community.
I think that I have said enough this afternoon
-~ I do not want to repeat myself - to make it
plain that we have contributed constructively to
the proposals about WEU, have played our part
in and see the importance of strengthening Euro-
pean co-operation.

I call

94

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — With your
permission, Lady Young, Mr. Cavaliere would
like to put a supplementary question to you.

Mr. CAVALIERE (ltaly) (Translation). — This
is not a supplementary question; unfortunately
I have not had a reply to my original ques-
tion. We agree that Great Britain is in favour
of the European pillar of defence and of the
reactivation of WEU. But, in view of the
emphasis on a preferential Paris-Bonn axis, that
is a Franco-German axis, what I asked was
whether this was useful or rather a source of sus-
picion and confusion. The question is diffe-
rent, therefore.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Lady
Young.

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - 1 am not sure that it is for
me to speak for the Paris-Bonn axis, but I should
have thought, as a general rule, that any streng-
thening of relations between two countries in
Europe would strengthen them and Europe.

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

Mr. MORRIS (United Kingdom). - May 1 ask
my friend two questions. First, she mentioned
four objectives in the paper that was circulated.
Can she tell members of the Assembly whe-
ther those four objectives find broad favour or
whether she expects any difficulty? Secondly,
will Her Majesty’s Government reconsider their
initial response to proposals made by
Mr. Blaauw and the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs that all WEU activities be concentrated
in Paris? It seems to me that this is a case
where the British should be a little less paro-
chial. In many ways, Paris is a much more
convenient and certainly far more logical centre
for WEU activities.

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

Baroness YOUNG (Minister of State for
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the
United Kingdom). - The answer to the first
question about the four propositions that I made
in my speech — they are propositions that we
support as a government - is that I hope that
they will commend themselves to the Assembly.

On the second point, I have already answered
the question about co-location. It is important
to know the political objectives before we deter-
mine whether to co-locate.

We have talked a great deal at home, and
I have no doubt that other WEU countries do,
about the need for careful public expendi-
ture. One needs to consider all these matters
carefully because, although there may, at least in
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theory, be arguments for economies, one must
show that there will be economies. There will,
however, undoubtedly be costs in a removal.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Lady
Young, on behalf of my colleagues, I wish to
express the thanks of the Assembly. You have
devoted some of your very valuable time to the
dialogue we are anxious to maintain with the
Council. T am grateful for your kindness and
for the care with which you have replied to the
questions put by delegates.

I would like to stress the importance to us
of your presence in this chamber and express
my thanks, through you, to Her Majesty’s
Government. Now that you have had a chance
to gauge the feelings of the Assembly, we look to
you to help us in furthering our work with the
Council. Thank you again for your courtesy.
(Applause)

5. Election of a Vice-President
of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next
order of the day is the election of a Vice-
President. 1 recall that we elected the other
Vice-Presidents during the previous sittings.

Mr. De Decker has been duly nominated.

If the Assembly is unanimous, I suggest that
the election be by acclamation.

Is there any objection?...

Mr. De Decker is therefore elected Vice-
President.

I congratulate him on his election.

I remind the Assembly that under Rule 10 (7)
of our Rules of Procedure the order of prece-
dence of Vice-Presidents, being determined by
age, is as follows: Mr. Ferrari Aggradi, Sir Fre-
deric Bennett, Mr. Berchem, Mr. Reddemann,
Mr. Blaauw and Mr. De Decker.

6. Deterrence and the will of the people

(Resumed debate on the report of the General Affairs
Committee and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 970
and amendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and
Gentlemen, the next order of the day is the
resumed debate on the report on deterrence and
the will of the people and vote on the draft
recommendation, Document 970 and amend-
ments.

In the resumed debate I call Mr. Vogt.
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Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - I address myself directly to the
Rapporteur, Mr. Lagorce, to whom I would like
to say that I always find it particularly painful
when he talks about the danger of pacifism or
neutralism as if there were no more fundamental
dangers or as if the cause of the existence of a
considerable degree of pacifism in Europe, were
not precisely the fact that people are extremely
worried about the nature of the weapons and the
danger they represent. In other words I, as a
member of the peace movement, consider it an
impertinence, in drawing up such a report, to be
constantly referring to the alleged danger of
pacifism.

Mr. Lagorce goes on to talk about deterrence,
which, he says, must be the basis of European
defence and indeed of defence in the alliance as
a whole. Do you not realise, Mr. Lagorce, that
one of the reasons why the pacifism which you
so deplore has grown so strong is precisely
because people in Europe and elsewhere no
longer believe the claim that deterrence provides
security? Are you unaware that it was certain
governments — above all the government of the
United States - that, by their words and actions,
cast doubt on the continued existence of
deterrence and, by introducing new weapons sys-
tems and prophesying completely new develop-
ments, destroyed the very foundations of the
deterrence theory, to wit the credible threat of
constant second-strike capability? This situa-
tion has come about because systems were intro-
duced which can destroy the enemy not only on
but literally in the ground and can therefore des-
troy the very systems on which second-strike
capability is based. I do not want to go into the
military technicalities and details, I would
simply point out that what we see here is a wea-
pons breakthrough comparable to the replace-
ment of medieval weapons by firearms. The
armour of second-strike capability has been
pierced, as it were, so that the balance has lost its
deterrence and the deterrence its balance. That
has been the starting point for the present
serious increase in public unease.

It therefore seems to me naive to keep insist-
ing on the idea of a return to balanced
deterrence, like a medieval knight calling for a
return to proper tournament rules and complain-
ing about the highly unfair introduction of
firearms.

It is also noteworthy that you expressly wel-
come and take a positive view of the very
weapons that have tended to disrupt the arms
balance, namely Pershing II and cruise. It is
true that you have spoken of disarmament and
refer to it in your report and the draft
recommendation. You say that the accumula-
tion of armaments must be prevented. But you
do so in the same old language that no one in
Europe or anywhere else can any longer trust.
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You indirectly bring in the notion of disarma-
ment through rearmament by referring to the
NATO policy of compensatory armament. You
g0 on to introduce a monstrous combination of
words deeply offensive to an opponent of arma-
ment and a member of the peace movement -
the monstrous phrase peaceful deterrence. If
your really want to follow peaceful, non-military
paths, then please leave the concept of deter-
rence out of it. Try to see for once whether la
persuasion might not be plus convaincante que la
dissuasion ~ that is to say, persuasion might not
achieve more than deterrence — and whether it
might not be better to strive towards the concept
of “making friends” rather than the concept of
deterrence. I do not have enough time to deve-
lop this in detail.

However, as you keep on talking about
deterrence, I would ask you and the whole
Assembly to give some real thought to new poli-
tical concepts which might open the door to
disarmament. The old concepts, constantly
churned out in this Assembly, of simultaneous,
equal and balanced disarmament will not pro-
vide the opening. They have never worked,
just as two stiffly polite Germans will never
manage to walk through a door at the same
time. I suggest you choose the concept deve-
loped by the peace movement, namely a policy
of calculated advance concessions.

Mr. President, I am about to conclude.
I would like to refute all those who constantly
suspect and accuse - as does the report, and
Mr. Miiller too - the peace movement of being
directed by Moscow. I think one should consi-
der whether the Dutch example of seeking to
gain at least a two-year moratorium should not
be seen as a policy of calculated advance
concessions, and whether one ought not similarly
to demand that the German Democratic Repub-
lic and Czechoslovakia also postpone their
so-called counter-measures for two years. Thank
you.

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

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

Mr. CAVALIERE (ltaly) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, we all
want peace and I am sure that we all agree on
this; but differences arise over the specific prob-
lems of peace and the precise way it should be
maintained. One possible way might be total,
controlled disarmament but it is pointless to
deceive ourselves in that respect.

In this context, I should like to stress that the
Soviet Union only proposed to reduce the
number of strategic weapons — I am talking of
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the past - because the United States had vast
superiority in that area. However, when the
Soviet Union achieved parity of strategic wea-
pons it used every pretext to avoid any meetings
to discuss disarmament or arms reductions.
This applies both to conventional forces and
weapons and to nuclear weapons.

If all this is true, Ladies and Gentlemen, I
believe - as Mr. Lagorce argues most forcefully
in his report ~ that the only way of guaranteeing
peace is by deterrence which means the creation
of conditions in which the potential adversaries
are both deterred from using arms and, in parti-
cular, nuclear weapons.

Everyone knows that the Warsaw Pact has a
vast superiority of armaments and it is therefore
obvious that the balance must be restored as
soon as possible in order in particular to avoid
the use of nuclear weapons. If war broke out
between East and West, if the Soviet Union
invaded the West with conventional weapons,
the West would have to use nuclear weapons to
avoid being defeated. Clearly, therefore, it is
absolutely essential to restore a measure of
equilibrium in conventional armaments. It is
nevertheless also necessary to restore the balance
of nuclear and tactical weapons, because the
Soviet Union must know that Europe is
equipped with such weapons, so that any hope
that the United States would stay out of a
conflict is meaningless. Such absolute parity of
weapons is essential therefore.

The Soviet Union has destroyed the balance
and has used every excuse to prevent disarma-
ment talks from achieving any substantial
results. When the Soviet Union walked out of
the Geneva talks because the deployment of
NATO missiles had started, the excuse was
transparent. This deployment was announced
by the West at the end of 1979, when the balance
had already turned in favour of the Soviet
Union, which continued to install SS-20 missiles
throughout the succeeding years. What is
more, when the disarmament talks started, the
USSR did not suspend the deployment of its
own missiles but in fact targeted a further
ninety SS-20s on the West.

At this point, the United States could have
refused the talks or broken them off; it did not
do so however because, encouraged by the Euro-
peans, it is seeking to restore the balance. In
conclusion, I hope that the pacifist movements
do not prevail because peace must be ensured by
governments by what they consider to be the
most appropriate policies and means.

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

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation). -
Mr. President, deterrence and the will of the
people is not a title we often come across on
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documents appearing in this Assembly. I will
begin by pointing out that paragraph (ii) of the
preamble to the draft recommendation refers to
deterrence and says that nuclear weapons are an
essential part of that deterrence. An amend-
ment has been tabled seeking the deletion of the
latter phrase, not because nuclear weapons do
not have a deterrent effect - it is only too true
that they do - but because they are referred to as
an essential part of deterrence. The produc-
tion, holding in readiness and stockpiling of
these weapons is slowly becoming a part of the
threat into which the strategy of deterrence is
escalating - a threat which exceeds any conceiv-
able conflict situation.

This is, of course, the concern of the peoples
of Europe, as paragraph (iii) says, but with the
word “however” in paragraph (iv) the Rappor-
teur turns his back on the millions of people, the
“will of the people”, who have expressed their
concern in colossal demonstrations in recent
years, and turns to the governments, who have
taken no account at all of this protest in their
peace and security strategy. The Rapporteur
says that it is up to the governments - regardless
of the demonstrations — to weigh up the will of
the people, and if necessary, to defend it with
military deterrence. If this is not a contradic-
tion in terms, it is at least an attempt at some
kind of manipulation.

These demonstrations by no means involve
only various categories of pacifists and neutra-
lists. And what if they did? It has gradually
become the custom in these debates to refer to
pacifists as if they were unpractical, agreeable
people - rather unworldly, but certainly nice.
No, it is the others, the ones who understand the
need for armament so well, who are the real
upholders of peace and security. A kind of dis-
tinction is made between the “nice guys” and the
“tough guys”, with the latter trying to say that
they are really the nicest after all.

I cannot find any real regard for the will of the
people in Mr. Lagorce’s report.

The Geneva talks have failed, but the inten-
tions of the NATO twofold decision have also
failed. It is therefore wrong to say in paragraph
4 of the draft recommendation that negotiations
with the USSR must be sought against the back-
ground of the NATO twofold decision. Para-
graph 4 rightly says that the negotiations with
the USSR must be resumed. But that cannot be
done on the very same basis as the one on which
the Geneva talks broke down. Can we not be
any more imaginative about peace than para-
graph (vii) of the preamble indicates? All it
says is “Hoping that constructive proposals will
soon be made” etc. etc.
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We certainly must have constructive propo-
sals for the limitation of the nuclear weapons of
all kinds that are a threat to mankind. We
must not accept the proposal made in Mr. Cava-
liere’s Amendment 6, that the words “of all
kinds” should be deleted. That would simply
reopen the door to the nuclear armoury.

Paragraph 1 of the draft recommendation says
that we must continue to keep European public
opinion informed. I should like to know how
the public is being informed about this kind of
thing at the moment. How can we continue
with a method of informing the public about
which we know nothing? What, for example,
does this institution, WEU, do to inform the
public about the spirit of the treaties which gave
birth to this union? Is the European public
familiar with the principles underlying the two
Brussels Treaties? If WEU is to be revived,
which can only be achieved by a change in the
relative position of dominance in the North
Atlantic Treaty, one of its first tasks must be to
inform the European public about peace and
security as they are seen in the original treaties
on which this union is based. These treaties in
no way imply the concept of the arms race,
which is certainly the case with the North
Atlantic Treaty.

Part III follows up the title, which I described
at the beginning of my statement as unusual.
I feel that this section fails to take a broad view
of what the protests in the streets, the movement
against these threats hanging over us, mean in a
wider cultural and historical context. I would
have expected more of a man of inspiration like
Mr. Lagorce than the narrow account he gives,
related only to the present time.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call
Mr. Spies von Billesheim.

Mr. SPIES von BULLESHEIM (Federal
Republic of Germany) (Translation). — Mr. Presi-
dent, Ladies and Gentlemen, may I first of all
congratulate Mr. Lagorce most warmly on his
report. I also think it was a good thing that a
French colleague undertook this report, because
we all know that the public debate about the
defence concept of compensatory armament has
been much more subdued in France than in the
Federal Republic of Germany. We know that
in Germany this debate was in the forefront of
the electoral campaign a year ago and was
repeated at the time of the confirmation of the
NATO twofold decision.

The report clearly shows that the so-called
peace movements have two completely different
sources, one of which reflects a genuine concern
and unease over the constant growth in arma-
ments, while the second source is the support for
these movements from those who are objectively
exploiting them, namely the Soviet Union.
Mr. Vogt dealt with this from his own point of
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view, calling it an unjustified accusation. I can
only repeat here what has often been said in the
German Bundesfag. Nobody is accusing the
greens, the peace movement - neither all their
members nor you personally — of being directed
by the Russians. There are enough citizens
active in the peace movement who are com-
pletely innocent of that. But it is an objective
fact — and it really should be stated here, as it is
stated in the Federal Government’s report on
the defence of the constitution, which is totally
objective - that money from the Soviet Union
has been flowing into this movement and
continues to do so. From the standpoint of the
Soviet Union, why not? If these movements
objectively serve the interests of the Soviet
Union, by pursuing a political line which makes
light of the danger from the East - if that is
objectively the case — one cannot blame the
Soviet Union for actually supporting them.
This goes on irrespective of whether such aid is
agreeable to individuals in the movement or
not. In the background one must always bear
in mind that this aid is being provided.

Since I have not much time I will confine
myself to one further remark, on the relationship
with the United States. Mr. Lagorce pointed
out that the peace movement often claims that
in the moment of truth the Americans will leave
us in the lurch and that the United States has
changed its strategy. Let none of us forget - as
we in the Federal Republic of Germany know
full well - that hundreds of thousands of United
States citizens - soldiers and their families — are
stationed in the Federal Republic of Germany.
As long as these troops remain in Germany and
in Europe in general, the larger the units, the less
will be the danger of the United States leaving
Europe in the lurch in the event of an attack.

My second comment is this. At the end of
your report you state that WEU should con-
stitute one pillar — the European pillar - of
NATO. 1 believe we all share this view, but we
also believe, I think - and this needs to be
pointed out again and again - that the European
pillar of NATO can be a good one, a support for
NATO, only so long as its development - and
this applies also to the reactivation of WEU -
takes place in full agreement with the United
States. A reactivation of Western European
Union should never - and, I believe, never
will — take place against the United States, for,
instead of promoting our security, that would
placeh us in greater jeopardy. Thank you very
much.

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

Mr. MEZZAPESA (ltaly) (Translation). -
I wish first to pay tribute to our Rapporteur,
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Mr. Lagorce, for having presented the problem
under discussion with a wealth of arguments and
references, which are exactly summarised point
by point in the draft recommendation.

In accepting this draft, I should like to refer to
a number of passages in the report which refer to
opinion polls on the subject conducted by spe-
cialist agencies, which clearly reveal that the
people of Europe are deeply interested in arma-
ments, missiles and peace. I should like to
mention in particular the views expressed by
church circles and communities — Catholic, Pro-
testant and other which by their nature and
vocation are intimately concerned with the
peace message. And I would observe that in
my country — and not there alone I think - these
circles and communities have recently done
much to focus public attention and interest on
the European Community ideal, with special
emphasis on peace.

The Rapporteur correctly says that while the
churches are unanimous in defending the view
that peace is an untold blessing they quite legiti-
mately differ in their assessment when they
consider the real historical positions of their own
countries. This is inevitable. It is not easy to
strike a balance between pacifism as an absolute
value and the actual historical way of achieving
such a balance and bringing it about because
- and this I think must be understood above
all - anyone who arms with the intention
of imposing hegemony through superiority of
armaments is certainly a warmonger; but this
may also apply to anyone - even acting in good
faith - who does nothing to dissuade other ill-
intentioned people from engaging in an arms
race.

Mr. Lagorce is therefore right when he says
that a world order based on the balance of terror
is unacceptable. But he goes on to say, better
that than no order at all, which might give
someone the idea that he can impose his order
or his peace, which is the same thing. I am not
one of those who on this subject hark back to the
Latin saying Si vis pacem para bellum; to this
crude realism, I prefer the more Christian atti-
tude of “If you want peace, prepare for peace”
because this means and stresses that to prepare
for peace means working hard for general disar-
mament and to restore confidence in efforts
which are now being made in that direction,
starting at the Stockholm conference last January;
because peace is certainly not prepared by
favouring, through pacifism whether passive or
head-in-the-clouds, the rearming of others even
if those others at the same time promote pacifist
activities, but only outside their own countries.
What I and others who think like myself
cannot accept is an attitude of resignation and
defeatism like the attitude of some pacifist
movements which shouted and perhaps still
sometimes shout “Better red than dead”. It



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

THIRD SITTING

Mr. Mezzapesa (continued)

would be the same thing if they said “Better
yellow or white than dead” because we are
convinced that it is possible to be alive and free,
even red if you like, but alive and free; and this
is what has to be worked for by this organisation
and all organisations which are looking for Euro-
pean unity. And I am sure that little by little
their efforts will win the solid backing of all the
peoples of Europe and the world.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). -
Dr. Miller.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - 1 agree
with much more of the report than I disagree
with, but there are some aspects of the preamble
and, therefore, the actual recommendation that
do not accord with the general tenor of the
report. For example, the report seems in some
aspects to lead one along the line that at least
queries the nuclear as against the anti-nuclear
position. I think that Mr. Lagorce has a
genuine dilemma about whether we should be
involved in nuclear armaments. The report
commits us to the nuclear line. There are
amendments to it, one of which deals with this
very subject of whether nuclear weapons are an
essential part of deterrence.

I call

I shall describe how I see the current atmos-
phere. I grew up in the 1930s in a world where
there was a big debate about whether we should
rearm. Some members here may remember
when the consensus was among those who were
pushing a peace line that it was better not to
rearm than to rearm. We were proved wrong,
but history sometimes provides only a lesson for
us and we must learn it. I do not accept that
because we did not rearm in those days we
should adopt the same position now, or that
because we were wrong then we should now
adopt the opposite position.

I am not a pacifist, and, knowing what I know
now, if I had been of an age in the 1930s I would
not have gone along with the pacifist line.
1 would have said, “Yes, we must protect our-
selves”, and I say that now. However, whether
we protect ourselves in a way in which it seems
we are leading the world into what could be
catastrophe, a holocaust, is something that gives
us food for thought.

To pay him due respect in this matter, that is
what the Rapporteur has done. There is an
extremely fine balance in whether we should
tread the nuclear line. I believe that we should
not, and I speak more as a medical man now
than as a politician. If we make a mistake,
having trodden the nuclear line, we shall be in
trouble - in dire straits. We should be recasting
our views on this. I peddle the line all the time
that we should be taking no lesser risks for peace
than we are prepared to take for war.
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I am not happy about the general atmosphere
that has developed in the western world during
the past twenty years. It seems to have been
inculcated into the minds of our populations
that the Soviet Union is waiting to attack us if
we let down our guard. I do not agree with
that. I do not believe that the Soviet Union is
doing that. We are doing less than justice to the
benefits that western civilisation can give to the
world if we remain so afraid of the ideas of the
Soviet Union. I do not deny that the Soviet
Union is trying to spread its ideas all over the
world. If we believe that our political views
offer less advantages to humanity, we are not
doing justice to our strong position.

A few nights ago I read an interesting article
written by an American about twenty years ago.
He was an amazing man. He asked why, if
we were so afraid of the Russians in the deve-
loping world and in all the primitive countries
that have such a long way to go, no one wants to
emulate the Russians, why everyone wants to
become an American and to share the benefits
of the affluent society which America appears to
be able to deliver. He learns from that the
lesson that we should not be afraid to meet
the challenge of communism, or what the Rus-
sians call communism. We should meet the
challenge and not go along the way that could
lead us to disaster.

I feel that we are losing our grip. The minds
of our people have been inculcated with the idea,
by all forms of propaganda, information and
written information, that there is a need to
defend ourselves by whatever means, including
nuclear, that we have at our disposal. I do not
agree with that. I believe that we should be
prepared to defend ourselves, but if we have to
resort to what is called the nuclear deterrent, we
are treading an extremely dangerous path,
because it is not a deterrent. It has never been
proved to be a deterrent and by the time we can
prove or disprove it, it will be too late. The
draft recommendation states:

“(vii) Hoping that constructive proposals will
soon be made to allow negotiations to be
opened on the limitation of nuclear weapons
of all kinds;”.

In my opinion that is far too weak. We should
not “hope” that constructive proposals will be
made; we must insist that constructive proposals
to limit nuclear weapons be initiated as soon as
possible. The report pays more than lip service
to the rise of pacifism. Mr. Lagorce clearly
shows that we must take the pacifist movement
seriously throughout the world. In paragraph
79 Mr. Lagorce considers that “many of the
pacifists’ arguments warrant detailed study”.
I think that he is quite right about that.

I do not believe that the will of the people of
the West to protect what we believe is our demo-
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cracy is in any way diminished. I do not
believe that it is necessary to descend to what
I consider to be an abasement and debasement
of what we stand for by propaganda which incul-
cates into people’s minds the idea that if we do
not shout out that we will defend ourselves by all
possible means, the time will come when we
shall not be prepared to defend ourselves at
all. I do not agree with that. 1 do not believe
that our will and determination to defend our-
selves will be reinforced by propaganda.

In conformity with what 1 feel about a
number of reports on defence that we produce,
I think that we should try to get away from the
atmosphere of considering that the ogre, the
éminence grise, the bogey man - the Soviet
Union - is waiting for us in the wings if we let
down our guard. We should be treading the
path of peaceful coexistence, not just with the
Soviet Union but with other countries with
whom we might have ideological conflicts now
and in the future.

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Ladies and
Gentlemen, we must find a solution to ensure
the proper conduct of our work.

By inclination, I would like to allow speakers
the longest time possible, and I am opposed to
any undue limitation incompatible with the
consideration due to a member of this Assem-
bly. At the same time, we must all make an
effort while we see whether we are able to com-
plete our business in the time available.

Subject to the possibility of some later relaxa-
tion, I would therefore ask you to be as brief as
possible.

I call Mr. Milani.

Mr. MILANI (Italy) (Translation). - Ladies
and Gentlemen, Mr. Lagorce’s report calls on us
to think about the relationship between defence
policies and the will of the people, and more
specifically between the concepts of “dissuasion”
and “deterrence” and the principles of popular
sovereignty, democracy and consensus.

I fully share the concern expressed in the
report concerning recent developments in the
doctrine for the use of United States forces; it is
clear that while the doctrine of air-land battle
2000 has not been adopted by NATO as such or
by the general staffs of the allied forces, it is
gaining ground as a working hypothesis by the
whole Atlantic Alliance and by the armed forces
of the member countries. I am greatly con-
cerned at this fact for four main reasons.

First, because such a doctrine of use comes
dangerously close to the logic of first-strike
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defence that is of aggression justified by the pre-
tended need to forestall an enemy attack.

Secondly, the false idea of raising the nuclear
threshold by concentrating on more modern and
more sophisticated weapons may give fresh
currency to the idea that a war can be fought and
won in Europe; briefly the material risk that the
deterrent stance will be abandoned and a move
made towards the idea of a possible war.

A third reason for concern stems from the
conviction that it is wholly illusory and false to
think that the spectre of a nuclear war can be
banished in this way and that the dependence of
our defence doctrine on mass destruction wea-
pons can be reduced: the air-land battle thesis
does not in fact exclude the use of nuclear and
chemical weapons and in any case encourages a
nuclear riposte.

My last reason for thinking that the impo-
sition of the air-land battle doctrine on the
Atlantic Alliance should be opposed in all ways
derives precisely from the principle of the peo-
ple’s will referred to by Mr. Lagorce.

I therefore share the concerns expressed in
the report but I believe that more thought is
required, starting with the views expressed by
the Rapporteur concerning the pacifist move-
ments which have grown up in Europe in recent
years and which in my opinion are not really an
expression of lack of interest in security or of
lowered awareness of the democratic values to
be defended at all costs. A defence doctrine
based on the American nuclear deterrent, thus
leaving the supreme decisions for the future of
the peoples of Europe to distant, foreign autho-
rities cannot fail to lessen the will to defend
ourselves. In short, when people realise that
their own sovereignty is irrevocably destroyed
by strategies and weapons systems which deny
them their right of self-determination, it is easy
to understand that they are highly impatient of
any call saying that they must participate in the
military commitments of the Atlantic Alliance
or must even accept new economic and social
sacrifices so that defence expenditure can be
increased still further.

In my opinion the Rapporteur’s line of rea-
soning should therefore be completely reversed.
While it is an incontrovertible fact that deterrent
capacity is based first and foremost on the deter-
mination of the peoples of Europe to prevent
any wrongful outside interference in their poli-
tical, economic and social life, the strategic
doctrines hitherto tried must be completely
overhauled and the actual idea of defence must
be revolutionised. The first steps must have
the dual purpose of reducing Europe’s military
and strategic dependence on the United States
and of setting aside every doctrine which tends
to deny popular sovereignty and the rules of
democracy. If the unwillingness of Europe’s
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peoples to be conquered is to be rediscovered it
is not enough to restore European defence to a
central position; that defence must also be more
structured, organised and directed by the demo-
cratic institutions of the individual countries
and of the European Community. In short, the
people must be made aware of their own central
responsibility and this can only be achieved by
abandoning strategic models based on self-
destruction, on a possible war or in any case on
the expropriation of sovereignty either by a
superpower, by European supergeneral staffs or
even national general staffs not subject to
control. This might lead on to proper conside-
ration of models for European defence of arms
policy, of relations between WEU and the Atlan-
tic Alliance and other European communities
and of institutions better suited to an effective
European system of defence.

I give warning here and now that I shall vote
against the draft recommendation which
contains a number of vague general platitudes
and does not grasp the new realities, including
the negative element in the results of the elec-
tions for the European Parliament.

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

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - Mr.
Lagorce has produced a report of a high standard
and it is a mine of useful information and
intellectual content. However, while I recog-
nise the difficulty of drafting conclusions and
recommendations on the basis of such a detailed
report, I must say that some of that drafting is
below the standard of the rest of the report.

I do not think that we need bother ourselves
too much with the role of WEU in persuading
public opinion on these matters. I read the
passages about public opinion with much satis-
faction. It does not worry me in the least that a
variety of opinions, interests, misgivings and
anxieties are expressed in a variety of ways.

However, bombast and collective smears in
earlier speeches against the so-called pacifist
movements that are alleged to be instruments of
Soviet imperialist policy do not do justice to the
quality of the report. I was a founder member
of the CND in my country and I have never
considered myself to be an instrument of Soviet
policy. Nor do I consider myself to be an
instrument of the policy of any government with
which I disagree, and that applies to British
Governments, whether conservative or labour -
I have served in a labour government.

I shall concentrate on the so-called nuclear
deterrence and to help me discipline myself
I can do no better than refer to one of the most
recent letters that I wrote to the appropriate
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minister in the United Kingdom as part of an
exchange of letters that has been going on for
some time and that will continue.

The purported strategy of NATO is one of
deterrence. We shall come back to this matter
on at least one of the amendments. That stra-
tegy has supposedly been continuous since the
formation of NATO. It is commonly under-
stood to mean that a potential aggressor will be
deterred by the fear that an enemy can inflict
unacceptable damage on the aggressor if he does
attack, that it is that which prevents attack. In
terms of nuclear warfare, it is the strategy of
mutually assured destruction.

That cannot be a deterrent against all aggres-
sive acts or wars initiated by nuclear powers
or others. Millions of people have suffered
wounding or death during the past forty years in
a series of wars around the world, many of
which have had superpower involvement on
both sides. It is estimated that ten million
people have been killed in wars since 1945. So
nuclear weapons are seen - presumably by
ourselves, Russia and China - as deterrents
against the use of nuclear weapons by the
“other side”. They are not a deterrent against
aggression, because if they were, we should
not have had the wars that have involved
superpowers over the past forty years.

My fear is that the purported strategy is not in
fact the strategy of NATO and it is not the stra-
tegy of WEU. It ceased to be clearly so from
the introduction of so-called tactical nuclear
weapons, each warhead of which has the destruc-
tive power experienced in Hiroshima and Naga-
saki forty years ago. The technological advan-
ces in weapons and their control systems make
pre-emptive first strikes much more likely. We
have an overkill capacity that is out of propor-
tion to the need to deter the other side’s use of
nuclear weapons, let alone the need to deter
aggressive acts that lead to war - nuclear or
so-called conventional.

The West at present possesses technical superi-
ority — for example, the increasing accuracy
and, therefore, the counter-potential of the new
generation of United States weapons, such as
MX, Trident, Pershing IT and cruise missiles.
The USSR is certain to respond — we may be
sure of that — by building similar systems, and in
that way the dangers of nuclear war breaking out
during future international crises will grow
substantially during the next ten years. That is
not ten years away, but is ten years starting from
now.

Instability can only increase on both sides as
both sides use growing nuclear and conventional
military power to increase the capacity to break
each other’s spheres of power and even socio-
economic systems and become more frightened
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that, if their side does not strike first, the other
side might.

We - not just the Russians - are heavily
engaged in this dangerous new strategic nuclear
arms race. We must participate in putting
a stop to this spiralling arms race if we are
serious about wanting disarmament and wanting
to turn resources towards resolving the obscene
situation which, reinforced by the massive waste
of the arms race, creates fertile ground for the
causes for breakdown, adventurism and war in
which both sides in this conflict have been and
still are involved.

Let us here and elsewhere cease to talk as
though only one side were the main cause of
conflict and instability. We are all involved,
and we must take the initiative as well as call
upon the Soviet Union to do so. One place in
which that type of initiative could be taken is
WEU - if it does not, it does not justify its
continued existence in the next decades.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - 1 call
Mr. Rodota.

Mr. RODOTA (ltaly) (Translation).
Mr. President, we are debating a report on
deterrence and the will of the people. It
contains a great deal on the traditional doctrine
of deterrence but pays very little attention to the
many expressions of the will of the people,
which are in reality the principal new feature of
recent years. These expressions and phenoma
are meticulously listed in Mr. Lagorce’s report
but are in each and every case underrated
because, if I may express myself in a very
few words, the view adopted is that these
movements are unrepresentative, have no clear
content and have no clear objectives, while
expressions of the people’s will are considered to
be clear and pellucid when they accept the old
logic of deterrence and the arms race.

I do not think anyone could recognise
himself in this new caricature of the pacifist
movement. We have heard it repeated here -
fortunately by a few speakers only - that the
pacifist movements are sponsored by the Soviet
Union; we have heard the old phrase “Better red
than dead”. But this is a very long way from
the new reality within which the will of the
people is finding expression. There is a dyna-
mism in all that is happening, which is not
grasped. The pacifist movements have pro-
vided more information on the real arms prob-
lems and on questions relating to peace, war
and the attendant risks than have any of the
post-war governments up till now. There are
more proposals on the table now than before the
new pacifism entered the field. There is no
passivity; on the contrary passive acceptance
and resignation are found among those who
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continue to repeat the old formula of raising the
level of armaments, a form of logic which has
not taken us anywhere or rather has led us to the
threshold of risk, which is now causing concern
to very many people and has been the subject of
very significant comments in this Assembly.

I would like to make another point. We are
much concerned over Soviet totalitarianism; it is
quite right for us to be so but these new pacifist
movements offer the only real challenge made
to this totalitarian world in recent vyears.
Mr. Lagorce’s report refers to the brutal repres-
sion of pacifist movements in Eastern Europe
but says that this healthy contagion is spreading.
Let us beware of underrating the worth of
pacifism because in so doing we risk depriving it
of the legitimacy it can be accorded as a
challenge by freedom to that other world.

It would be as if we were casting doubt on the
value of the free press in our world, while quite
rightly stressing that there is no free press in the
other part of the world. Let us be careful not to
abuse certain rhetorical arguments. If there
were time, moreover, I would call attention to
the need for a closer analysis of a number of
references to the way in which the will of the
people is expressed. The churches’ recent docu-
ments are much fuller and explicit, as are the
Pope’s most recent declarations. I am well
aware that opinion polls are not comparable; but
they are not confined to Great Britain and the
Federal Republic of Germany; in Italy reputable
public opinion research institutes have produced
scientifically reliable results, even starting from
different premises and have almost always found
a clear majority against, for example, the deploy-
ment of the latest generation of nuclear missiles
in Europe.

This was a point which called for a very full
discussion of the kind we are holding today
before taking an extremely important vote
tomorrow. I do not wish to anticipate interpre-
tations which would surely be hasty, but a num-
ber of cases — the Netherlands result and the
Italian result - are significant. Today, many
people are surprised by the strange anomaly of a
Communist Party receiving popular support in
Italy but falling back sharply everywhere else.
The explanation should be looked for in its inde-
pendent attitude; the PCI has, for example,
declared itself categorically and repeatedly
against the SS-20 and was the first party in Italy
to speak out against the fresh deployment of
Soviet missiles. Then there is the result for the
Federal Republic of Germany where the press
tells us that half the German electorate took part
in the unofficial referendum - the pacifists put
18,000 boxes outside polling stations.

I say this because I think that the report com-
pletely fails to grasp these facts and rather
reflects a logic which is even more that of the
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general staffs than that of a political assembly.
This new fact, this dynamic force, this need to
make political proposals not simply giving
democratic expression to what really exists,
rather serves politically as a means of escaping
from a situation into which military logic has
thrust us and from which military logic offers us
no way out.

This is the problem we are facing. I agree
with much of what the previous speaker has just
said and I think, for example, that although I am
opposed to the document before us, I shall vote
for the amendment signed by him and other
members, suggesting that no reference be made
to nuclear weapons which, I must say quite
frankly, would be a gift to Soviet propaganda
which could interpret this kind of text as a sign
of the West’s aggressive intentions. Again, how
are conclusions of this kind to be reconciled with
the conclusions of the report we shall shortly be
discussing which declares that an atmosphere of
confidence must be restored between the two
blocs?

Mr. President, I think you were quite right
when you said that account must be taken of the
people’s wishes. This is the direction in which
we must advance, taking risks for peace which
are not really risks but in fact the only way of
avoiding the bigger risks to which the sole logic
of deterrence has so far exposed us.

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

Mr. SCHEER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, I speak as a German social demo-
crat who is also an officer on the reserve in his
own country and has had a whole series of sharp
disagreements with sections of the peace move-
ment. All of this entitles me to say that the
report before us deals with a fantasy world,
rather than the world of real events. I assume
Mr. Lagorce is talking about affairs in the
Federal Republic of Germany, but I cannot tell
exactly which country he is referring to. He
cannot really be talking about the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany if one looks at the actual
events. Nor do I know what peace movement
he is talking about, for the peace movement that
I have encountered is very different from what is
presented here.

What is said in the report applies to a few
extremist groups, but the reader gets the impres-
sion that the activities of such groups are iden-
tical with what is happening in our country or in
others in which nuclear weapons are due to be
deployed. Aunt Sally has been set up. For all
these reasons I do not consider this to be a good
report. It is the reverse of excellent. Putting it
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bluntly - and I hope Mr. Lagorce will forgive me
- the contents are, in part, a disaster.

Let me substantiate this statement. The real
question is that of the actual significance of the
anti-nuclear weapons protest movement, and
not primarily the fact that people no longer
accept the concept of balanced deterrence. It is
not a question of advance concessions or naivety
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. The central issue is
that of nuclear weapons, their relative value, the
danger to or self-endangerment of countries in
which such weapons are deployed. Let us not
now retreat behind developments and debates
that have been self-evident for decades.

Not everyone who expresses opposition to
nuclear weapons is a pacifist. Are the hundred
or more countries which signed the nuclear non-
proliferation treaty and renounced possession of
nuclear weapons therefore pacifists? Those
countries know why they renounced nuclear
weapons. They knew it then and they know it
now. They are extremely concerned about the
danger of an increase in the number of states
with nuclear weapons, because those of the
nuclear powers that have signed the treaty have
not fulfilled their commitment to nuclear disar-
mament, under Article VI.

I also think it is quite wrong to speak of the
movements in the Eastern European countries as
essentially also constituting a pacifist threat.
One almost has the impression that the report
speaks of movements against nuclear weapons in
exactly the same terms as the eastern bloc rulers
use with respect to anti-nuclear protest groups in
their own countries. To put all these move-
ments on the same footing, as the report does,
completely misses the point.

The issue of the NATO twofold decision has
been reduced to the military aspect of that deci-
sion, that is the deployment of Eurostrategic
nuclear missiles in densely populated countries
of Western Europe — as if this were the only way
to achieve a balance in negotiations or to reach
equilibrium. All of us, as experts in the field,
know that it is undoubtedly not the only way
and it was the very fact that this way was
selected that unleashed the protest. It was in
this respect a protest against the NATO twofold
decision in the form adopted.

Let me ask Mr. Lagorce at this point which is
actually more serious: the withdrawal of a
NATO member country from the NATO inte-
grated military command, as in the case of
France, or a protest against a NATO decision?
Nobody has yet gone as far as France did.
Nevertheless, we did not presume to declare that
France’s motives were pacifist, neutralist or
dangerous in some way. In this context, what
is now happening in other Western European
countries where nuclear weapons are deployed is
a problem of much less import than the French
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decision of the sixties. There is therefore all the
more reason for a differentiated approach.

We all know that strategic nuclear weapons
involve an element of self-endangerment.
Nuclear weapons are always prime targets for
any adversary. In a country like the Federal
Republic of Germany such self-endangerment is
a particular object of protest. After all, at the
present time the Federal Republic of Germany
contains, in a confined space, the largest concen-
tration of nuclear weapons anywhere in the
world. In Utah and Nevada, two American
states with a combined area three times that of
the Federal Republic of Germany but a popula-
tion of only three million, nobody called the
local protest against the deployment of MX
missiles an expression of pacifism or neutra-
lism. Nobody claims that the installation of the
new French nuclear weapons on submarines is
an expression of pacifism or neutralism. It is
rather an expression of French concern that
deployment of nuclear weapons on the mainland
would pose too great a danger to the French peo-
ple. The British nuclear weapons are installed
on submarines. Two-thirds of the American
nuclear capacity is installed on submarines to
minimise self-endangerment. This question of
where and in what form strategic priorities
should be set played a very large part in the
whole debate.

When medium-range missiles were due to be
deployed in the Federal Republic of Germany at
the end of the fifties, Adenauer once said that
the Federal Republic was too small for such
weapons. Precisely this viewpoint, put forward
by a statesman totally above suspicion in the
matter, has characterised the greater part of the
extraparliamentary movement against nuclear
weapons in the Federal Republic - particularly
in a situation, Mr. Lagorce, in which the objec-
tions to the new American air-land battle doc-
trine which you mention - I refer to paragraph 8
in your report - naturally also played a key réle,
because we assumed that the political and
military assumptions of the NATO twofold deci-
sion had changed owing to unilateral American
conceptual changes in the army regulations.

All of this reflects the actual situation in our
country. Opinion polls in the Federal Republic
have shown around 70% of the public to be
against nuclear weapons over which we our-
selves have no control, but around 80% in
favour of NATO. This shows that we ought
not to be talking here about an anti-NATO
potential. Rather, we should draw the right
conclusions from the concern expressed by large
sections of the population over a further concen-
tration of nuclear weapons. We should be glad
that we have a democratic population that gives
expression to its will.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr.
Reddemann.

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). — Mr. President, in the first
German Republic there was an excellent journa-
list by the name of Leopold Schwarzschild who
published in Berlin a journal called Das
Tagebuch. In 1933 Leopold Schwarzschild was
forced to emigrate and started here in Paris a
second journal called Das neue Tagebuch. In it
he not only revealed, shortly after Hitler came to
power, the methods and means by which Hitler
intended to finance the second world war, but
also paid a great deal of attention to the contem-
porary peace movement,

He carefully analysed which groups in the
democratic countries were pressing for a halt to
rearmament and noted their arguments. One of
his analytical articles, written with cruel lucidity,
was to the effect that very many people who as
democrats were against Hitler — very many
democrats who had no intention of backing
national socialism in any form - were, through
their policies and their equivalent of the peace
movement, nevertheless furthering national
socialism and unconsciously working towards
another world war.

This should be borne in mind when we consi-
der the present-day peace movement. I too am
convinced that the great majority of members of
the so-called peace movement have nothing to
do with totalitarianism in the Soviet Union or
the Soviet bloc. I can say this simply on the
basis of the numerous discussions we have had
with members of the peace movement. But I
also believe that this is not the real issue at
all. The real question is: what comes out of this
peace movement, what may its results be - even
if one enters the peace debate pure in heart? I
am afraid that what Leopold Schwarzschild
wrote about the peace movement of the thirties,
before the second world war, could apply
similarly to the new peace movement, if one
were to follow his line of argument.

Ladies and Gentlemen, it has already been
stated several times here this evening that the
peace movement has nothing at all to do with
communism. I am sure - as I have just said -
that the majority are not working for commu-
nism. But I would ask all those who feel them-
selves to be members of a peace movement to be
a little more critical of their own move-
ment. While it is undeniable that the commu-
nist groups are not large in numbers, their high
degree of organisation and the financial resour-
ces they can bring into the peace movement give
them a very much greater influence than one
might expect.

I would ask them, therefore, not to act as if
there were a clear, as it were, chemical sepa-
ration between themselves and those who are
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not at all interested in peace as such but would
welcome a Soviet peace in Europe. Mr. Scheer
has just said that very many people who belong
to the peace movement are not pacifists. I
believe this applies in fact to the German social
democrats who, after their exclusion from
government, also radically altered their political
attitude towards the peace movement and
suddenly, after having been in favour of the
NATO twofold decision, after recognising their
then Federal Chancellor as the father of the
NATO twofold decision, came out against it
with all their force. I am convinced that our
colleagues from the Social Democratic Party are
no pacifists. I am also convinced that they will
change their tune once again if, in ten years or
s0, they are returned to government.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I am not at all
bothered by the peace movement as such.
What we see in it are rigorous ethical demands
and religious convictions, alongside fashionable
decadence. I believe this is 2 movement that
goes very much further than the issue of peace.
We would perhaps need to talk about the overall
situation of our democracies in order to reach a
proper assessment of the peace movement.

My concern is not with the peace movement
as such. I am concerned that the Soviet Union
might draw the wrong conclusion from the exis-
tence and extent of such a peace movement - to
wit, the conclusion that it now has no need to
disarm, because the peace movement will carry
on beating the drum in Western Europe and
the United States until the West disarms unila-
terally. I would then fear that the Soviet
Union, through pressure on Western Europe,
and later perhaps even on the United States,
rather than through military conflict, could
achieve exactly what it is after. Let me there-
fore repeat that I am not bothered by the mili-
tant advocacy of peace within the peace move-
ment. I am more worried about the possible
consequences.

That is why, Ladies and Gentlemen, I cannot
share the harsh judgment of my social demo-
crat colleague Mr. Scheer on the report by his
socialist colleague Mr. Lagorce and announce
my intention of voting in favour of the report
and the draft recommendation.

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

Mr. DEJARDIN (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, I greatly regret the parallel with
the pre-war situation drawn by the previous
speaker.

As far as I know, it was not the pacifists who
were responsible for Hitler. Perhaps we should
lay the blame on those who failed to react to the
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reoccupation of the Rhineland or to German
rearmament because it meant profits for interna-
tional capitalism, or on those who failed to take
action at the time of the Spanish civil war and
allowed hundreds of thousands to perish, or
perhaps the responsibility lies with those who
claimed that: “Hitler, after all, is a civilised
man”,

It is not upon those among whom I count
myself and who protested against the policy of
the arms merchants that the blame should be
laid for what happened, but rather upon those
who financed and supported the Nazi movement
in Germany. That is a fact worth remembering,

At the time, moreover, those same people
uttered no protest about the existence of Dachau
and Buchenwald, where the German democrats
were incarcerated. When it is said that deca-
dence is in fashion, I would question whether
there is such a thing as fashion in this context.
At all events, decadence is not always to be
found where it is most expected...

If there is one thing I must acknowledge about
the report of my fellow socialist, Mr. Lagorce, it
is the unchanging character of his convictions.
I find in the report the same ideas that were
contained in his previous report on the security
problems posed by pacifism.

I had hoped that the debate stimulated by this
report, and by that subsequently prepared by
myself on the influence of pacifist movements in
national parliaments, would shed some light on
the issue and lead to the abandonment of pre-
conceived notions and simplistic attitudes of the
kind very properly alluded to by Mr. Scheer.

I also believe, however, that this debate
should be placed in today’s context. No doubt
this document was compiled some weeks ago,
and in the meantime events have speeded up,
and part of the report has, to use a military term,
become obsolete. It does not in any case
appear to accord with the attitude displayed last
week by the Council of WEU - an attitude
already hinted at by earlier declarations by
governments belonging to WEU, including that
of France.

Today’s debate takes place between the Coun-
cil meeting of 12th June and the next meeting on
the reactivation of WEU, which is to be held in
Rome in October. I do not claim to have found
nothing in the report about deterrence and the
will of the people, but I do say that I have not
found a great deal about the reactivation of
WEU. In particular, I did not find the expected
reference to acceptance by public opinion of the
concept of European defence, or indeed to some-
thing else we should not forget, namely the move
initiated by the European Parliament, and
renewed last Sunday with the adoption of its
draft treaty for a European union, which would
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confer on the European Parliament the responsi-
bilities proper to this Assembly. We must not
fail to react to these developments.

And what of the political setting for this
debate? It has been referred to by the Rappor-
teur and is, in fact, characterised by a widening
gap between the United States of America and
Europe on defence matters.

It was not the pacifists who invented the doc-
trine of the air-land battle, and if in some quar-
ters it is postulated that NATO has been the gua-
rantor of peace in Europe for thirty-five years,
1 take the view that this is no more than a hypo-
thesis and that NATO, as conceived thirty-five
years ago, has had its day.

While I am willing to talk of establishing a
European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance, I cannot
approve the idea of a European pillar of NATO.
WEU and Western Europe cannot be an append-
age of any other organisation or superpower.
This is the moment for European integration.
Whether we like it or not, the future is European
in both the defence and the economic spheres,
and nationalist policies in these areas are
outmoded.

As far as expenditure is concerned, would not
an integrated European defence policy cost
much less in these straitened times than a
build-up of separate national forces whose chief
aim is to flatter national pride, sometimes to the
detriment of the welfare and social progress of
the people?

What I regret is the general tone of the report.
It strikes me — no doubt I shall be told wrongly
- as a rehearsal of the arguments in favour of
the French nuclear capability and therefore of
the concept of nuclear deterrence - an attitude I
can understand. I must point out to my friend,
Mr. Lagorce, that I was very surprised by the
reference to General Copel, whose views seem to
me to differ widely from the international socia-
list position. But it is true that this report
accords well with the general tenor of the Assem-
bly’s other reports, which unfortunately, all too
often smack of the cold war. I have now been a
member of the Assembly for seven years, and
I am beginning to get used to this basic anti-
communism, to these invocations and this
conjuring up of the Soviet ogre, which seems to
satisfy the subconscious of some, but which pre-
vents us from looking reality in the face and
working out the solutions required for European
security. And, of course, there is a general
feeling of hostility towards populist movements
opposed to nuclear weapons.

I point out to the Rapporteur that, while he
can no doubt write that no opinion polls show a
majority against deployment, I challenge him to
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produce an opinion poll showing any kind of
majority in favour of deployment. Of course,
the French Government can call for deployment
elsewhere, as they will not themselves be hosts
to these American weapons! The French would
never accept the deployment on their territory
of American weapons outside their control.
I consider it reprehensible that my French com-
rades should constantly ask us Belgian, Dutch
and German socialists to accept weapons which
they would not have on their own territory.

A weakness of this report, when it addresses
itself to the problems of pacifism, is that it deve-
lops arguments about the consequences of paci-
fism without looking into its causes.

I do not agree with the report about the reason
for the diminished cohesion of the Atlantic
Alliance. It is not pacifist agitation which is
responsible, but the constant policy of the
United States towards Europe, particularly in the
monetary and economic spheres. If, as I
pointed out in Washington two years ago, the
United States wish to close their markets to
European steel, they must not be surprised if
Europe looks for outlets other than America.

What worries me in this report, and I hope my
concern is misplaced, is the feeling it gives that
the populace is ignorant and should accept the
arguments of those in the know. This is an
undemocratic view in these times of parti-
cipation, and I call on the Rapporteur to justify
his remarks about the failure of the campaign of
support for deployment. The decisions taken
by various countries to defer deployment strike
me as rather eloquent in this connection.

Like Mr. Scheer, I also wish to refer to the
problem of Europe becoming saturated with
weapons.

How are you going to give two rifles to every
soldier? The view is no doubt somewhat sim-
plistic, but the level of arms deployment in
Europe is such that we must ask how many
times over we need to be able to destroy the
other side before we think we are able to defend
ourselves.

I join others in asking that citizens should play
their part in defence, and in doing so I echo
words uttered by Jaurés a very long time ago.

How can people be convinced that a greater
defence effort is needed when our governments
are imposing social sacrifices on all the wor-
kers of Europe? We shall never make people
understand that they have to accept this expen-
diture while we inflict intolerable damage on
their living standards.

People may well feel concerned, and Euro-
peans following the Washington declarations are
aware that Europe has now become designated
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as a battlefield in the global strategy of a super-
power.

I consider that the destiny of Europeans
should be in the hands of the Europeans them-
selves and that they should assume responsi-
bility for their own defence, though within the
framework of an integrated European defence
policy and not as an appendage to the global
strategy of the United States.

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

Mr. PIGNION (France) (Translation).
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I must
admit that at the moment it is difficult to know
how to approach this debate.

I shall, however, act as I intended and will try
once again, in spite of what Claude Dejardin has
just been saying, to explain why deterrence is
credible and why we would be wrong not to
attempt to find a basis for agreement leading to a
common approach to the problems of European
security and later of disarmament. Let any-
body who does not want peace and disarmament
rise to his feet so that he may be executed upon
the spot.

We all want peace and disarmament, but not
at any price. That is why, seeing that the report
of our friend and colleague, Mr. Lagorce, refers
to the French position, I thought I might once
more revert to this subject and declare my view
that we should try to put our faith in deterrence.
We must accept that every time we are
divided on a subject like this, every time we
accuse a member country of WEU of selfish
motives, this distrust and suspicion injures the
united front which the Europe of the Seven
ought to present to the world together with the
fundamental message that everything leading to
disarmament carries a blessing and everything
conducive to peace is not only desirable but also
fervently desired by us, the politicians, and by all
those we represent.

A short time ago I asked the United Kingdom
Minister of State about the reaction of her
government to the call by the Soviet negotiators
in Geneva that British and French nuclear wea-

pons should be included when counting the wes-.

tern missiles, the question being to establish who
has more, who has less and who is the strongest.

I do not know, Mr. Dejardin, whether NATO
really has maintained peace over thirty-five
years. I only know that I have stopped believ-
ing that no one knocks down an elderly person
or someone with his hands in his pockets. Real
life daily provides us with evidence about the
present state of moral degradation, in which
even the helpless and weak are attacked. This
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is one of the reasons why, convinced pacifist
that I am and desirous of disarmament and
peace, I nevertheless believe in the potency of
deterrence.

I repeat, our differences in this field should be
played down and in saying this I am thinking of
the doubts expressed by certain governments
and political parties. In this area, all the steps
taken following the debates on disarmament
problems, that is the inclusion of nuclear wea-
pons, and all our differences including the recent
resolution by the Netherlands Parliament
concerning the inclusion of French and British
nuclear weapons in the reckoning at Geneva
constitutes not a demonstration of the strength
of WEU but rather proves the weakness of our
seven countries in the difficult réle we have to
play between the two superpowers.

I wish to point out just what these deterrent
forces amount to. When the Soviets call for
these weapons to be taken into account for a
reduction in the number of missiles and SS-20s
targeted on Europe the consequent reduction of
98 warheads would leave about 9,000 warheads
capable of reaching European territory. It is
not therefore possible to compare the arsenal
of the USSR and that of Britain and France
together. We have to compare like with like.
The cause of peace is not served by the view that
these missiles should be included in the weapons
count at Geneva.

As far as the much criticised policy of the
French Government is concerned - and such cri-
ticism is nothing new and has just been vehe-
mently reiterated by Mr. Dejardin - it is our
policy to retain a measure of responsibility for
controlling the use of the nuclear deterrent. I
hope that this will not be interpreted as the
expression of a desire for autonomy or jurisdic-
tion of a national or ultranational character.
Until such time as a dialogue is conducted in
greater depth, France’s refusal to accept the tute-
lage of one or other of the superpowers must be
accepted. To accept the inclusion of its missiles
would place France under such tutelage. I am
one of those who still believe that, in building
the European pillar, the inclusion of the French
nuclear capability, which we consider to be a
deterrent, may in future be a factor in promoting
peace. In fact, bearing in mind the uncertainty
attaching to its use, this force which comple-
ments the enormous capabilities of the Atlantic
Alliance and the United States might well
become a significant element in this pillar and
ncessary to the future defence of Europe along
the lines which we have envisaged and which the
Council tried to define at its recent meeting on
12th June.

It is no part of our intention that these deter-
rent weapons should constitute a threat. Our
intention is merely to make optimum use of
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these resources for defence and for the mainte-
nance of peace. This, I am sure, is the heartfelt
desire of all of us and of ordinary people.
However costly these resources there can never
be enough in the cause of preserving peace.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call
Mr. Martino, the last speaker on the list.

Mr. MARTINO (Italy) (Translation).
Mr. President, I would not have spoken to
explain my vote for Mr. Lagorce’s report if
other members had not presumed to limit
democracy to one only of the many thousands of
forms in which it finds expression in our
countries.

It is certainly an expression of democracy,
particularly as there is no such expression in
Eastern Europe, which fires the so-called paci-
fists of the streets — this is not my definition -
but our peoples do not need to go out on to the
streets to shout out what they want and thus
bring about a non-majority decision by govern-
ments. We are deeply committed to democracy
and in our view the will of the people in a demo-
cracy is expressed not only by shouting in public
places, not only in the homilies of the church,
not only in statistical findings - often used to
prophesy - but first and foremost in constructive
action calmly thought out, and therefore not
guided by emotion, resulting in a responsible
choice in the secrecy of the polling booth. 1
remind myself, before I remind other members,
that if we had not believed in our democracy of
the free and secret vote which has decided our
history over the past 40 years through difficult
political decisions taken by our citizens, we
should certainly not be free today to disagree or
agree with Mr. Lagorce’s report, which I accept,
convinced that I am acting with the full under-
standing of a free citizen of a Europe which is
still free.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I thank all
the speakers and you, Mr. Martino, for your
conciseness.

I call the Rapporteur.

Mr. LAGORCE (France) (Translation).
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, while I
am glad that the report has given rise to such a
debate which clearly proves the importance
which we attach to the issue of peace, I am
rather disappointed, not to say unhappy, about
the many criticisms - often unjustified - which
it has attracted.

I would like to have had the time to sum up
the notes which I have taken, and I hope you
will excuse me if I confine myself simply to
replying to each of the speakers from what I
have noted of their remarks.
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Mrs. Knight, the first speaker, pointed out that
the desire for peace was not the monopoly of
pacifists or those who claim to be pacifists, and
I thank her for this comment. I agree with
her. She also rightly pointed out that Afghan-
istan would now be free if it had been able to
defend itself.

With Mr. Gianotti I do not wish to engage in a
dialogue in which neither listens to the other. 1
would not convince him nor he me. He is
convinced that the purpose of Soviet troops in
entering Afghanistan was to restore human
rights, while I am convinced of the opposite.
What basis is there there for discussion? It is
impossible. I cannot however let him say that I
am twisting the facts, as that is not so.

It was not the Americans after all who were
the first to deploy missiles. I do not wish to
defend them as I am not unquestioning in my
support of the Americans as Mr. Gianotti is in
his support of the Soviet Union. When the
question of deploying the Pershing missiles arose
and NATO took its dual-track decision, the
Soviet missiles were already in place and that is
something that the pacifists refuse to accept.
They behave as though this truth simply did not
exist, as though quite simply one day the Amer-
icans had decided to deploy Pershing missiles in
Europe. The fact remains that we must not
forget that they were deployed as a counter to
missiles already installed opposite.

I repeat, in this dialogue neither party will
listen to the other and each one remains con-
vinced he is right.

All T will say is that I had the unfortunate pri-
vilege of witnessing the Munich agreements. I
was a pacifist at the time in those pre-war years.
Indeed, I was even a violent pacifist. I
witnessed the Munich agreements and I shared
in the relief which they brought to western
nations, France and Britain included. Unfortu-
nately I had to bear the scars for a number of
years afterwards. Now I am somewhat immu-
nised and I can understand very well that
nations wish to take precautions to ensure that
the same thing does not happen to them.

Mr. Murphy reproaches me for not having
stressed the action which should be taken by
WEU. However, I believe that I actually did
so; this is one of the points in the recommen-
dation. I also believe that within WEU, in
co-ordination and consultation with the other
countries, we should be able to call on the Soviet
Union to negotiate. I am in favour of nego-
tiation and WEU seems to me to be just the
right body to make such a call.

Mr. Miiller rightly said — to quote only that
part of his statement - that the famous dual-
track decision taken by NATO was based on the
will to negotiate. It is very clear that the second
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part of the NATO decision was to become
operative only if the first part was unsuccessful.
The dual-track decision was therefore founded
on the idea of negotiation and this was a point
which I also made in my report.

Mr. Vogt addressed his remarks directly at
me. Let me tell him that I am not a sabre-
rattler; far from it. I have suffered too much
from war not to be an advocate of peace. I said
as much this morning when presenting my
report and I repeat the sentence which encap-
sulates the rest: the entire world wants peace but
this unanimity ceases as soon as the conditions
necessary for the maintenance of peace and the
consequences of its precarious nature are
involved. This sentence sums up the whole
content of the report and everything which the
speakers have had to say on the subject.

Mr. Vogt believes that all men are men of
good will and that there are also nations of good
will.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — This is unbelievable! You have
understood nothing!

Mr. LAGORCE (France) (Translation). - 1
have understood to the limits of my mental
capacity. I must apologise if I can do no more!

Of course it would be very nice if all men were
men of good will with every desirable quality
and a halo round their heads. You could then
disarm unilaterally. Why does the Soviet
Union not disarm? I promise you, Mr. Vogt,
that as soon as the Soviet Union starts unilateral
disarmament I will immediately become a mem-
ber of all the pacifist movements imaginable.

I thank Mr. Cavaliere for his appreciation of
my report. He spoke of the need to restore a
balance and he also pointed out that it was the
Soviet Union which upset the balance. It was
the Soviet Union, I repeat, not the Americans
who started. That is an established fact which,
once again, is not apparent to those behind all
the pacifist movements.

On this subject I would like to point out to the
speaker who claimed that I did not differentiate
between neutralism and pacifism that in my pre-
vious report two years ago I devoted a whole
section several pages long to making a distinc-
tion between neutralism and pacifism, and I am
not going to start again now. I ask him to refer
to my earlier report.

To Mr. Tummers I say that I am sorry if I
have disappointed him, but I do not see things
in black and white terms. I do not say the good
is all on one side and the bad on the other. 1
accept that there is good and bad on both sides.

109

I also thank Mr. Spies von Billesheim who
basically anticipated me in replying to the argu-
ments of Mr. Gianotti, Mr. Vogt and Mr.
Tummers.

Mr. Mezzapesa referred to what I had to say in
my report about the doctrines of various chur-
ches and said that he was not an advocate of
the philosophy of surrender. Nowhere in the
report, to the best of my knowledge, do I say that
I advocate such a philosophy.

To Dr. Miller I say that, while I support
nuclear deterrence, 1 do not believe that is the
only possible option. While it is true that, for
me, it is the only option at present there may be
another one tomorrow. What is more, when I
presented my report this morning I thought I
drew attention to other possibilities.

Dr. Miller also said that third world countries
are modelling their development on America. I
would reply that many countries, both French-
and English-speaking, are not modelling them-
selves on the United States, and the same is true
of other countries like Tanzania, Guinea, Angola
and Mozambique. The two faces presented by
the western countries are therefore also apparent
in the countries of the third world.

Be that as it may, I thank him for drawing
attention to my point that the arguments
advanced by pacifists warranted close scrutiny
and study. I repeated this morning what I said
in my earlier 1982 report to the effect that I by
no means reject out of hand the arguments put
forward by pacifists and neutralists, and I have a
high regard for the leaders of these movements.
Their arguments should not be dismissed not
only for that reason but also because they have
the support of a large part of the population,
even though, in my country, the movements are
not so large as in other countries.

Replying to Mr. Milani the danger lies not in a
policy of preventive defence but in the risk of a
pre-emptive attack. What we are discussing is
preventive defence, not pre-emptive attack.
Many speakers developed similar arguments.

As I said just now, I agree with Mr. Freeson
that WEU should take the initiative regarding
negotiations with the Soviet Union.

Mr. Rodota found that the objectives stated in
the report were confused and unclear. I did
however set them out in my own language,
French, which is said to possess the virtue of
clarity. No doubt the fault is with me rather
than with the language which I used.

I repeat once again that I do not underrate
pacifism, but there is a question which I would
like to put to those who have, with some skill,
defended the pacifist and neutralist movements:
how many war veterans from any European
country are members of such movements? [
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would like to know whether these pacifist move-
ments include people who have themselves
experienced war. I should like to meet and
have a discussion with them.

Mr. Scheer, perhaps on behalf of international
socialism, did of course shoot me down in
flames. He developed a thesis entirely opposed
to that set out in my report, and, of course, I
cannot reply to him. It is simply a question of
yes or no. To him the answer is no, to me,
yes. Ido not think I can at this point enter into
a discussion with him, as this would mean going
over the report again point by point. I did not
think that the SPD professed a military doctrine
so contrary to that of the French socialists. 1
knew that there were differences, but I was not
aware that their positions were diametrically
opposed.

With his usual generosity, Mr. Dejardin had to
stand up for the pacifist movements, and it is his
conviction that they are necessary to safeguard
peace. He was unable to locate a reference to
the role of WEU, but my report does in fact
include several pages on that subject. Actually,
paragraph 2 of the recommendation is con-
cerned with the réle that WEU could play in this
context.

As for General Copel and his doctrine, the
events to which he has referred are fairly recent.
Perhaps others have occurred since my report
was written. I believe, however, that General
Copel’s approach set out in his book Vaincre la
guerre (the defeat of war) is something quite
new.

I agree with Mr. Pignion when he deplores the
accusation levelled against one member country
of WEU. I take the view that the object to be
pursued is accord within WEU. We should dis-
cuss together to arrive at a consensus, but the
best way of doing this is not, in my opinion, to
launch a brutal attack, even if justified, on the
policy of a country belonging to WEU.

I conclude by expressing my regret that it was
I who presented this report. It is not fitting that
the task should have fallen to me, and I would
have preferred it to be entrusted to a member of
the younger generation. I represent a gene-
ration which was sacrified. I was involved, it is
all over, and I have lost seven years of my
life. I repeat that I would have preferred that
somebody young - Mr. Scheer for example -
should present this report, and I would then
have had the pleasure of discussing it with him
and placing before him certain arguments which,
to my regret, I have learned by experience.

I now submit myself to the wisdom of the
Assembly. We shall consider the amendments
and see what happens. Whatever the result, I

110

have done my best as a man of good will and
one who is committed to peace and desires it
passionately.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you,
Mr. Lagorce, you have performed your task with
your customary conscientiousness, and I am
pleased to place on record my acknowledgement
of the fact.

I call the Chairman of the committee.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). ~ It
was not my intention to speak, my wish being
merely to refer to my introductory remarks in
the general debate. However, I would not wish
Mr. Lagorce’s speech to end on a note of
disappointment or sadness.

I therefore wish to stress that our experienced
and honest Rapporteur has skilfully summarised
the work of the committee with all the necessary
shades of meaning and has done so in a most
meticulous manner.

Mr. Lagorce’s purpose was not to state a
case. What he had to say reflected perfectly the
work of the committee and he devoted himself
wholly to his task. Consequently he should not
feel in any way put out even if a subject as diffi-
cult as that under discussion can create the
impression that he is defending an honest and
objective case before an assembly of pacifists
incapable of understanding him completely,
which he finds it difficult to address with com-
posure in order to win acceptance for his view.

The report explains to public opinion the
reasons for our course of action, but this is not
always an easy task, especially when some
people - though believe me, Mr. Lagorce, they
are few in number - do not wish to understand.

On careful re-examination of the preamble to
the draft recommendation, every member of this
Assembly will see that many of the objections
which have been raised are not justified. I wish
to stress this point.

If we do not vote today, Ladies and Gentle-
men, we shall be able to sleep on it and I would
then ask you to read the preamble carefully.
You will then find that your fears are
unfounded.

It is fortunate that we are able to discuss such
important, fundamental questions in a democra-
tic assembly like this where everybody can state
his opinion, for or against, with the same free-
dom. The right to express our views here is a
privilege we all enjoy, whichever side we are on.

But I ask you, please, to examine this issue
and this draft exclusively in relation to defence
and from the standpoint of WEU! We must
not link our attitudes to changing national
circumstances! If we allow ourselves to be
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influenced by the situations in our countries,
especially in the wake of elections which may
have left a particular mark or impression on us,
we shall never be able to conduct any discussion.

Our discussions must be calm and unfettered
by any of our national commitments. They
should be limited to considering the defence
issue from the standpoint of WEU. It will then
be possible to achieve clarity and recognise the
historical truths so well described by our Rap-
porteur, and we shall also be able to say whether
or not we are in agreement with the treaties
which have been signed. This is another point
which needs to be stressed very forcibly. It
would be too easy, in fact, to proclaim in this
place one’s agreement, one’s perfect agreement,
with NATO while at the same time uttering
statements which are totally contrary to the
treaties under which we are committed.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I ask you again, let us
reread Mr. Lagorce’s report in the knowledge
that it is the report of a straightforward, right-
thinking and courageous Rapporteur. I am
convinced that you will then accept the commit-
tee’s view and will vote in favour of the pre-
amble and operative text submitted to you this
evening. This is my deeply-held conviction,
and I thank you in anticipation.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Mr. Michel. I would also like on this occasion
to repeat my thanks to the committee of which
you are Chairman for the report which has been
presented.

We shall now move on to consider the
text, still with the intention of voting this even-
ing, failing which tomorrow’s orders of the day
are likely to be seriously upset.

Before a vote is taken on the draft recommen-
dation there are six amendments to be
considered.

We shall take these amendments in the order
in which they refer to the text of the draft recom-
mendation: Amendment 1 tabled by Mr. Free-
son, Amendment 2 tabled by Mr. Stoffelen,
Amendment 3 tabled by Mr. Stoffelen, Amend-
ment 4 tabled by Mr. Antretter, Amendment 5
tabled by Mr. Lagorce, Amendment 7 tabled by
Mr. Gianotti and Amendment 6 tabled by Mr.
Cavaliere.

Amendment 1 tabled by Mr. Freeson and
others reads as follows:

1. In paragraph (ii) of the preamble to the draft
recommendation, leave out:

“and that nuclear weapons are an essential
part of that deterrence ™.
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I call Mr. Freeson to speak in support of his
amendment.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - I move
the amendment. 1 shall speak briefly in its
support. I wish this part of paragraph (ii) to be
deleted, although not necessarily to pursue the
general arguments and discussion, and to try to
get one side in the argument accepted along the
lines we have been debating so far in the report.
To state that this is a matter of fact is open to
question, and we should not be prepared to let it
pass in the text as though, automatically,
it were the truth.

There are those of us who, whatever the
history of either side in this long conflict and
arms race, would say that nuclear weapons, far
from being essential to defensive security, are a
reductio ad absurdum of defensive or any other
type of war. We would argue that “ the nuclear
arms race has no military purpose ”. That is
quite apart from other considerations about
which on another occasion I should be prepared
to argue at length. “ Wars cannot be fought
with nuclear weapons. Their existence only
adds to our perils because of the illusions they
have generated. ”

I fully endorse these words. They are the
words of the late Lord Mountbatten, who was
neither a neutralist nor a pacifist. During the
second world war he was a gallant leading serv-
ing soldier for Britain and the allies. Not very
long ago, he was tragically assassinated by
terrorists.

I quote the words of another famous person -
a former American Ambassador to Moscow,
George Kennan, who said:

“To my mind, the nuclear bomb is the most
useless weapon ever invented. It can be
employed to no rational purpose. It is not
even an effective defence against itself. ”

The former Secretary of State for Defence,
Robert McNamara, said:

“ Nuclear weapons serve no military purpose
whatsoever. ”

A man whom I would not normally quote,
Enoch Powell, said:

“ It cannot make sense t0 acquire or maintain
a weapon which in no circumstances it would
be advantageous to use. ”

People of the most diverse and divergent
views on pacifism, neutralism, international
politics, policy and defence, including many in
WEU, must unite in a common endeavour to
save Europe and the rest of the world from the
perils engendered by our nuclear illusions about
nuclear deterrence. In the view of many of us
- a growing number of us - nuclear weapons are
not a defence. That is neither a pacifist nor a
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neutralist view. We can argue it on defence
grounds. Their use would be the ultimate
failure. That has major implications. The
first is that the abandonment of these devices, of
which George Kennan said “I doubt whether
they are weapons at all ”, together with the illu-
sions that they have generated, can in no way
weaken our defences. On the contrary, an effec-
tive defence policy and capability require us to
discard the mythology of the so-called nuclear
deterrent and so-called nuclear defence. In
purely pragmatic terms, just a small part of the
£20,000 million we are spending on Trident and
Tornado in the United Kingdom could buy a lot
of very effective defence weaponry.

With our nuclear stockpile many times greater
than that needed to cause a climactic catastrophe
that could even extinguish the human race, there
is nothing more urgent than to start the process
of nuclear disarmament now. Europe as a
whole is the obvious theatre for such an initia-
tive for life and such an initiative for effective
defence policies of which it cannot be argued
that the so-called nuclear deterrent is an essen-
tial part.

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

I call Mr. Cavaliere.

Mr. CAVALIERE (Italy) (Translation). - Mr.
President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I could also
agree with some of what the previous speaker
said and I could even agree that nuclear wea-
pons are not defensive weapons, but none of
this can obscure the facts for me. The fact is
that even though we want nuclear disarmament
and even though NATO has proposed the zero
option, nuclear armaments are being constantly
added to by the West’s potential enemy. Let us
not forget that during the Geneva talks the
Soviet Union went on deploying its missiles
against the West.

Failure to recognise that nuclear weapons are
an effective deterrent and therefore not a wea-
pon of defence but a deterrent weapon means
blinking the facts or looking like men of bad
faith and I do not think that any of us is a man
of bad faith. I say this in all sincerity. To go
down that road would mean disregarding every-
thing WEU has done since it was formed.
Deletion of the words: “ and that nuclear wea-
pons are an essential part of that deterrence ”
would therefore nullify everything the West has
done to achieve a level of deterrence and there-
fore of protection for peace. That is why I am
voting against this amendment.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - What is the
committee’s view ?
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Mr. LAGORCE (France) (Translation). — A
short time go Mr. Freeson welcomed some
points in the explanatory memorandum to my
report. He also said that, generally speaking,
the recommendation was below standard.

In reply I would say that, unlike the explana-
tory memorandum, this recommendation was
the subject of a very long debate in committee,
and many changes were made to the original
draft. Perhaps Mr. Freeson would have prefer-
red the original draft as I submitted it to the
committee ?

We arrived at a consensus which, like
all consensuses, naturally satisfied everybody
without exactly satisfying anybody - just like a
piece of legislation in fact. That is generally
true of draft recommendations.

Turning to the amendment itself, I cannot
accept it as it wholly destroys the meaning, the
essence and even the spirit of the report. The
report seeks to prove that the security of Europe
is founded mainly on the nuclear deterrent. If
that point is discarded, what is left? What
deterrent? Deterrence by conventional wea-
pons? Deterrence by promises and words?
I think not, and I repeat, I cannot accept this
amendment.

I could perhaps move a step towards Mr. Free-
son by saying that nuclear weapons constitute an
essential deterrent “in the present state of the
world”. This was not suggested in committee,
but can be considered now, since deterrence will
not exist in perpetuity. The text does not say
this in so many words, but it is implied. Be
that as it may, I ask the Assembly to reject
Mr. Freeson’s amendment; otherwise nothing
will be left of the report.

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

(4 vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

Amendment 1 is agreed to.

I call the Chairman of the General Affairs
Committee.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, I request the reference back to
committee.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). That
request is in order and the report will therefore
be withdrawn from the orders of the day and
referred back to the committee.

Ladies and Gentlemen, the circumstances
which have now arisen should bring to a conclu-
sion the business for this afternoon. Unfor-
tunately, we cannot continue our work as Sir
Dudley Smith, the Rapporteur for the next draft,
has been told by me that he could not speak
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before tomorrow morning. That is a pity, but
that was the decision we reached with his
agreement.

That being the case, before closing the sitting
I call Mr. Freeson on a point of order.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom).- 1 should
like to ask you to give us an explanation,
Mr. President. Those of us who are new to the
Assembly wish to know whether it is the case
that, when a democratic vote is taken on an
amendment to a recommendation, which is
unsatisfactory in the eyes of the people who put
it before the Assembly, without a vote, the
report in question is automatically referred back
to the committee at the request of the chairman
of that committee. What sort of farce is that?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Free-
son, I believe that the truth lies midway between
your position and mine. I have to take note of
the decision of the committee Chairman. It is,
however, quite correct that it would have been
better if this request had been made before the
discussion of the draft recommendation. We
were talking about the preamble and not about
the enacting terms of the recommendation, and
that was why I decided as I did. I do not know
if I was quite right in my decision, but, however
that may be, that is the explanation for it.

Your point is entirely valid, but I can do
nothing. The Chairman of the General Affairs
Committee is the sole judge of whether or not he
should provide an explanation for his request.
The Assembly can in any case give a ruling on
the request, and I am prepared to proceed to a
vote of the Assembly on the issue.

I call Mr. Freeson.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - Further
to that point of order, Mr. President. Will you
tell me the rule under which that procedure has
been allowed? Is there a rule that says that
when the chairman asks for the report to be
taken back to the committee, it automatically
goes back to the committee without any further
discussion? Is it a ruling?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Mr. Free-
son, I can answer your question subject to
confirmation.

The Rules of Procedure contain no specific
item dealing with this question. In these cir-
cumstances, as the rules cannot be cited and as
you can contest my decision - on the grounds to
which you have referred - I can ask the Assem-
bly to pronounce on the request from the Chair-
man of the General Affairs Committee in order
to establish, since the voting has begun, whether
the Assembly agrees that the report should be
referred back to the committee. I cannot find
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any other answer in the rules, as my inter-
pretation has been contested. 1 shall have to
ask the Assembly itself to decide.

I call the Chairman of the General Affairs
Committee.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation).
Mr. President we cannot vote hastily on
the interpretation of the Rules of Procedure.
Surely, if there is doubt on the subject the ques-
tion should be referred to the Committee on
Rules of Procedure and Privileges for decision.

This is, moreover, not the first time that a
committee chairman has asked for a report to be
referred back. 1 draw your attention to the fact
that Rule 29 (8) states that reference back to
committee may always be requested and shall be
obligatory if requested by the Chairman or
Rapporteur of the committee.

We cannot vote on this point, and if you,
Mr. President, were to order a vote on this issue,
I should leave the chamber and would take no
part in the voting.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Michel,
there must be some confusion here. I understood
just now that you were asking not for the amend-
ment but for the report to be referred back to the
committee. I should be grateful if you would
confirm that your request is for reference back of
the amendment.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation).
Mr. President, it is quite clear that I was asking
that all the amendments should be referred
back. When one amendment is such as to
emasculate a report, i.e. renders it ineffective
and practically pointless, it is obviously
necessary to ask that all the amendments be
referred back to committee. It is not possible to
refer back a single amendment. The amend-
ments will all have to be re-examined by the
committee. That is obvious.

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

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - On a point
of order, Mr. President. I understand that
when a committee brings a report to the Assem-
bly it becomes the property of the Assembly and
if the committee wishes to take the report back,
it must have the consent of the Assembly. There-
fore, the matter must be put to a vote to decide
whether the committee can have the report back
or whether we insist on keeping it for further
consideration.

The PRESIDENT (Translation).
Dr. Miller.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - On a point
of order, Mr. President. Surely the committee
cannot take back only the amendment. The
amendments are not the property of the

I call



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

THIRD SITTING

Dr. Miller (continued)

committee; they are the property of the Assem-
bly. Therefore, if the Chairman wishes to remit
anything back to the committee, he must remit
the whole report.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - 1 call
Mr. Milani.

Mr. MILANI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, I agree with the committee Chairman
that this amendment radically alters the sense of
the whole report. But the fact is that the
Assembly has approved the amendment. That
being so, the Rapporteur or the Chairman of the
committee can withdraw the report but must
consider it to be rejected, if the President’s inter-
pretation is correct. The recommendation can-
not be redrafted in committee after such a signi-
ficant amendment has been introduced. This
means therefore that the report no longer exists
and that the subject must be discussed afresh;
but the Assembly cannot avoid a precise
judgment which upsets the text.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Does any-
one else wish to speak?...

I do not want to be suspected of cutting short
this debate on procedure.

I call Mr. Reddemann.

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) (Translation). — The sitting should be
concluded as there is no longer the necessary
quorum. The Bureau of the Assembly should
meet before the next sitting and present pro-
posals to resolve the situation. The custom is
that a chairman can withdraw a report, parti-
cularly when an amendment is adopted only
because of a chance majority.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I cali
Mr. Rodota.

Mr. RODOTA (ltaly) (Translation). - Mr.
President, I should like to raise two questions.
The first relates to the Rules of Procedure
quoted by the Chairman of the committee.

This rule can be invoked before the first vote:

on an amendment. The amendment now no
longer exists because it has been incorporated in
the text. Before a vote is taken on the
amendment the chairman of the committee is
entitled to ask for time for the committee to
consider it but this request can no longer be
made on the basis of the rule in question.

After our vote, there is no longer an amend-
ment but a modified text.

On the second point, my view is that if we
agree to a procedure which blocks discussion of
the draft recommendation in the Assembly
- and the report cannot be returned to the
agenda during this session — we must take the
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view that the committee no longer considers that
the report can be submitted to the Assembly. It
will then be omitted or referred back to the
committee according to which decision the latter
takes.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — These are
points of order and I cannot refuse to give the
floor. As long as there are delegates wishing to
speak I shall allow them to do so.

We shall then consider this question in the
most objective manner possible, since, apart
from the political aspect, it involves a pro-
cedural issue and the possible creation of a
precedent.

I call Mr. Cifarelli.

Mr. CIFARELLI (ltaly) (Translation). -
According to the tradition of European assem-
blies, when the spirit of a report has been
changed by a vote, the chairman of the com-
mittee who is responsible for its decisions and
for the consensus arrived at and therefore for the
report presented, may ask that the report be
referred back to committee.

The reference back of a report to committee is
obligatory if it is requested by the chairman of
the committee and we have never voted on that
point. The decision, which is the responsibility
of the committee chairman, naturally affects the
discussion in committee. However, the report
will remain on the orders of the day for this
session as it can be discussed immediately in
committee.

I therefore support Mr. Michel’s request which
is in line with tradition.

The PRESIDENT (Translation).
Mr. Vogt.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Clearly, Mr. President, any
further decision of yours in the present situation
will be wrong, simply because, immediately after
you presented your ruling as inevitable, many
colleagues left the chamber. This gave rise to
the impression which Mr. Reddemann has
referred to.

I call

Mr. Reddemann, this has been one of the
sittings most competent to take decisions and
one of the best-informed debates since I have
been a member of this assembly. If the debate
has not been to your liking, touching, as it did,
on the most sacred principles of your concept of
deterrence ~ namely nuclear deterrence — and if
you are now attempting to upset the whole
agenda by some kind of ideological nuclear
fusion, that is your affair and a matter to be
judged against the criterion of whether or not
democracy prevails in this chamber. I can only
say, as I pointed out at the beginning: once the
President, by error or for whatever reason, had
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made the ruling in question and many colleagues
had left the chamber, the ensuing situation could
no longer be regarded as in accordance with the
Rules of Procedure. The only thing to be done
is to close the sitting.

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

Mr. DEJARDIN (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, this whole debate on procedure,
whatever the decision reached, will not alter the
political fact that the Assembly has legitimately
adopted an amendment which, in essence, dis-
misses the report. It is this point which is
important to us as politicians, whatever some
may think.

As far as procedure is concerned, since you
wish to talk about that, I find it curious that refe-
rence should be made to other European assem-
blies which are no concern of mine. I am a
delegate to WEU, nowhere else, and have been
for seven years. And now newcomers to the
Assembly are telling us how we should work!
Let them prove themselves before judging the
work of others.

But, Mr. President, it is in the nature of things
that as soon as a report is printed and published
it belongs to the public domain and is no longer
the property of the committee but of the
Assembly.

What is more, voting has started. Therefore,
in spite of my esteem and friendship for
Mr. Michel, I cannot understand how a com-
mittee chairman can take it upon himself to
decide to change the orders of the day of the
Assembly. That is simply unthinkable.

Mr. Michel has also referred to a Rule of Pro-
cedure concerning amendments. Like earlier
speakers, I would remind him that as soon as a
vote has been taken on an amendment it
becomes a text adopted by the Assembly.

Mr. Reddemann asks that the sitting should
be suspended and the debate deferred until
tomorrow. Mr. Reddemann, we know that you
are a wily bird but I want to avoid falling into a
trap. When you chair a committee of the
Assembly, are you prepared to interrupt the
voting because the majority of those present is
not as you would wish? In a democracy is it
permissible to interrupt a series of votes and
defer them to the next day because the majority
in the chamber is not to the chairman’s liking?
That would be a dangerous precedent.

You have been hoist with your own petard,
Mr. Reddemann. Five years ago you were one
of those who wanted the quorum to be based on
signatures in the attendance register and not on
numbers actually present during the sitting. It
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was pointed out at the time that you had left
your flank exposed inasmuch as many repre-
sentatives would sign the attendance register and
would then disappear into town. Now you
have been trapped in your own argument! Let
us have fair play as though in a game of football,
and accept that you have been out-manoeuvred!

Mr. President, I will end by referring to Mr.
Milani’s point which I mentioned originally.

The fact is that the Assembly has rejected the
report by a majority. When people talk to me
about taking advantage I reply in the terms
which I used in the Belgian Parliament when I
had been blocking a bill for two years: let those
who are in favour of nuclear weapons at least
make the effort to turn up and support their
rapporteur and their colleagues. If they stay
away, so much the worse for them.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - This prob-
lem of procedure concerns us all. From the
number of hands that are raised I see that many
members wish to speak. I would like to put a
number of facts to you so that we may examine
if it is not possible to find an acceptable
solution.

The situation is that voting had begun.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - It had
taken place.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - A vote had
been taken and the request by the Chairman of
the committee referred to paragraph 8 of Rule 29
of the Rules of Procedure under which a
committee chairman may request that amend-
ments be referred back. Before the vote he is
entitled as of right to have them referred back.

This was really why I thought that, consi-
dering the lateness of the hour, it was possibly
preferable to defer this matter until tomorrow or
to decide to examine it later in the session.

I have acted in accordance with my responsi-
bilities and I am prepared to state my reasons on
condition that you do not interrupt me.

The basic problem remains. This is an
important political issue in the sense that the
report of the General Affairs Committee has
been placed before the Assembly, a vote has
been taken on it and it cannot be withdrawn
from the Assembly voting procedure except as
presented in its present form.

There is a compromise solution. According
to the Rules of Procedure which I have just
been reading again, our sitting should end at
6.30 p.m. I cannot therefore even suggest that
the sitting should be suspended, as we should
then be unable to resume our work. The only
possibility which remains to me is to close the
sitting, and this is something I am always
entitled to do as President.
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The question I would like to put to the Assem-
bly - and I am willing to remain with you as
long as is necessary for discussion - is as follows:
in view of the lateness of the hour - I had hoped
to reach the vote by 7 p.m. or 7.15 p.m. at the
latest — do you not think that it would perhaps
be more sensible to close the sitting and to ask
the Chairman of the General Affairs Committee
to submit, when the sitting opens tomorrow
morning, a definite proposal regarding the action
his committee intends to take as a result of the
present debate? We shall then be able to
continue the debate according to whether or not
we agree with the Chairman of the committee.
We can only hope that the evening will bring a
little wisdom to our thoughts. However, Ladies
and Gentlemen, if you prefer, we can continue
our discussion.

As far as I am concerned the matter remains
on the orders of the day. I have not deleted it
in response to Mr. Michel’s request as the matter
does not concern a deletion from the orders of
the day but a reference back to committee of the
amendments.

The debate should therefore continue, perhaps
not tomorrow morning but at another time
during the session.

I call Mr. Cox.

Mr. COX (United Kingdom). - 1 have to say,
with respect, Mr. President, that you have just
been appointed President of the Assembly.
You are not new to politics. The status and
respect that you will enjoy as President of the
Assembly will be determined by your decisions
on such matters. Many of my colleagues would
suggest — to use an English phrase - that you are
trying to pull a fast one on the Assembly this
evening.

I do not want to go into great detail, but you
are confusing us when you talk about a vote. A
clear decision had been taken on my friend’s
amendment. Mr. Freeson’s amendment was
adopted. Had it been lost, we should not have
had the Chairman’s attempt to withdraw the
report.

The Chairman of the General Affairs Com-
mittee is not a new politician. He knows the
rules here. When a decision is taken against
him, he must not try to short-circuit further
discussions on the report. The time factor
to which you, Mr. President, referred is meaning-
less. There is a quorum here.

Mr. REDDEMANN (Federal Republic of
Germany). - There is not a quorum.

Mr. COX (United Kingdom). - It is for the
President to decide whether there is a quorum.
It is not, with respect, for a member to decide.
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I suggest that there is a quorum, Mr. Presi-
dent. The Clerk is sitting next to you. If there
were no quorum, he would have advised adjourn-
ing the sitting long ago. Let us not get side-
tracked by those issues.

I am genuinely trying to be helpful. It is up
to you, Mr. President, to let the Assembly take
the decision this evening. There is no reason to
postpone it for whatever reasons you may give.
The time and quorum factors do not come
into it. There are sufficient members here to
express a view. My friend, Mr. Freeson, has
shown clearly how he feels. It is up to you,
Mr. President, to give a fair, straightforward and
unbiased lead.

I am sure that this applies in your parliament
as it does in the British Parliament: we regard
the Speaker - and that is how we regard you - as
a person who takes no sides. You are supposed
to be completely independent. With respect, I
ask you to show that independence this evening.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I am doing
my best, Mr. Cox.

I call Mr. Ferrari Aggradi.

Mr. FERRARI AGGRADI (ltaly) (Trans-
lation). — Mr. President, 1 feel that we are losing
some of the calm and gravity which we should
maintain on all occasions. We are indeed in
danger of sliding into unpleasantness. You
were elected yesterday, Mr. President, and have
done everything possible to find a solution. I
am disturbed by a number of outbursts which
reveal the state of mind of some people deter-
mined to advance particular ideas. When the
President proposes that discussion be resumed
tomorrow morning and asks the Chairman of
the committee to put a proposal to the Assembly
which is free to take any decision it likes, I think
that his proposal should be accepted. It is a
straightforward proposal for a compromise solu-
tion. Let us remember that the President could
take an independent decision because where no
rule applies he has power to decide on the
Assembly’s business.

I should like to make another point. Seeing
that some members intend to reopen the
debate, I would remind the Assembly that we
were invited to a reception at 7 o’clock this
evening. Many members, who are accompanied
by their wives, have already gone to the
reception so that we voted without a quorum.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Ladies and
Gentlemen, kindly let the speaker finish. The
fact that this is an awkward matter is no reason
to turn the Assembly into a saloon bar. Please
continue, Mr. Ferrari Aggradi.

Mr. FERRARI AGGRADI (Italy) (Trans-
lation). - I am well aware that I cannot raise a
question of substance but I would ask you out of
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respect for our President, to take into account
the fact that we voted without the required
quorum because of the absence of many mem-
bers who have gone to the reception. I am not
discussing the merits of the problem, but this is a
matter of fact to which we shall have to return.

The President also said a short time ago that
the Chairman of the committee had requested
that this proposal be referred to the committee
and expressed the fear that this might constitute
a precedent. In my opinion the best solution
here would be for the committee to consider this
proposal and to report back tomorrow morning
to the Assembly which would take a final deci-
sion. This is my view and I think we should
proceed in that way out of respect for you, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I shall also
try to intervene at each point. You have had
your say but the chair, too, should be able to
suggest a solution so as to avoid too many inter-
ventions in this procedural debate.

I wish my intentions to be quite clear and to
reassure Mr. Cox that the chair will play pre-
cisely the réle appropriate to it.

Firstly, the chair considers that the Assembly
had completed the general debate and begun to
vote on the draft recommendation. Secondly,
it considers not only that voting had started but
that a vote had actually been taken and recorded
and that this constitutes an irrevocable fact,
whatever the result of the vote. Thirdly, the
Chairman of the committee has explained to us
that, in his view, the adoption of Amendment 1
has considerably altered the purport of his draft
recommendation. He made the statement
which you all heard. It was an objective state-
ment, and the committee Chairman then made a
suggestion concerning procedure which, in my
opinion, and I hope he will excuse my saying so,
was perhaps not the most appropriate as it is not
provided for in the Rules of Procedure.

I am convinced, Ladies and Gentlemen, that
you would have been quite willing at that point
for the committee Chairman to request that the
sitting be suspended to allow the General Affairs
Committee to meet immediately to consider
the newly created political situation. Such
a suspension of the sitting, even while voting
was in progress, might possibly have been
accepted by the Assembly, and I use the word
“possibly” and “by the Assembly” advisedly.

We now have an objective explanation of the
situation but the way in which it should be
resolved is not clear as a situation of this kind
has never arisen before and we are in the posi-
tion of having to take a completely unpre-
cedented decision. Bearing in mind what has
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transpired and the statements made by each of
you, I wonder whether we could not consider the
following alternatives.

On the one hand the voting could continue
although we are under no obligation to complete
the voting process now, and I repeat “We are
under no obligation”.

On the other hand if I close the sitting and
voting is not completed this evening it will auto-
matically begin again as soon as the sitting opens
tomorrow morning,.

Let us be quite clear. The two options are
that we continue until the voting on the whole of
the draft recommendation has been completed,
say by 8 p.m. or 9 p.m., or I close the sitting. I
am entitled to do this but I will exercise this
right only with your agreement. If voting is
interrupted, it will begin again automatically at
the beginning of tomorrow morning’s sitting.
Those are the two possibilities.

I therefore put the following question to you:
do you not think that it would be wiser, bearing
in mind the explanation which I have endeavou-
red to give of this complex situation, for the
Assembly to decide here and now by a
vote whether or not it wishes to go beyond the
normal timetable in order to conclude the debate
in progress? That is all.

I call Mr. Freeson.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). - On a
point of order, Mr. President. We have now
been going over this ground for at least half an
hour. Clearly, when the procedure to refer the
matter to the committee was queried, a ruling
should have been given immediately, or within a
few moments, to the effect that a mistake had
been made and that, under the Rules of Pro-
cedure, there could not be reference back at that
point of the proceedings.

If that ruling had been given approximately
half an hour ago, we should have continued -
having already taken one vote - with the other
amendments on the order paper and it is
probable that by now we should have completed
or nearly completed our business.

I put it to you, Mr. President, that there is no
need for you to debate the matter with us.
There is a rule that we proceed with the vote.
You have told us that you have the discretion as
President to seek the adjournment of the Assem-
bly when you think it right to do so. I am not
challenging that decision. It may be the case
that you can do that in the middle of the voting
procedure, although it would be unusual for such
an adjournment to be moved at that time - but
that is a matter for you to judge by the rules.

With respect, it is not for you to put that
matter to the rest of the Assembly to vote
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upon. Mr. President, you make a ruling. Do
we, under the rules, adjourn at your discretion or
do we continue? The issue of whether a chair-
man reports back tomorrow morning on an
assessment or proposal is beyond the procedures
of the Assembly.

We have voted on a matter. I maintain that,
despite what has been said by the Chairman and
one or two others, the amendment for which we
have voted is not a wrecking amendment. If it
had been a wrecking amendment, you, Mr. Pre-
sident, or the Table could have ruled it so, and it
would not have been on the order paper.

It was not a wrecking amendment and anyone
reading the text as it is now amended would
accept that, while there is certainly a change
there, that does not wreck the report, as has been
said by the Chairman of the committee and
certain other members. We should get it per-
fectly clear. The report is still before us. It is
the property of the Assembly. No motion to
refer it to the committee was put to the Assem-
bly before we started the debate and voting pro-
cedure. All these matters, therefore, should be
put aside as being out of order and we should
proceed with the vote or - and it is within your
discretion so to do - adjourn until tomorrow
morning. It is for you to decide.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr.
van den Bergh.

Mr. van den BERGH (Netherlands). - I do not
want to complicate the position but I understand
that we have already put forward debates on two
reports for this afternoon. If, as I understand,
we are to resume tomorrow morning before the
German Foreign Secretary addresses the Assem-
bly, we shall not finish that report either. I
would ask you to think about that, Mr. Presi-
dent. If the vote is postponed, the result may
be that we are in worse trouble tomorrow than
we are in today.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Dr.
Miller.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). - It is quite
possible that we shall be making a farce of this
Assembly. There is no reason why we should
not adjourn, but if we adjourn it means that the
report is dead and it must start again de
novo. It must be taken back to the committee
and then be brought before us once more. If we
adjourn, Mr. President, surely that is what you
will do. You cannot adjourn and then bring it
to the floor again tomorrow. You can only sus-
pend or adjourn the sitting and accept that the
amendment has been made and that the Chair-
man of the committee has withdrawn the full
report. If he has withdrawn the full report, he
cannot withdraw it until tomorrow. He can
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withdraw it until some other time when there is
a slot in our timetable into which it can again be
fitted.

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

Mr. PIGNION (France) (Translation). - Mr.
President, I am sorry but as Chairman of the
Committee on Defence Questions and Arma-
ments I support what Mr. van den Bergh has just
said.

The fact is that I gave an undertaking to Sir
Dudley Smith, who has had to leave for
England, that the report on the state of European
security which he is to present would be consi-
dered at the beginning of tomorrow morning’s
sitting.

We arranged for him to be here at 10 a.m., so I
hope that tomorrow morning we shall be able to
address ourselves to the problems of defence and
armaments.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
committee Chairman, Mr. Michel.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). - Mr.,
President, a few moments ago you gave us your
opinion on this question. I do not share your
view, but I am willing to help you pursue the
course you have outlined if it enables us to
resolve the deadlock.

It is the job of a committee chairman to safe-
guard the text of his committee’s reports to the
Assembly. This is very clear and it was for that
purpose that I intervened a short time ago.

When an amendment drastically alters a text
and changes its original meaning it is the duty of
the committee chairman to ask that it be refer-
red back so that the committee may, where
appropriate, revise its views and possibly adopt
the amendment and return the text with the
comment that a mistake was made at first
reading and that the committee wishes to recon-
sider the text, as partly amended by the Assem-
bly. I hold this to be the proper rdle of a
committee chairman.

Mr. President, Rule 41 of the Rules of Proce-
dure gives you the right to convene a committee
either during or between sessions. I wonder
whether you may not have to convene the Gene-
ral Affairs Committee tomorrow at 8.30 a.m. or
9 a.m. so that it can resolve this difficulty and
then at the start of the sitting, say at 10 a.m.,
present to the Assembly a text which might well
be the same as that just adopted. Whynot? I
do not wish to anticipate the committee’s deci-
sion, I am merely putting forward a suggestion
which might lead to a solution. That would be
in line with normal Assembly procedure.

I can see, Mr. President, that the convening of
a meeting puts you in a difficult situation.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). Mr.
Michel, Ladies and Gentlemen, the point has
now been reached where I must assume my pre-
sidential responsibilities. I would now ask you
to remain silent for a while to avoid any repeti-
tion of what has just been going on. Having
heard the views expressed on one side and the
other it is now up to me to take a decision and to
ask you to do so as well. I greatly regret that I
find myself with a problem the solution of which
is not helped by Mr. Michel’s explanatory
comments.

Voting had already begun and one vote on an
amendment had already been taken. Voting
was therefore actually in progress. All the
Rules of Procedure which can be quoted concern-
ing reference back to committee, the reconven-
ing of the committee and so on apply only to
cases where the report may still be under discus-
sion but certainly not when voting has started.
This is the problem now facing me and, as it is
my duty to uphold the Rules of Procedure, I
must insist on the absolute right of the Assembly
to continue with a vote which has been started
without any challenge concerning a quorum.
That is my position. The Assembly will there-
fore continue to debate this draft, to vote on the
other amendments and will take a final decision
on the text as a whole.

That is the way in which I interpret the Rules
of Procedure and I trust I have understood the
points made by a large number of speakers.

We now come to the political problem and
here, Ladies and Gentlemen, I must ask for your
understanding.

In the first place, I am at the start of my term
of office and I do not wish cither to complicate
the work of the Assembly or to create a prece-
dent which would ruin all our efforts at co-
operation. At the same time we are colleagues
and have been working together for years. We
know each other well. You now have before
you a committee Chairman and his Rapporteur
who quite suddenly have come up against a wor-
rying political problem. I am well aware that
you consider that to be irrelevant and that the
voting should continue notwithstanding. But
there has been a development: the committee
Chairman has asked for our help in trying to
resolve this political difficulty. We are there-
fore discussing not a procedural issue — nobody,
I believe, could argue with my interpretation of
the rules — but a political problem which has
arisen.

As I have already said, we could have suspen-
ded the sitting but to have deferred the vote
until first thing tomorrow morning would have
entailed many disadvantages, the most impor-
tant of which from my point of view is that the
day already has a very difficult and heavy
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programme. In these circumstances I ask that
everybody should display good will and determi-
nation to forge ahead.

I shall now suspend the sitting for a quarter of
an hour. I ask the General Affairs Committee
to meet during this time and to present their
views when the sitting is resumed. I give you
my assurance that at the end of this quarter of an
hour we shall proceed to vote on paragraph (ii7)
of the draft recommendation.

I ask you to make this gesture of good will
towards our colleagues in the General Affairs
Committee. The Rules of Procedure remain
intact.

The sitting is suspended.

(The sitting was suspended at 7.35 p.m. and
resumed at 8.05 p.m.)

The sitting is resumed.

I ask the members of the Assembly to accept
my apologies for having extended the suspension
to await the return of the committee to their
seats.

Before calling the Chairman of the General
Affairs Committee I draw your attention to the
specific items in the Rules of Procedure which
can guide us in reaching a solution.

I refer you to Rule 29 (8) and (9) of the Rules
of Procedure of the Assembly which read as
follows:

“ 8. The reference back of an amendment to
committee may always be requested and shall
be obligatory if requested by the chairman or
rapporteur of the committee.

9. The reference back of an amendment to
committee shall not necessarily interrupt the
debate. The Assembly may fix a time-limit
within which the committee shall report its
conclusions on the amendments which have
been referred to it. ”

On advice, T shall restrict myself to reading
out these two paragraphs of Rule 29 of the
Rules of Procedure. If you will consider the
matter with due objectivity but at the same time
make some allowance for the way in which the
problem has arisen, we shall be able, once more,
to summarise the situation fairly clearly.

An amendment was agreed to and must
remain so. Subsequently, the committee Chair-
man asked for reference back of one or more of
the other amendments. He was entitled to do
this under paragraph 8 which I have just read to
you. If he requests it, the amendment or
amendments on which no vote has been taken
are automatically referred back to committee.
That does not necessarily mean that the debate
is interrupted. The debate continues unless in
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accordance with the second sentence of para-
graph 9 the Assembly decides - and it is the
Assembly not the President which takes the deci-
sion - to fix a time-limit within which the
committee shall report its conclusions on the
amendments which have been referred to it.

How does the situation now appear ? If the
Chairman of the General Affairs Committee - to
whom I apologise, but I want the Assembly to
have the same explanation as I was given during
the break - asks for reference back of one or
more of the amendments which have not been
agreed to, they are referred back. Thereafter I
shall have to ask the Assembly, in accordance
with paragraph 9, whether it is prepared to agree
to a time-limit to enable the committee to report
its conclusions on the amendments which have
been referred to it.  If the Assembly agrees to do
so there is no problem. If it is not prepared to
do so we shall continue to discuss the text of the
draft recommendation as modified by the first
amendment, but without the other amendments,
and I shall then be obliged to put to the vote the
text lacking the amendments tabled by several
members.

This situation is not only liable to become
rather complicated from the procedural point of
view but also has a bearing on the right of every
member to table an amendment and have it put
to the vote. I personally consider that action
along these lines would be rather unwise, but it
is for the Assembly to decide.

I am further informed that precedents do
exist. In Western European Union, whenever a
committee chairman has invoked paragraph 8 of
Rule 29 to secure reference back of an amend-
ment the Assembly has granted the committee
additional time to enable it to present its conclu-
sions at a later sitting on the amendments refer-
red to it.

These precedents are a matter of practice and
not covered by the written rules.

I will conclude by pointing out that, depend-
ing on the question put to it by the Chairman
of the General Affairs Committee, the Assembly
is well aware of the consequences which will
flow from its decision.

Ladies and Gentlemen, in view of the impor-
tance of the issue and, I am sure you will agree,
of the difficult position I find myself in, and
further of my wish not to begin my presidency
with a procedural decision which would not be
wholly objective, may I, before calling the
committee Chairman, simply ask you whether
you consider that the explanations I have given
you are sufficient to enable us to proceed and
listen to what the Chairman of the General
Affairs Committee has to say. If anyone would
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like any further explanation please put up your
hand.

I see no raised hands. Thank you.

I call the Chairman of the committee.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). - Mr.
President, I would like to express my apprecia-
tion of the efforts which you are making to
resolve a problem which is perhaps much deeper
and more difficult than it seems. It cannot be
said that you are having an easy time on the first
day of your presidency. Never mind - it is the
fate of presidents of assemblies to try to solve
difficult problems. There aren’t any easy prob-
lems or at least they are usually not discussed.

The General Affairs Committee did meet but
there was unfortunately no quorum and was
therefore unable to reach a decision on a
compromise proposal which might have allowed
a solution to be reached this evening. I refer in
particular to a suggestion made by Mr. Lagorce,
the Rapporteur, and to the intermediate propo-
sal from another member of the Assembly. I
have no advice to offer since we were unable to
vote.

Unofficially, however, the committee did ask
Peter Hardy, one of the signatories to the
amendment, to give an explanation of vote on
this amendment. [ do not know if it will be
approved by the other signatories to the amend-
ment. That is another question. But the fact
remains that his statement may enable our
Assembly to continue its work bearing in mind
the forthcoming explanation and the possibility
of a vote later.

Following this unofficial discussion which
does not commit any member of the committee
you might now, Mr. President, call one of the
signatories to the amendment. Some commit-
tee members stated formally that they would not
be committed by a statement or expression of
opinion. As there was no quorum no commit-
tee member is bound by the proceedings.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you,
Mr. Michel. 1 shall take your advice, but would
first ask you whether this is the only statement
by the committee Chairman on the resumption
of the sitting. I ask in view of the rights con-
fined specifically to the committee Chairman
and the Rapporteur.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). - You
want rather more information than you are
asking from the committee Chairman...

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - You know
very well what I am trying to establish. I want
to know whether or not the debate is to continue
following your statement.
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Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). -
Following Mr. Hardy’s statement, it would be
normal for the debate to start...

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - That is
what I wanted to know.

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation).
...and the members of the Assembly will then say
whether they feel themselves able to continue
the debate or not. I have no right to say any
more because, I must stress, there was no valid
discussion in committee.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I rule that
there is a request for an explanation of vote on
the amendment adopted. We are now at the
stage of voting on paragraph (ii) of the draft
recommendation. Does anyone wish to give an
explanation of vote on the amendment which
has been adopted ?

I call Mr. Bianco.

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, I wish to point out that our debates are
governed by the Rules of Procedure. Rule 23
stipulates that unless the Assembly decides
otherwise, sittings shall be opened and closed at
specified times; no such decision has been
taken. I think that the President should open
and close sittings at the times specified in Rule
23 of the Rules of Procedure, that is 10 a.m. to
1 pm. and 3 p.m. to 6.30 p.m. This sitting
should already be closed. No decision has been
taken to the contrary. A decision can only be
taken by a vote of the Assembly; otherwise, the
President, as in all parliaments, should close the
sitting, as the Rules of Procedure lay down very
precise times.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I under-
stand your point very well, Mr. Bianco.

I thought that the Assembly was prepared to
continue working after 6.30 p.m. when I infor-
med delegates a short time ago of my wish
- which was shared by them - to finish, at least,
consideration of the draft recommendation on
Mr. Lagorce’s report, since, if I am not mistaken,
we thought it would then be possible to begin
consideration of Sir Dudley Smith’s report. I
regret that Rule 23 cannot be invoked in the
present instance.

I call Mr. Milani on a point of order.

Mr. MILANI (Italy) (Translation). — This
morning the Assembly was informed that
speeches explaining votes are made after the
actual texts have been adopted. I find therefore
that there has been a breach of the rules as
compared with what we were told this morning.
Mr. President, I appreciate the political impor-
tance of the leader of the Labour Group and I
also appreciate the political importance of the
attention attached by the Chairman of the Gene-
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ral Affairs Committee to the statement made by
the proposer of the amendment. I consider,
however, that this statement cannot change the
situation which has been created. There has
been a vote, there has been an amendment and
it is therefore not possible to alter the political
sense of the amendment so approved by making
further amendments. The only solution I can
see is that the Chairman of the committee and
the Rapporteur should ask the Assembly to
consider both the report and the document at
the next session. The President should if neces-
sary take an independent decision to that effect.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We are

getting there !

I call Mr. Rauti.

Mr. RAUTI (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Presi-
dent, in my view the point raised by Mr. Bianco
cannot be ignored. This Assembly works to a
strict timetable fixed in advance. All members
are usually present — in many cases they are here
for the first time — and they plan their engage-
ments on the basis of that timetable. If you do
not suspend the session at the prescribed time,
we shall find ourselves in the paradoxical situa-
tion that a minority of the Assembly - which
now becomes the majority because everyone has
relied on the timetable laid down in the rules -
can continue the work of the Assembly indefini-
tely and can approve anything it likes. I wish to
refer specifically to the rules and to your precise
responsibilities under those rules.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Before we
hear Mr. Hardy, I now call Mr. Spies von

- Bullesheim on a point of order.

First of all, however, I wish to reply to the
points which have been raised.

I understood that the Assembly had agreed to
continue working after 6.30 p.m. I take respon-
sibility for interpreting the will of the Assembly
in this way and declare that issue closed.

Turning now to whether or not it is possible to
have an explanation of vote after the vote on an
amendment when the Rules of Procedure pro-
vide for such an explanation after the vote on
the draft recommendation, you are right, Mr.
Milani, and I formally acknowledge your inter-
pretation of the rules. You are well aware I am
looking for a way out of this difficulty. If you
wish to adhere strictly to the letter of the Rules
of Procedure we shall be here till midnight!
But I am at your service. I am endeavouring to
find a solution and I appeal for good will provi-
ded always that we do not contravene the Rules
of Procedure. Please show a little understand-
ing for the efforts which several of us are
making !

If your request is for an explanation of vote,
Mr. Hardy, then, in view of the objection just
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made, I shall ask whether the Assembly accepts,
as it has sole authority to decide.

I call Mr. Spies von Biillesheim.

Mr. SPIES von BULLESHEIM (Federal
Republic of Germany) (Translation). - Mr. Presi-
dent, we all know that written rules of procedure
cannot cover every contingency. Rather, the
correct procedure is enshrined in parliamentary
practice. One such practice is that a motion for
closure of a debate can be put only by someone
who has not yet spoken in that debate. I have
not yet spoken in the procedural debate that has
now been going on for two hours. May I there-
fore do so now.

I would like to point out that, at the request of
the chairman - whether rightly or wrongly is not
important; I think it was wrong, but anyone can
make a mistake - you had in practice already
concluded this item of business, because you had
already said, as we have just been reminded, that
we in fact ought to go on to Sir Dudley Smith’s
report, but you had already told him that he
would not be required until tomorrow. This
shows that you had actually already closed the
debate on this item.

You then announced that you would be pre-
pared - rightly, as I see it — to allow a debate on
procedure. This procedural debate has now
been going on for two hours. I would refer to
Rule 23, which speaks of morning and afternoon
sittings. After all, there are lists on which we
register for sittings. Now we find ourselves in
what is in fact a night sitting - a possibility
which no one could have considered. May I
point out that after you mentioned Sir Dudley
Smith’s report many members left the chamber
thinking that no further business would be taken
today.

This being so, and given the situation in which
we now find ourselves, where we can study the
Rules of Procedure as long as we like and find
nothing to help us, I move that the President
- and his decision would be valid - exercise the
right given to him alone by Rule 11, which stipu-
lates that “ the duties of the President shall be: to
open, suspend and close sittings ™ and close the
sitting for this evening. To continue the sitting
would be wrong and unfair to those who left the
chamber when he concluded the item of busi-
ness. That is the first point.

The second point is that to continue the sitting
would also be unfair to all our other colleagues,
who could not have anticipated a night sitting on
this important question. 1 therefore beg to put
the motion - directed personally to the Presi-
dent - that he exercise his right under Rule 11.
Thank you very much.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Mr. Spies
von Bullesheim, I shall of course accept my
responsibilities.

Mr. Hardy wanted to speak but I have twice
had to deny him the floor because points of
order were raised which must take precedence.
I will therefore call Mr. Hardy, and will then
inform you of my decision, as we must finish
with this issue one way or another.

The fact remains - as you have had the kind-
ness to point out — that my first reaction in rela-
tion to the Rules of Procedure was to allow the
committee to report on the amendment. My
second proposal was to adjourn the sitting until
tomorrow morning, but this I was unable to do
because many points of order were raised and I
allowed everybody to express themselves freely.
I then suspended the sitting, as I am also enti-
tled to do, so that the committee could present a
solution.

Another speaker now wishes to be heard.
Under the Rules of Procedure he will be able to
do so after the explanation of vote by Mr.
Hardy, whom I now call.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom) (Translation).
- I can be very brief. I was brief in my
comments in the committee and I hope that
those comments were helpful to the commit-
tee. I hope that they will be helpful now.

My basic proposition was that in the furore it
may have been that the Chairman and Rappor-
teur of the committee were a little hasty in that
they may have misunderstood the nature and
effect of the amendment. I read out the para-
graph, as amended, which was:

“ Recalling that, as long as more progress has
not been made in disarmament, the security of
Western Europe will be ensured only by
deterrence; ™.

When my colleague, Reg Freeson, moved the
amendment and when we drafted it we clearly
left in the word “deterrence”. We merely
removed the reference in the rest of that para-
graph to the “essential part” of nuclear
weapons. We did that because paragraph (ii) as
it stood contradicted paragraph (vii). It is an
essential part of the committee’s attitude and, I
hope, of every sane politician in Western
Europe, be he left, right or centre, that we are
calling or hoping for a reduction in nuclear
weaponry.

If we leave in the word “ essential ”, we are
making it impossible for any intelligent states-
man in Western Europe to seek to reduce
nuclear weaponry. It would be foolish of the
Assembly to take that line.

The amended paragraph in the report main-
tains the word “deterrence”. 1 suggested in
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committee that, in the heat of the moment and
the excitement, people may have thought that
the word “ deterrence ” was being taken out. I
can assure the Assembly, as an explanation of
my vote, that the word “ deterrence ” remains.
My colleague, Reg Freeson, said that we ought
not to include nuclear weapons as an essential
part when we seek to talk about their removal by
negotiation.

I am not suggesting that the negotiations
would be easy, or that we would take an unrea-
listic view, but I am suggesting that we have
overlooked that the word “ deterrence” is
there. Asitis, and as a decision has been taken,
we should proceed with the rest of the report.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and
Gentlemen, the time has now arrived to organise
our work systematically.

The request which initiated this debate has
not been renewed. Mr. Michel informed me
that one of the members of the committee
wished to make a statement. I asked if other
proposals had been presented. I shall go by
what the committee Chairman has said and shall
state plainly and quite factually that the request
for reference back of amendments to committee
has not been repeated. I summarise the state-
ment by the committee Chairman which only he
and the Rapporteur are entitled to make.

We have also heard Mr. Hardy. We shall not
call that an explanation of vote but we shall say
that he wished to express a point of view in this
very wide-ranging debate and that he chose to
state his position on the interpretation of the
amendment which has been adopted.

I therefore consider that the voting on the
draft recommendation should go ahead and that
there are no grounds whatsoever for interrupting
1t.

The problem is to know when we are going to
complete our business. I ask you simply if you
accept my view that it would, for many reasons,
be extremely complicated to have this issue
added to the orders of the day for tomorrow
morning’s sitting before Sir Dudley Smith’s
report. If there are no objections, 1 believe
therefore that it is absolutely vital — and I am
very sorry to say this - to continue our present
sitting until this draft recommendation is adop-
ted. Of course, if any request is made for sus-
pension of the sitting, I shall ask the Assembly if
it is prepared to adjourn for an hour.

But if we wish to maintain respect for the
Assembly and to acknowledge that we have dis-
played a great deal of mutual tolerance, I think
that we should not upset the timetable for the
next few days but must finish our debate today.
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Ladies and Gentlemen, do you agree that we
should continue our sitting without interrupt-
ing our work ?

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). - I ask
for the floor.

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

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation). - Mr,
President, after a meeting of the committee from
which some members were absent, as 1 have
already mentioned, a number of committee
members argued the need for a compromise
solution. Mr. Hardy has made a gesture which
seems to me to constitute such a solution. But
to continue the present sitting and put the later
clauses to the vote would be to strain the good
will of the delegates who are trying to resolve the
difficulty.

I therefore ask that the sitting be suspended
and I suggest that we conclude our examination
of the draft tomorrow morning before the nor-
mal time, say at 9.30 a.m., to allow the day’s
business to proceed normally. If the efforts at
compromise in order to find a solution in fact
fail to produce one, I could of course revert to
procedural points concerning the later amend-
ments, but that is something I do not wish to
do. It would be a good idea to sleep on it so
that tomorrow we could all meet and suggest
some other final solutions. That is the purpose
of the efforts to find a compromise.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Ladies and
Gentlemen, take pity on us all, including the
staff who need a little rest.

I call Mr. Vogt.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, before the situa-
tion occasioned by your comment arose, it
would have seemed to me correct, in substance,
for us to continue in the normal way. How-
ever, thinking of our other colleagues who - as
Mr. Spies von Biillesheim rightly pointed out -
then left the chamber believing that the sitting
had ended, there can be no alternative but to
conclude that the sitting proper actually ended at
that time. No other procedure is possible.
That was in fact what I said two hours ago,
although I do not wish to sound self-righteous:
any decision taken from that point on could only
be wrong, because the Assembly was in fact no
longer sitting. I would therefore ask you to
proceed in accordance with Mr. Spies von
Biillesheim’s motion.

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

Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). - You, Mr. Pre-
sident, have to guard the agenda for every day of
the session. If we have a spillover from today,
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we shall have problems tomorrow and the day
after. We already have problems today. We
have debated procedural matters for two hours
because it is not clear how rules should be imple-
mented. I am sorry about that, but I should
like to finish the debate today.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Certainly,
Ladies and Gentlemen, business ought to have
been finished long ago, but when a member asks
to speak it is my duty to let him do so.

Mr. van den BERGH (Netherlands) (Transla-
tion). — It is you who take the decisions !

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Indeed, but
I cannot refuse the floor to those who wish to
speak.

I call Mr. Freeson.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). ~ Before
the suspension, Mr. President, you gave us a
ruling on how you would conduct the business.
Most of what has transpired since five minu-
tes to eight has been unnecessary. You could
have ruled - not had a debate with us or put
questions to us. You could have ruled and we
could have proceeded.

Having wasted three-quarters of an hour since
we came back and three-quarters of an hour
before the suspension on matters that you could
have resolved, let us, for heaven’s sake, get on
and finish the business.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and
Gentlemen, I must now call a halt to the points
of order. I take responsibility for doing so
whether you approve of my action or not.
Having shown good will in giving the floor to
everybody wishing to speak every time a solu-
tion appeared possible I consider that we have
now reached a wholly unreal situation as every
speaker is tending to say that we have been
wasting time whereas in reality we have only
been respecting the democratic rights of each
and every one of us - rights which I also
respect and will safeguard. It is you, Ladies and
Gentlemen, who initiated this debate with each
developing his own argument following the deci-
sion by the committee. The chair simply let
you have your say.

Whatever the views of one side or the other
- and I am giving my opinion whether you take
heed of it or not - a decision that we should start
tomorrow morning’s sitting at 10 o’clock with
the report of the General Affairs Committee
would simply paralyse our work for the day. I
therefore see no alternative but to have an even-
ing sitting.

On the other hand it is entirely possible, and
humanly desirable, to suspend the sitting for an
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hour, as we do in our national assemblies even
when a bill is under discussion. The vote is
then taken when the sitting is resumed.

I ask the Assembly to decide by sitting and
standing whether or not this debate should be
continued.

(4 vote was then taken by sitting and standing)

I take note that the Assembly is in favour of
suspending the sitting.

Anybody who wishes to do so can check the
results of the vote with the Clerk of the
Assembly.

Ladies and Gentlemen, let us meet again at
9.45 p.m. to allow you to take a little rest. I
hope you enjoy your meals.

The sitting is suspended.

(The sitting was suspended at 8.50 p.m. and
was resumed at 9.55 p.m.)

The sitting is resumed.

I call Mr. Bianco on a point of order.

Mr. BIANCO (ltaly) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, the first requirement, in my view, is to
define the precise nature of this sitting. 1 greatly
appreciate your open-handed treatment of
members and that is why I am speaking now.

My question is whether this sitting should not
be regarded as a new, evening sitting. At the
end of the debate you said that the sitting was
suspended; we are in fact holding a fresh sitting
as Rule 23 of our Rules of Procedure is quite
clear. In any case, your interpretation must be
“interpreted ” as opening a fresh sitting. I
maintain, therefore, that there must be a quo-
rum as this is a new sitting.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Mr. Bianco,
allow me to point out that I asked the
Assembly a short time ago whether we should
continue the debate in uninterrupted sitting or
whether the sitting should be suspended. This
is recorded in the minutes and I accordingly sus-
pended the sitting.

We shall now resume our work, and the
quorum which was valid prior to the suspension
continues to be so following it. This is the
Assembly’s decision on my personal proposal.
I suggested another solution some time pre-
viously but this was not taken up.

I call Sir Frederic Bennett.

Sir Frederic BENNETT (United Kingdom). -
At the beginning of your undoubtedly successful
career in the presidential chair, Mr. President, it
is unfortunate that this situation should have
arisen tonight and when I rise, as I do, on a
point of order it is formally with no considera-
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tion whatsoever of any political persuasion. 1
simply do not think that this day has done any-
thing to dignify the proceedings of this Assembly
on an important issue, and it is in that spirit,
and that spirit alone, that I rise to put a point of
order.

I wish to refer to Rule 32 on procedural
motions, which has not yet been invoked in this
Assembly today and which reads as follows -
and I am limiting myself to the precise words:

“ A representative or substitute shall have a
prior right to speak if he asks leave... to move
reference back to committee. ”

Down the page it states:

“The above matters shall take precedence
over the main question, the debate on which
shall be suspended while they are being
considered. ”

I understand from continuing to read Rule 32
that in a debate on what I have suggested, which
I hope will not be necessary, only certain persons
shall be heard. The first is the proposer - my-
self — who on this occasion does not intend to
address the Assembly because I have no political
consideration to put forward. This is not the
way for the Assembly to gain repute for itself.
There shall also be one speaker against the
motion, and the rapporteur or chairman of any
committee concerned, which I presume in this
case means the Chairman or Rapporteur sitting
on the commission bench. I plead, with no
political considerations in mind, that members
accept that this is simply not the way to conduct
these proceedings.

I move the motion under Rule 32, and I rely
on that rule. I am at the moment in no way
identified with attitudes to the report or to an
amendment one way or the other. If necessary,
my colleagues and I are prepared to talk practi-
cally indefinitely on any amendment that is
raised. 1 do not want to do that, because I do
not think that it helps WEU.

I therefore ask for the collaboration of all my
friends from all delegations.and political parties
in accepting what many of you have had to
accept in the past. I have been the rapporteur
of a report that has been referred back. It is
painful, but it is certainly better than the present
situation.

I now rely on Rule 32 and ask you, Mr. Presi-
dent, to take it into account and ask for an oppo-
nent speaker, if there is one, and for the Rappor-
teur or Chairman to speak. I ask, Mr. Presi-
dent, for you to rule that what I have suggested
should be voted on in the Assembly and settled
one way or another.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Blaauw.

Mr. BLAAUW (Netherlands). - 1 rise not to
speak against the Rule 32 procedure, but about
the threat by Sir Frederic Bennett of a filibuster.
He said that he and his colleagues were willing
to talk at great length on any amendment. I do
not agree with that. It is below-the-belt fighting
in a parliamentary assembly.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr.
Hardy to speak against the request for reference
back.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). - 1 rise to
respond to Sir Frederic’s proposition and to
speak against his motion. I sympathise with his
proposal. Some of us have been here since
6 o’clock this evening listening to one point of
order after another. The whole business could
have been dealt with in the way that I suggested
when I responded at the request of Mr.
Michel. When we suspended the sitting and
went into committee I pointed out the simple
solution and the simple source of the difficulty
into which we have plunged ourselves.

You ruled, Mr. President, after long considera-
tion and a great deal of explanation from the
chair, that we should complete our consideration
of this report this evening. That need not take
very long. There is much less between the
various members of the Assembly than all the
proliferation of points of order might seem to
have indicated.

We have to uphold you in your office, Mr.
President. I explained once, during a moment
of exasperation earlier, that I was not in favour
of all this interminable bureaucracy. I have
never heard of Rule 32. I have not gone into
the rules. We have heard an awful lot about
rules tonight. We have had them explained to
us in detail. We heard about Rule 29 (8), Rule
29 (9), and we now have Rule 32. We could
have completed discussion of this report at 6.30
at the latest if only the Assembly had conducted
itself sensibly and if we had not had this prolife-
ration of absurdity. I hope that we shall
support you, Mr. President - I am sorry if
members feel that I am being aggressive, which I
am. I have been in this Assembly for intermi-
nable hours. It is no good for people who have
not been here to get impatient. If anyone is to
be impatient, it is those of us who have sat here
for this interminable and outrageous period.

I support you, Mr. President, in insisting that
this Assembly finish its business tonight. We
can do it in next to no time.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies and
Gentlemen, Rule 32 invoked by Sir Frederic
Bennett stipulates that such a request shall take
precedence, with one speaker for and one
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speaker against the motion. Sir Frederic has
spoken for reference back. Mr. Hardy has spo-
ken against. In conformity with Rule 32 which
gives priority to such a motion, I shall now put
to the Assembly Sir Frederic Bennett’s motion
for reference back.

Rule 32 states that points of order also have
priority. Allow me to add a note of humour to
this involved debate: I am a christian democrat
and therefore know how to be charitable. Do
not make me regret the fact so much that I end
up taking dictatorial actions which I never
thought I would have to take on the very first
day of my presidency. I say this in a humorous
vein which T ask you to accept.

The second point I want to make seems to me
to be fundamental.

We have the right to debate as long as we like
because we are a democratic assembly, but I will
not allow the debate to be side-tracked, and on
this occasion I shall oppose it categorically. We
are currently considering a procedural motion.
If somebody wishes to speak it should only be
on procedure and its validity. If other issues
are raised I shall be obliged to require the
speaker to yield the floor.

I call Mr. Bianco.

Mr. BIANCO (ltaly) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, I should like to ask Sir Frederic Bennett
to explain clearly whether his proposal is for
reference back to the committee or for resump-
tion of the debate at this session. I think it
most important that this point be clarified. We
are in favour of deferring the debate on this
subject to the next session.

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

Mr. COX (United Kingdom). — Mr. President,
I shall tell you again: you are the President of
this Assembly. You have before you under
Rule 32 a proposition moved by Sir Frederic
Bennett. It is time that we decided whether we
are to vote on it. As a member of the Assem-
bly, I move formally that the vote be taken.

The PRESIDENT (Translation).
please.

All T ask is that the validity of the Rules of
Procedure should not be challenged. Sir Frede-
ric Bennett has invoked Rule 32, which I applied
by calling one speaker for and one speaker
against. Paragraph 4 of Rule 32 reads as
follows:

Order

“In addition, a representative or substitute
shall have a prior right to speak if he asks
leave to raise a point of order. A point of
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order must be confined to raising questions of
procedure for a ruling from the chair. ”

As far as the reactivation of WEU is concer-
ned I think we have made a good beginning
because we are keeping ourselves awake at this
late hour learning by heart the Rules of Proce-
dure of our Assembly and thinking especially
about the changes we might wish to make to
them in future.

Under Rule 32 (4), it is for me, not Sir Frede-
ric Bennett, to answer you. I must simply tell
you that this request for reference back under
paragraph 2 is tantamount to a previous ques-
tion calling for the immediate suspension of the
sitting or adjournment of the debate.

I shall reply first of all to Mr. Cox.

I am endeavouring, Mr. Cox, to act respon-
sibly as President of the Assembly. It is quite
possible that my replies are not pleasing to
everyone but I am not here to be agreeable. 1
am trying to do my duty and you will be able to
pass judgment on me later.

I must tell you quite simply that Rule 32,
which can be invoked by any member of this
Assembly, takes precedence and calls for an
immediate vote of the Assembly. If I were to
take up your suggestion I should contravene our
rules.

I call Mr. Beix on a point of order.

Mr. BEIX (France) (Translation). - Mr. Presi-
dent, on a subject as controversial and highly
important as the ideas of WEU member states
about defence it would be fitting for us to hear
what the Chairman and Rapporteur of the
committee have to say following Sir Frederic
Bennett’s motion.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I must
stress, Mr. Beix, that points of order raised in
accordance with Rule 32 (4) take priority. This
is why I called Mr. Bianco, Mr. Cox and your-
self. However, the same Rule 32, which pro-
vides for one speaker in favour and one speaker
against, also lays down that the rapporteur or
chairman of the committee should give his opi-
nion. I could only call the chairman or the
rapporteur after calling representatives who wish
to raise a point of order.

1 call Dr. Miller on a point of order.

Dr. MILLER (United Kingdom). — On a point
of order, Mr. President. May I make a helpful
suggestion? You have been kind enough to
extend to members the right to intervene on
points of order. May I suggest that it is up to
you to decide what is a point of order and what
is not. You should exert your authority as Pre-
sident by saying clearly to a member, almost the
moment that he opens his mouth: “That is not a
point of order. Sit down.”
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The PRESIDENT (Translation).- I entirely
share your concern, but for me points of order
have always been sacrosanct.

Mr. Miiller raised his hand at the same time as
you and I cannot refuse to give him the floor.
But, as I did a short time ago before the sitting
was suspended, I take it upon myself to state
that after he has spoken I shall call the Chairman
or the Rapporteur of the General Affairs Com-
mittee and shall accept no further points of
order.

I call Mr. Miiller.

Mr. MULLER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, may I ask you, in
full agreement with Dr. Miller - we are almost
namesakes, after all - please to give the floor to
the Chairman and Rapporteur, and let us then
vote without further debate.

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

Mr. MICHEL (Belgium) (Translation).
Mr. President, I shall be very brief. A motion
for reference back to the committee has been
made under a fundamental rule. You must
therefore put it to the vote.

In view of the present mood of the Assembly
it seems to me that it would be proper to refer
the text back to committee to find a formulation
acceptable to the Assembly.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you,
Mr. Michel.

All those who asked to speak under Rule 32
have now spoken.

I now ask the Assembly to vote on the motion
for reference back to committee.

(A vote was then taken by sitting and
standing)

The motion for reference back is agreed to.

The report is therefore referred back to
committee.

I will immediately notify the Bureau and, if
necessary, the Presidential Committee in order
to decide when this report shall be resubmitted
to the Assembly.

I call Mr. Hardy for an explanation of vote.

Mr. HARDY (United Kingdom). — On a point
of order, Mr. President. Explanation of vote -
it is all very well, but the majority, having
secured that decision, have put in no time this
evening while some of us have been here for
hours and hours listening to points of order.
The Conservative Group returned from their
enjoyable evening in time to abuse democracy.
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7. Date, time and orders of the day
of the next sitting

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I propose
that the Assembly hold its next public sitting
tomorrow morning, Wednesday, 20th June, at
9.30 a.m. with the following orders of the day:

1. State of European security (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee
on Defence Questions and Armaments,
Document 971).

. Thirty years of the modified Brussels
Treaty — reply to the twenty-ninth annual
report of the Council; Political implications
of European security in 1984 — reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council;
Reply to the twenty-ninth annual report of
the Council (Presentation of the reports of
the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, the General Affairs Com-
mittee and the Committee on Scientific,
Technological and Aerospace Questions,
Documents 973 and amendments, 979 and
975).

Twenty-ninth annual report of the Council
(Presentation by Mr. Genscher, Minister
for Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic
of Germany, Chairman-in-Office of the
Council, Document 969).

Thirty years of the modified Brussels
Treaty - reply to the twenty-ninth annual
report of the Council; Political implications
of European security in 1984 - reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council;
Reply to the twenty-ninth annual report of
the Council (Joint debate on the reports of
the Committee on Defence Questions
and Armaments, the General Affairs
Committee and the Committee on Scienti-
fic, Technological and Aerospace Questions
and votes on the draft recommendations,
Documents 973 and amendments, 979 and
975).

Are there any objections?...

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

I call Mr. Cox.

Mr. COX (United Kingdom). — 1 understand
the problems that you, Mr. President, have had
to face and I apologise if I have made things
awkward for you.

I hope that we have learnt from what has
happened tonight and I suggest that you and the
Clerk of the Assembly should, as a matter of
urgency, arrange a meeting of the Committee on
Rules of Procedure and Privileges to thrash out
as soon as possible ways of overcoming what has
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Mr. Cox (continued)
been an absolute farce in the past four hours. If
necessary, we shall have to draw up new rules.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I am very
conscious, Mr. Cox, of the force of what you say
after the difficulties we have just had. I entirely
share your view but I must tell you - and I think
it accords with the concern which you have been
expressing over these many hours - that before
referring the matter to the Committee on Rules
of Procedure and Privileges I will inform you of
my intentions and ideas on this subject.

I call Mr. Vogt.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, at the risk of
appearing somewhat obstinate, I must point out
that we have not in fact had a sitting this
evening. You interrupted or terminated the
sitting at some point in the course of the
evening, as Mr. Spies von Biillesheim pointed
out. The official report will show that the
sitting has long been concluded. Consequently,
all further proceedings are legally irrelevant and
did not take place. This means, inter alia, that
you did not refer the report back to the
committee. What you did here was in the nature
of a theatrical performance or dress rehearsal,
but it was not real. From the legal point of
view, I maintain, none of this actually took
place.

I would nevertheless ask you - if you see
matters differently - briefly to explain so that it
can be recorded in the minutes, what this refer-
ence back actually means in your view. It
would interest me to know, for example,
whether you consider Amendment 1 irrevocably
adopted or whether you think the committee is
entitled to overturn everything once again.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Like every
self-respecting parliamentarian, Mr. Vogt, you
are obstinate. However, that should not worry
you as far as I am concerned. I have also
endeavoured to be obstinate in my way through-
out the evening and I hope that everything will
be clear in the end, whatever our opinions.

As far as the question of validity is concerned
I would point out that the sitting was simply
resumed, as I explained just now, because
I asked the Assembly to vote on whether the
sitting should be suspended or the voting
continued.

In any case you are aware of my views which
I expressed a short time ago. The sitting was
suspended and we are now continuing this after-
noon’s sitting.

A number of speakers have raised points of
order, quoting the rule which provides that
sittings end at 6.30 p.m. I have told each
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speaker that I cannot accept this point because at
the beginning of the afternoon sitting I drew
attention to the fact that we would continue
until the adoption of the draft and that I hoped
we might even be able to begin to debate Sir
Dudley Smith’s report. I was actually able to
talk to Sir Dudley here during the sitting before
he was obliged to leave us.

It follows that the rule providing that sittings
end at 6.30 p.m. cannot be invoked.

The decision was taken openly and I have no
doubts as to its validity.

Turning now to the consequences of the adop-
tion of Sir Frederic Bennett’s motion for refer-
ence back to the committee, we have now heard
one speaker against, three points of order and
the explanations of the committee Chairman
and I must tell you that I cannot at present find
anything in this rule — I may be mistaken, but
you will forgive me if I do not yet know the
Rules of Procedure by heart - to show when and
how the report should be referred back to the
committee. I will make this my business, but I
must confirm again, Mr. Vogt, both to you and
to the Assembly, that paragraph (i) of the
preamble to the draft recommendation sub-
mitted to us has been amended by the successful
Amendment 1 and in this form constitutes an
integral part of the draft recommendation.

Those are the replies I wished to give you and
I hope they may finally clear up any possibility
of misunderstanding.

I call Mr. Freeson.

Mr. FREESON (United Kingdom). — 1 am
sorry to have to speak again. Like you,
Mr. President, I should prefer not to be here at
this time of night.

However, I understand that the report which
has been referred to the committee has already
been amended by the Assembly. There can be
no going back on that decision by the Assem-
bly. I hope that you will confirm my under-
standing.

I am a new member of the Assembly and I am
attending a session for the first time. I feel that
I must record my deep anxiety about what I can
describe only as a combination of political mani-
pulation and incompetence by the secretariat in
advising you on matters about which you
require to be advised.

I make it perfectly clear that I am appalled by
the standard of administration in the Assembly.
None of this was necessary. It would have
been perfectly possible at 6.30 p.m. or 6.40 p.m.
to rule, according to all the articles that have
been quoted since, had you, Mr. President, been
properly advised by the secretariat, that our pro-
ceedings could continue, subject to the power
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resting with the Assembly that has since been
applied.

We have gone on from 6.30 p.m. to about
10.30 p.m. because of a failure by the adminis-
tration, ending in a complete farce of a major
report. The Assembly and its administration
should be thoroughly ashamed of themselves.
One point is perfectly clear: a vote was taken,
and it stands on record. All the incompetence
and political manipulation that may have
occurred do not alter that decision.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Some of
the points which you have raised have been gone
into by previous speakers, including Mr. Cox,
and to these I have already replied. I see no
need to return to them.

As to the report, I have given the Assembly
my undertaking to see that it is resubmitted as
soon as possible and I said that I would use the
instruments available to me including in parti-
cular the Bureau.

Mr. Freeson, I acknowledge your determin-
ation in defending your position and your
toughness in debate. Allow me to say, however,
that I have been profoundly shocked by what
you said about the administration and our
officials. You are well aware as a member of
parliament that the President assumes full res-
ponsibility. If you have any complaints to
make, kindly make them to me. It is I who
bear the responsibility.

Bearing in mind the difficulties inherent in
this debate I wish to express to our officials my
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personal appreciation of their willing support
and of their efforts to assist a completely new
President who has been confronted with a heavy
task.

I regret that you spoke as you did, but,
knowing you, I am sure that you will be very
willing to join with me on this point. Please
show some consideration for the officials who
have worked unremittingly throughout this
strenuous debate on procedure.

I call Mr. Bianco.

Mr. BIANCO (Italy) (Translation). - Mr. Pre-
sident, I have asked for the floor to say that
I fully endorse your reply. I also think that the
member’s comments are unfair and that this
Assembly should express support for the admi-
nistration and the secretariat. Our officials are
counsellors who give us their best advice. The
political interpretation is a matter for the Presi-
dent. But over and above the impassioned
debate, I must also give you credit, Mr. Presi-
dent, for having tried to resolve the questions,
for having tried to find the best solutions and for
having allowed the Assembly maximum free-
dom of discussion and therefore the fullest
opportunity for a democratic debate.

The officials cannot reply and I think this
attack to be unfair. I wish our officials to know
that they have my full support.

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

Does

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 10.35 p.m.)



FOURTH SITTING

Wednesday, 20th June 1984

SUMMARY

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

3. State of European security (Presentation of and debate on
the report of the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, Doc. 971).

Speakers: The President, Sir Dudley Smith (Rapporteur),
Mr. Pignion (Chairman of the Committee), Mr. Vogt,
Mr. Aarts, Mr. Cavaliere, Mr. van den Bergh, Mr. Hill
(point of order).

4. Thirty years of the modified Brussels Treaty - reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council; Political impli-
cations of European security in 1984 - reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council; Reply to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council (Presentation of
the reports of the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, the General Affairs Committee and the

Committee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace
Questions, Docs. 973 and amendments, 979 and amend-
ments and 975).

Speakers: The President, Mr. De Decker (Rapporteur of
the Comnuttee on Defence Questions and Armaments),
Mr. Thoss (Rapporteur of the General Affairs Committee),
Mr. Spies von Bullesheim (Rapporteur of the Committee
on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions).

5. Twenty-ninth annual report of the Council (Presentation
by Mr. Genscher, Minister for Foreign Affawrs of the
Federal Republic of Germany, Chairman-in-Office of the
Council, Doc. 969).

Replies by Mr. Genscher to questions put by: Mr. Pignion,
Mr. Bianco, Mr. Dejardin, Mr. Baumel, Mr. van den
Bergh, Mr. Blaauw, Mr. Ferrari Aggradi, Mr. Vogt,
Mr. Gianotti, Mr. Milani, Mr. De Decker, Lord Reay.

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

The sitting was opened at 9.30 a.m. with Mr. Caro, President of the Assembly, in the Chair.

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

1. Adoption of the minutes

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

Are there any comments?...

The minutes are agreed to.

2. Attendance register

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The names
of the substitutes attending this sitting which
have been notified to the President will be
published with the list of representatives appen-
ded to the minutes of proceedings '.

1. See page 27.
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3. State of European security

(Presentation of and debate on the report of
the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments,
Doc. 971)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The orders
of the day now provide for the presentation of
and debate on the report of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments on the state
of European security, Document 971.

I call Sir Dudiey Smith, Rapporteur.

Sir Dudley SMITH (United Kingdom). — The
state of European security is nothing if not a
topical subject and the committee’s report has
aroused a good deal of interest in the member
countries of NATO and WEU.

That topicality has been underlined by the fact
that much interest has been shown by the news
media in the report of the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments. When one
considers that every day seems to bring some
new announcement about NATO and Western
European Union, one realises how interesting
and important the subject is.

At the weekend the headlines of a leading
British Sunday newspaper suggested that
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110,000 United States troops might be pulled
out of Europe during the next few years. A
week ago in this city the foreign ministers of the
seven WEU countries were talking — I believe
helpfully - about the future of WEU and how
the WEU concept could be reinvigorated. At
the beginning of this month, the Netherlands
Government announced their new decision on
INF deployment which, in effect, amounts to a
freeze.

There is now more speculation about NATO’s
future than there has been for many years.
Decisions now emerging and crystallising as a
result of the discussions are crucial to the
world’s safety. I hope that the document that
the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments is putting before the Assembly is
helpful and relevant and makes a significant
contribution to these debates.

The report is a sober, but not unopti-
mistic, analysis of the current scene and takes
due note of the efforts being made by the United
States and European countries in defence of
freedom - something that is all too often
underrated and forgotten by the public whom we
as parliamentarians in our various countries
seek to represent. Our theme and conclusion is
that collective defence should continue to be
organised by NATO, to which WEU is inextri-
cably linked, but that some adaptations are of
course needed.

When she addressed the Assembly yesterday,
Lady Young, who is a Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs in my country, said that we
should avoid anything that might weaken the
alliance - and, I am sure, so say all of us. I
strongly believe that the alliance must be con-
stantly strengthened. I suggest that the propo-
sals that we are putting before the Assembly
would make NATO stronger at the same time as
making it more flexible. The report and indivi-
duals in member countries recognise that further
Europeanisation of WEU and of NATO is neces-
sary. The report gives credence to the idea that
there should be more European recognition in
NATO?’s activities.

The report gives a fairly wide and careful
explanation of how NATO has grown up and
where it stands today, and I do not believe that
too many documents are available as sources of
that type of information. It is not always
clearly understood exactly where NATO stands.
As we point out in the report, many people are
left with the impression that, for example,
France is no longer connected with NATO.
That is not true. As we point out in para-
graph 1.3, France is very much involved, as I
am sure many of our French colleagues who are
here today and who may contribute to the
debate will make clear.
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I reiterate not so much for our members as for
people outside the fact that the key North Atlan-
tic Treaty phrase, which we outline in para-
graph 2.1, still holds good. Article 5 of the
North Atlantic Treaty states:

“the parties agree that an armed attack against
one or more of them in Europe or North Ame-
rica shall be considered an attack against them
all...”.

That is the key to the defence of a free society.

The committee went on to explain that not
just that point must be considered. Article 3
of the North Atlantic Treaty states that prepa-
rations for collective defence should be made
beforehand, and that is what NATO is all
about and what we are trying to improve.

The emphasis in this document and all the
way through the development of NATO has
been on defence, not on aggression. This
report constantly refers to defence and I hope
that this document - as, I believe, almost
always happens with such documents - will be
read and noted in Moscow. I hope that it will
be read and noted also by those who would
broadly call themselves ‘“the peace people”
who are alleging that the free countries of the
NATO area are those which are so often putting
themselves in the position where they might be
an aggressor or make the first strike. Nothing
could be further from the truth. NATO is a
defensive organisation, and everything that
is done to improve it is made from a defensive
posture. The posture is realistic and the smaller
countries play a significant part.

One of the features that should help this ana-
lysis is the fact that many smaller countries on
the periphery are playing a key réle in ensuring
that NATO functions sensibly and that a twenty-
four-hours-a-day, seven-days-a-week watch is
maintained. I am glad that there is better news
about those countries whose membership has
been a little in doubt, especially Spain.

Mr. Gonzalez, Prime Minister of Spain, has
confirmed that a referendum will be held in due
course on Spanish membership of NATO, but
the issue is expected to be discussed at the
Spanish Socialist Party congress in December.
Despite trade union opposition to membership,
the Spanish Government appears increasingly
ready to support membership, and I am sure
that many of us will be pleased about that,
because in the report we go into the whole
subject of Spain’s membership and Spain’s
activities, which came about as a result of the
committee’s visit to Spain.

NATO is a complex and sometimes puzzling
organisation to the layman because of the ramifi-
cations of its various committees, its set-up and
its various officers, but none the less it is a logi-



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

FOURTH SITTING

Sir Dudley Smith (continued)

cal framework. Our proposals on the structure
changes could greatly assist to make the
organisation more flexible and more relevant
while at the same time enhancing its prestige
and its ability to respond to any possible
challenge.

The position of the Military Committee, the
highest purely military authority in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation, must be clarified.
There is an ambiguity in some of its relation-
ships. There should be a proper balance of
responsibility and that, too, should be under-
lined. There is a strong case for appointing a
European chief-of-staff. The three major
NATO commanders should be placed on a more
equal footing under the Military Committee.

All these changes are probably logical, as can
be seen by anyone who wishes to study the pre-
sent situation and our proposals, which are an
effort to increase the standing of the alliance and
are in no way to be seen as any kind of anti-
Americanism. They are merely to make the
whole structure more relevant for all sides in the
western free countries. We deal in some detail
with logistics and I hope that representatives will
at least have a chance to go through the report
commissioned by the Defence Committee from
General Dijkstra, a man of considerable expe-
rience. General Dijkstra’s report is a damning
indictment of the state of standardisation and
harmonisation which somehow has not moved
much in the past twenty-five years. In view of
the potential threat and the area from which it
comes, where there is almost complete standar-
disation and harmonisation, such as can be
achieved in totalitarian countries far more effec-
tively that in free countries, one appreciates the
importance of improving standardisation and
harmonisation, the lack of which would certainly
handicap NATO countries in any conflict.

Our logistics situation is our Achilles heel in
the free western world, and our proposals should
be referred to NATO immediately for imple-
mentation. When I met the press on this report
I was asked: “Why do you say that SACEUR
should be the authority to do something about
this?” That is the operating point, but at the
end of the day it is the member governments in
the decisions of their cabinets, their prime
ministers and their parliamentary assemblies
who will have to say that more money will be
needed and that much of it should be spent
trying to achieve greater harmonisation.

We make a number of other proposals which I
hope will commend themselves to the Assembly
and which I hope will be read, marked and
learned by the NATO authorities. In getting
the facts together and presenting the report we
have had considerable help from people whom
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we approached in various countries. They were
kind and helpful and gave us some most useful
information, which we have been able to
incorporate in the report. Personally, I pay
tribute also to one of our leading officials of this
Assembly, Mr. Stuart Whyte, for his enormous
help in the preparation of the report. There are
few people in Europe who have a better under-
standing and knowledge of NATO than does
Mr. Whyte.

In our individual contexts, we can all testify to
what has happened in Europe in the course of
the last half century, and we can perceive for
ourselves exactly what the situation is and where
we might be going. [ was thinking about this
last night. I remember that my late father
exaggerated his age so as to be able to fight in
the first world war, that bloody conflagration
which at the end of the day gave little merit to
any of the countries involved. During the
second world war I was just too young to be
conscripted to fight in that war but those who
were around at that time, even if we did not
fight, remember it vividly. As we all know,
only recently there have been anniversary
celebrations.

Over the past forty years since then Europe
has been a far safer, better place than ever
before. There are now an understanding and a
belief that what has happened in the past could
never happen again. But I firmly believe that
peace, in a different context from fifty years ago,
has been maintained and stabilised by the
possession of the nuclear bomb, and, secondly
and joining with that, by the collective stead-
fastness of the NATO organisation, which has
been responsible for peace and for maintaining
peace. That steadfastness must be sustained.
Unless we show the political will as parliamen-
tarians, unless our governments are prepared to
make the necessary contributions, which are
inevitably necessary but which may not be all
that electorally popular, the status of the North
Atlantic Alliance will inevitably be undermined.
We shall neglect that at our peril.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I would
like to congratulate Sir Dudley on the quality of
his report, which members will no doubt react to
with great interest. .

The debate is open.

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

Mr. PIGNION (France) (Translation).
Mr. President, I will simply make a statement of
principle, since we are running a little behind
schedule.

Sir Dudley Smith expressed himself most
cogently and advanced solid arguments. The
quality of his verbal presentation matched that
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of this written report. I do not wish to draw
things out. All the essential points have been
covered by the Rapporteur, and we had long dis-
cussions in committee. I do not think members
need any further information. As Chairman of
the committee, I am ready to answer questions,
but I see no point in adding to the Rapporteur’s
excellent work.

May I nevertheless add my compliments to
those you have addressed to Sir Dudley Smith.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you,
Mr. Pignion. As President, I greatly appreciate
the example which the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments has given the Assem-
bly in the interests of making our proceedings as
concise and expeditious as possible.

I call Mr. Vogt.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, Ladies and
Gentlemen, I assume that the sitting yesterday
evening left members so exhausted that they are
unable to take the opportunity of speaking
now. The question that was raised yesterday
evening in a very dramatic sitting could be
raised again today. I mean the question of the
quorum. [ assume that, when this question
arose yesterday, we were, so to speak, more
quorate than we are now. I would ask the
President to consider this and to find out
whether we are here in sufficient numbers to
continue.

When I look at this report on the state of
European security what I miss above all else is
an analysis of the threat in the sense of an
enquiry into the possible reasons for a Soviet
attack. There are certainly constant references
to the Soviet Union’s weapons and its increased
arms build-up, but the report does not contain a
down-to-earth analysis as to why Western
Europe should go on adding to its arsenal, why
Western Europe should make further efforts in
the arms field within the framework of Western
European Union and why, with regard to inte-
gration in NATO, we should continue down the
same road as before. '

I feel it is time we asked what interest the
Soviet Union or the Warsaw Pact could possibly
have in attacking NATO’s European territory.
Perhaps we shall have an opportunity in this
debate of hearing some of the reasons. I can
think of two reasons for believing in a potential
Soviet attack. Firstly, there is the age-old idea,
which dates back to the time of the cold war and
even of the Russian revolution, that the Soviet
Union is determined to subject the whole world
to its will or to make it communist, if not by
persuasion, then by force of arms. I do not
think that even in the Kremlin anyone still

133

believes the system they represent is so attractive
- as a number of speakers said yesterday - that
other countries could possibly be impressed by it
in any way. I cannot imagine the Soviet Union
running the risk of taking over other countries
by military means only to face the kind of
difficulties they are already experiencing in
Central Europe, in Poland, Czechoslovakia and
SO on.

The second possible reason for a Soviet attack,
it is often claimed in the Federal Republic of
Germany, is the interest the Soviet Union or the
Warsaw Pact has in getting its hands on the
West’s technological achievements. I do not
believe the Soviet Union sees this as a motive
either. But as suppositions often have the same
effect as genuine facts, I should like to discuss
this point briefly. Let us assume that this
interest actually exists, and let me ask you what
you think the wisest course of action would be if
an unauthorised person attacked your car, as it
were, by trying to steal it. The car in this
metaphor stands for the West’s technological
achievements. I think you would try to defend
your car. You do this anyway, just by locking
the doors. The insurance companies say this
does not adequately protect your car against
theft, so you have to lock the steering wheel as
well. Nor is this, as you know, sufficient
protection against theft. There is said to be a
clever way of protecting your car against theft,
that is, against unauthorised use.

(Sir Frederic Bennett, Vice-President of the
Assembly, took the Chair)

Mr. President, I must say all this talking
around the chair is extremely irritating for the
speaker. Perhaps the member who has just
taken the chair can put a stop to it. All this
toing and froing is extremely annoying. But I
see that the member now in the chair is not
listening either. Precisely, there is absolutely no
communication at the moment. I shall not go
on until I have the feeling that communication
has been restored and that it also includes the
President.

I have tried to make it clear that this study
lacks any realistic analysis of the grounds for a
threat from the Soviet Union or the Warsaw
Pact. I will sum up what I have said so far. 1
began by briefly discussing the familiar ideolo-
gical argument that the Soviet Union wants to
turn us all into communists. The second
argument I mentioned was that the Soviet
Union might want to take over our technological
potential. In connection with this second argu-
ment I asked how the intelligent average citizen
would protect his own technological potential,
his car, for example. I concluded that the usual
methods of locking the doors and the steering
wheel were not enough. A more intelligent
method would be to fix the engine or electrical
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system so that a thief would find it extremely
difficult to use a car that had been left by its
owner. This would be an intelligent way to
protect the car against unauthorised persons.

There is, of course, another way. The car
could be linked to a device so that, as soon as
some unauthorised person touched the car, it
would explode. You have to take risks if you
want to protect your potential - so your
potential is sacrificed. The would-be thief is
blown up too - the wicked must be punished.
The immediate vicinity and bystanders will also
sustain injuries — an additional risk, imposed on
the environment.

This example is generally taken as a joke, a
completely unrealistic idea. But when I look at
our defence system, I tend to think of the second
type of driver, the one who thinks he is
protecting his car by linking it to a device,
rather than the first type, who uses an intelligent
method of protecting his car against abuse. The
point is this: if Western Europeans want to
defend themselves...

The PRESIDENT. - I am sorry, Mr. Vogt,
but I am under very firm instructions to apply to
everybody, irrespective of party or nationality,
the five-minutes rule. I took the chair late and
I therefore have allowed you to go on beyond
that, but I must ask you to draw your remarks to
a close. I shall adopt precisely the same
attitude to anyone else.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, yesterday I kept
scrupulously to the five minutes and then found
afterwards that other members were taking all
kinds of liberties, which I really applaud. The
President himself pointed out yesterday that it
was a parliamentarian’s privilege to say what he
really had to say.

I do not want to overrun my time. All I
want to say — and perhaps we shall have another
opportunity to discuss this in greater depth - is
that there are forms of defence that are not
necessarily military, known in English as
“civilian defence” and in German as “ social
defence ”. 1 feel that this too should at some
time be discussed in Western European Union.

But I should like very briefly to turn to
another point, raised by the speaker. He said...

The PRESIDENT. - I am sorry, but I must
ask for the support of the Assembly. I have
been asked, because we are running behind time,
to enforce the five-minutes rule. When a
British member or anyone else gets up I shall
apply the same rule. You have spoken for
seven minutes, Mr. Vogt. I am not interested
in your point of view or that of anyone else
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when I am in this chair, because I am completely
neutral. I must ask you to observe the same
rules as will be applied to everyone else while I
am in the chair. I ask for the support of the
Assembly to that effect. I now ask you to draw
your remarks to a close.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — I do not understand what the
President is proposing.

The PRESIDENT. - I now propose to call the
next speaker.

Mr. VOGT (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). - Mr. President, all I can say is
that some people in this Assembly are more
equal than others.

The PRESIDENT. If I may say so,
Mr. Vogt, you have been more equal than
others. I now propose to call the next speaker.

I call Mr. Aarts.

Mr. AARTS (Netherlands) (Translation). -
Mr. President, the report on European security is
an important and comprehensive document that
gives an excellent picture of the present state of
affairs and main problems in regard to European
security. 1 would like to congratulate the
Rapporteur on his work and compliment him on
the report.

What I want to talk about is the position of
the Netherlands in the alliance, particularly as
regards the whole INF problem. In para-
graph 4.9 of the report it says that the Nether-
lands Parliament is “due to vote on the
situation ” as regards preparations for deploy-
ment. The decision has meanwhile been taken,
as the Rapporteur said. What is the scope and
significance of the Netherlands Government’s
decision? To what extent is the Netherlands
continuing to meet its past commitments?
After this decision, is the Netherlands still a
faithful and trustworthy ally? Is the Netherlands
moving towards neutralism, as some members
have been suggesting in the last few days?

These are all important questions. I cannot
go into them all, but I would like to say
something briefly about the general position.
In 1979, when the NATO twofold decision was
taken, the Netherlands expressed a reservation
about the siting of cruise missiles on Nether-
lands territory. While accepting the NATO
decision, it stated that it was not in a position to
take a decision on deployment in the Nether-
lands. The decision would be taken at a later
stage.

I would like to stress this point once again.
The Netherlands did not, in 1979, commit itself
to deployment, but only to deciding on that issue
at a later stage. As Sir Dudley has already
informed you, the Netherlands Government’s
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decision was taken on Ist June and ratified by
the Netherlands Parliament on Wednesday of
last week. This is not a “ no ” decision against
deployment. On the contrary, the Netherlands
has withdrawn its reservation and declared its
readiness to accept the missiles on its territory.
Deployment will take place if an arms control
agreement is concluded. In that event, the
Netherlands will undertake its fair share.
Deployment will also take place if, by
Ist November 1985, the Soviet Union has
installed new SS-20s, in comparison with the
situation pertaining on 1st June last.

The Netherlands Government and Parliament
realise that, in that event, a temporary
imbalance will have been accepted, to wit a ratio
of one to two, i.e. roughly one cruise missile per
two SS-20 nuclear warheads. I stress the word
“ temporary ”, because after this freeze the levels
would have to be reduced through negotiations,
if possible to zero.

I realise that this decision is not the simple
“yes” that many people, including many of
yourselves, would have wished. But it is also
definitively not a “no ”. It is on the one hand
an expression of solidarity with and commit-
ment to the alliance and, on the other, a gesture
in the direction of arms control and arms
reduction.

In the course of the parliamentary debate the
Netherlands Prime Minister explained that, in
taking this decision, the cabinet had made the
greatest possible effort, while remaining faithful
to the alliance and to NATO, to try and bring
about a halt to the disastrous arms race.

Mr. President, there is no disputing the fact
that, despite all the good intentions and all the
efforts, the nuclear arms spiral has continued
steadily upwards in recent years. This upward
spiral must be stopped and then reversed. The
Netherlands decision is intended to contribute to
that process, but the Netherlands Government
and the majority of the Netherlands Parliament
also want to make it clear to the Soviet Union at
the same time that any further deployment of
SS-20 systems is unacceptable. We have to call
a halt to this situation. Hence the Dutch
stipulation that it will deploy forty-eight missiles
if there is no arms control agreement, or
if the number of SS8-20s is increased - by
Ist November.

The present period is so important because,
according to the NATO schedule, the whole
deployment programme is to be completed by
1988. In the interim period this decision may
have had its effect.

There are many people in the Netherlands,
inside and outside parliament, who would have
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preferred the decision to be a clear and simple
“no ” and to see the Netherlands, if necessary by
leaving NATO, striking a blow against the arms
race. There were demonstrations and protests
to that effect. The Netherlands Government
and the majority in parliament firmly chose
another path. Despite the fact that in 1979 the
Netherlands had not committed itself to deploy-
ment, the government has now decided that
deployment will go ahead, in the event of an
agreement, or if there is further deployment of
SS-20s by the Soviet Union. We in the
Netherlands are conscious of the great impor-
tance of the alliance and its indispensability both
for the protection of democratic values in
Europe and for disarmament. In disarmament,
too, the alliance has an important réle to play.

Mr. President, I see from your demeanour that
I have little time left, though I am surprised that
a few minutes were not available for such an
important matter.

Let me conclude my argument. Whatever
differences of opinion regarding the Netherlands
decision may exist within the alliance, and
whatever doubts there may be about the
viability of the course of action decided upon,
there can be no possible difference of opinion
about the intention and aims behind the
decision itself. 1 stress that they are not
neutralist, but directed towards the long-term
security of Europe in the framework of NATO,
an alliance which takes the foremost place in the
defence policy of the Netherlands Government
and forms the cornerstone of Dutch security.

The PRESIDENT. - I am sorry but the
Assembly accepted a five-minute rule, as I
pointed out to the previous speaker. I am
bound by the President’s decision, with the
consent of the Assembly, that speeches should
finish after five minutes. You, Mr. Aarts, like
the previous speaker, have gone over that
time. I ask you to make what you were going to
say public in some other way. Everyone,
including myself, thinks that his speech is more
important than anyone else’s. 1 must ask you
to draw your remarks to a conclusion, or I shall
have no alternative but to call the next speaker.

Mr. AARTS (Netherlands). - 1 want to finish
my speech by saying that paragraph 2 of the
draft recommendation is very good. I will
quote...

The PRESIDENT.
Mr. Cavaliere.

Mr. CAVALIERE (ltaly) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the
number of events occurring outside the NATO
area but with a direct bearing on European
security is steadily increasing. As a result some
member states of the alliance are having to
intervene in the areas concerned so as to

No. I now call
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safeguard their own security and that of all the
other allies. Europe should therefore improve
its organisation and efficiency in order to make a
bigger contribution to the defence and security
of its frontiers. All the current initiatives to
reinforce the European pillar of western defence
and to revitalise WEU should be supported and
encouraged.

This objective of increasing the European
contribution within the Atlantic Alliance should
not be taken to imply disagreement with or
distrust of the United States of the kind which is
unfortunately encountered from time to time,
and I therefore particularly welcome the second
paragraph of the preamble to the draft
recommendation. As proposed in the recom-
mendation, all the necessary means must be
created to implement and act upon the sugges-
tions made by General Dijkstra in his logistical
study. Attention also needs to be given - and
this seems to me to be a point which
has been somewhat neglected in the report - to
the situation on NATO’s southern flank. While
the centre was once the main source of concern,
it is now the southern flank which is causing us
doubts.

While we are aware of the size of the Soviet
fleet and Soviet nuclear submarines in
particular - in the Mediterranean, and while we
realise the risks arising from Libya’s policy and
from Malta’s ambiguous attitude, which can
only be harmful to our interests, we also know
full well that in both Spain and Greece there is a
great deal of reserve concerning the Atlantic
Alliance. I therefore regard it as a matter of
prime importance that at least the current
differences between Greece and Turkey should
be resolved. We must also hope that Spain will
become a fully committed member of NATO,
and here I would like to refer briefly to the
position adopted by France. It would be very
reassuring for all concerned if France were to
reconsider its 1966 decision and once more
become part of the military structure of the
Atlantic Alliance.

May I conclude, Mr. President, by expressing
my appreciation of Sir Dudley Smith’s brilliant
report and make an earnest appeal that Europe
should play the réle expected of it by its non-
European allies, who represent a vital element in
our security. [ trust that this Assembly will be
so revitalised as to enable it to play to the full
the role which we shall be discussing in greater
depth on another occasion.

The PRESIDENT. - Thank you very much,
Mr. Cavaliere, for staying precisely within the
limit fixed by the Assembly.

I call Mr. van den Bergh.
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Mr. van den BERGH (Netherlands) (Transla-
tion). — Mr. President, in the Committee on
Defence Questions and Armaments, in which we
discussed Sir Dudley Smith’s report at length, I
supported the recommendation. I have there-
fore little to add, because its recommendations
seem to me correct.

My subject is the situation of European
security, and it is my view that the situation
ought to give us cause for concern, for a number
of reasons. Not that the legions of the Warsaw
Pact can be expected to march into the NATO
countries any day now. That is not the
situation. What I mean is that there is cause for
concern about general East-West political rela-
tions at the present time, and I shall concentrate
on that.

Looking at the situation in Europe, one sees
that East-West political relations - where in my
view the European countries have an exception-
ally important, if not decisive réle to play ~ are
currently dominated by the superpowers. One
of the important, if not most important,
recommendations that Western European Union
or the democratic European countries in general
could make is that, for many reasons, an
improvement in relations between the Soviet
Union and the United States is urgently
required. I consider it of paramount impor-
tance for an organisation like ours - and for our
national governments and parliaments - to
ensure that the situation of near cold war, or at
any event of unusually cool relations between
the Soviet Union and the United States,
improves in a number of areas in the coming
years, at least partly thanks to the efforts of our
countries.

Why? The present situation of ideological
and political confrontation and a cooling climate
of economic co-operation, cannot be allowed to
exist indefinitely. A failure to progress in the
political and related areas of East-West relations
may lead to a hardening of military relations.
In any event, it also means that there will be less
chance, in the years to come, of achieving arms
control and checking the arms race. I am
firmly convinced that it is a primary task of our
countries to intervene in relations between the
superpowers.

One or two final comments, because I see that
our time is very limited. We must endeavour
to ensure that results are reached quickly in
Stockholm - modest though they may be - in
regard to arms controland the improvement of
East-West relations. 1 believe that it is of the
first importance to the European countries that
the negotiations on medium-range nuclear mis-
siles in Geneva are quickly resumed and that,
shortly after the elections in the United States,
or sooner if possible although that is
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rather unlikely - results are achieved with regard
to strategic weapons.

Mr. President, I do not say we should be
pessimistic about European security. We are
not in a situation of serious alarm, in which we
are facing new conflicts. The situation is
worrying only because if we European countries
allow East-West relations in the political field, in
regard to arms reductions, and in the field of
economic co-operation, to remain as bad as they
now are, the situation may deteriorate in the
future. I therefore believe the European coun-
tries have a major task to perform.

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Ladies and
Gentlemen, may I remind you that yesterday we
decided to change items at 10.30 a.m. That
time has now arrived. Persons whose turn to
speak in the debate on Sir Dudley Smith’s
report has not yet been reached will have the
floor this afternoon. I beg their indulgence.

We now move, therefore, to the next item.
I call Mr. Hill

Mr. HILL (United Kingdom) . — On a point of
order, Mr. President. My point of order has
nothing to do with your ruling on speakers.
The press has called this a moribund Assem-
bly. We are not being reactivated. Members
standing just outside the chamber doing impor-
tant parliamentary work, lobbying or organising
the day, have no means of ascertaining whether
they are about to be called, the subject of the
debate, for how long the debate will continue, or
the President’s decision about speaking times.
Members have no identification with the Assem-
bly and have far less than they do in Strasbourg,.
I believe that you, Mr. President, should look
into this matter in the Bureau as soon as
possible.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Thank you,
Mr. Hill. Like you, I realised this morning, at
the beginning of the sitting, that there was a
problem,

Five minutes after opening the sitting I gave
instructions for all national delegations to be
informed immediately of the names of their
members who would be called upon to speak in
the debate. This communication was made at
about 9.40 a.m. Perhaps certain messages did
not get through, but I shall try to make the
procedure for calling speakers as efficient as
possible, as far as it is within the power of the
chair to do so.

The debate on this item will be resumed at the
next sitting.
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4. Thirty years of the modified Brussels Treaty -
reply to the twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

Political implications of European security
in 1984 - reply to the twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

Reply to the twenty-ninth annual report
of the Council

(Presentation of the reports of the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments, the General Affairs Committee
and the Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions, Docs. 973 and amendments,
979 and amendments and 975)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - The next
order of the day is the presentation of the reports
of the Committee on Defence Questions and
Armaments, the General Affairs Committee and
the Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions on thirty years of the
modified Brussels Treaty - reply to the twenty-
ninth annual report of the Council, political
implications of European security in 1984 -
reply to the twenty-ninth annual report of the
Council, and reply to the twenty-ninth annual
report of the Council, Documents 973 and
amendments, 979 and amendments and 975.

I remind you that the three replies to the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council will
be the subject of a joint debate.

We shall first hear the Rapporteurs.
I call Mr. De Decker.

Mr. DE DECKER (Belgium) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Council Representatives, Ladies
and Gentlemen, it gave me great pleasure when
the Committeece on Defence Questions and
Armaments instructed me to draw up a report,
on the occasion of WEU’s thirtieth anniversary,
on the past achievements and future of our
organisation, because, ever since my days as a
student of international law, I have been
convinced of the fundamental importance of the
existence of Western European Union.

It was perhaps in memory of that time that, in
drawing up the report, I was concerned that it
should be addressed not only to the members of
this Assembly but also to the general public, to
the universities, and to the ministries and
chancelleries of countries which are not
members of our union but which would, on the
occasion of its thirtieth anniversary, like to find
out more about it.

It was particularly interesting for me to draw
up this report at a time when, following conside-
ration of the delicate issue of the deployment of
the alliance’s strategic Euromissiles in response
to the deployment of the Soviet SS-20s, the
defence of Europe had once again become of
crucial concern not only to the general public
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but also to the governments of our member
states.

There is no denying the fact that the
Euromissile issue has provoked a new aware-
ness, or that the Soviet Union’s attempt to
achieve regional supremacy in Europe has
helped to bring this about.

During the period when this report was being
drawn up, a new interest in Western European
Union emerged in various member states. First
of all, the French Government issued a memo-
randum expressing France’s wish to see WEU
revitalised. A few months later the Belgian
Minister for External Relations sent his collea-
gues a memorandum supporting Mr. Cheysson’s
initiative, which developed and clarified certain
aspects of the issue.

In the course of my visits to the foreign
ministers of the various member states, I noted
the change that had taken place, between
February and May of this year, in the attitudes
of several of our governments and the emer-
gence of a collective will to see WEU once again
play a fundamental réle in European defence
and the political integration of our countries.

It was as if our governments, in response to
the difficulties facing the European Communi-
ties and more conscious than ever of the threats
to the security of our states, had once again
come to see Western European Union as the
instrument that would enable us to improve the
security of our continent while maintaining
perfect co-ordination with the Atlantic Alliance,
which is the key to the security of our part of the
world, and also advancing the political integra-
tion of Europe.

Western European Union is celebrating this
year the thirtieth anniversary of its existence in
its present form.

It was in 1954, after the failure of the
European Defence Community, that the London
conference looked for means of involving the
Federal Republic of Germany in the joint
defence of Europe and decided to invite
Germany and Italy to accede to the Brussels
Treaty, which provided for mutual and collec-
tive defence and was signed in 1948 in reaction
to the Soviet threat manifested in the Prague
coup.

The modified Brussels Treaty, which set up
WEU, has helped considerably in keeping our
part of the world at peace since 1945. It was
that treaty which put an end to European wars
and turned the enemies of yesterday into the
allies of today. It is the same treaty which
stipulates, in its Article V, that “ If any of the
high contracting parties should be the object of
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an armed attack in Europe, the other high
contracting parties will, in accordance with the
provisions of Article 51 of the Charter of the
United Nations, afford the party so attacked all
the military and other aid and assistance in their
power.”

This Article V imposes a greater commitment
than does Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty
and has therefore been something which any
potential enemy of Europe has had to reckon
with for thirty years and must still reckon with
today.

Apart from this vital step forward, WEU
served basically to overcome the failure of the
EDC and to involve Germany in the defence of
our continent, while at the same time preventing
it - to this day - from manufacturing certain
armaments. It also served to provide a forum
in which the British, who had not yet joined the
European Economic Community, could meet
with the six Common Market countries.

Nor should we forget that WEU was at the
origin of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation.
Following the signing of the treaty in 1948, the
Brussels Treaty Organisation, as WEU was then
called, established a defence organisation of its
own, the Western Union Defence Organisation,
WUDQO, in order to pursue a policy of mutual
assistance.

For this purpose the Council set up, in
April 1948, a Western Union Defence Commit-
tee consisting of the defence ministers of the
governments concerned. It was under the
auspices of this committee that a permanent
organisation was set up in September 1948 to
work out the joint defence policy which was to
be applied by the general staff of each country.

Shortly afterwards, in October 1948, a Com-
mittee of Finance Ministers was formed to
consider the financial and economic aspects of
problems arising from the organisation of joint
defence.

During the first year of its existence the five-
power defence organisation studied a plan for
their common defence, including an integrated
air defence plan. It made suggestions for the
production of arms and equipment which
involved large-scale application of the principle
of mutual aid. It established, in fact, the
nucleus of a joint command organisation, agreed
upon measures for training and organised a
number of combined exercises. In a document
dated 10th July 1956 the WEU Council of
Ministers was moreover to recognise that the
spade-work done by the five powers had made it
possible not only to shape the character of the
organisation set up by the North Atlantic Treaty
but also to create the atmosphere which had
made conclusion of the treaty possible.
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What the Western Union Defence Organi-
sation had in fact created was the nucleus of the
integrated military structure of the future
NATO, with a military committee consisting of
representatives of chiefs of defence staff of
member countries, with Field-Marshal Montgo-
mery as permanent chairman, designated senior
commander in the event of war, with a head-
quarters at Fontainebleau and a jointly financed
military infrastructure programme.

On 20th December 1950, the Brussels Treaty
Organisation decided to transfer its powers in
defence matters to NATO, which had been
established on 4th April 1949, while specifying
that this in no way affected the mutual commit-
ments entered into by the powers that had
signed the Brussels Treaty and reserving the
right of the defence ministers and chiefs-of-staff
of the member countries of Western Union to
“meet as they please to consider matters of
mutual concern ”.

Since that time the Atlantic Alliance has - as
we know - successfully guaranteed our security.
Since the iron curtain is only a few hundred
kilometres from the Atlantic Ocean, Europe does
not have the geographical depth required for it
to ensure its own security. Our American
allies, who twice came to fight at our sides,
liberated us from fascism and maintain on our
continent an army of more than 300,000 men,
and guarantee rapid reinforcement in the event
of conflict, are and remain indispensable for our
security. They are even more indispensable
when it comes to nuclear deterrence, because
only the United States has a second-strike
capability sufficiently credible in the face of the
impressive Soviet panoply of nuclear weapons.

Nevertheless, world history teaches us that
whenever one people has relied on another for
its defence, it has ended up by disappearing. It
is therefore necessary for Europe to shake off its
torpor and assume responsibility for the essen-
tial part of its own security.

A community of more than 270 million
people and the foremost commercial power in
the world, Europe, whose gross domestic
product is higher than that of the United States,
is also - and Europeans should remember this -
the place where democracy was born and still
survives. Europe is therefore a treasure in its
own right - a treasure which we must have the
will to protect and defend.

In order to recover its dignity and ensure its
permanent security, it is therefore essential that
Europe should constitute a more effective and
more credible European pillar within the
Atlantic Alliance. This idea is indisputably
gaining ground and thereby providing the

139

opportunity for Western European Union to
play a vital réle in the defence policy of our
continent. There are various reasons for this
new interest.

The first is the overarmament of the USSR,
which took advantage of the period of détente to
achieve both regional superiority in Europe, and
strategic parity with the United States. Today
the advantage lies with the USSR, both at a
conventional level and in terms of tactical and
Eurostrategic nuclear weapons. The continuous
deployment of its SS-20 missiles is the expres-
sion of its determination to achieve political and
military control of our continent. In the face of
this new situation for our continent, it is vital
that our states react firmly and swiftly. The
whole history of Soviet Russia shows its great
caution, but also its determination to take
advantage of every weakness of those it consi-
ders its adversaries. Let us remember the years
1935 to 1940, the spirit of Munich, the “ broken
rifles ” demonstrations, the cowardly relief of the
democracies when they believed they had saved
peace by making concession after concession to
the totalitarian régimes. The lesson of the
thirties ought to make the democracies realise
that weakness and concessions do not remove
the danger but, on the contrary, bring it on.

A further reason for the new interest in the
European security debate is certainly to be found
in the difficulties which Europeans often have in
understanding United States policy. It is
becoming increasingly clear on this side of the
Atlantic that the interests of Europeans and
Americans are no longer always identical. The
monetary policy pursued by the American
Government, as indeed its economic and agri-
cultural policy, show the extent to which the
United States and the EEC have become trading
competitors.

Moreover, Europeans have difficulty in
understanding the great-power imperatives of
the United States. They also feel a certain
unease at the United States refusal to pursue a
two-way street policy in the armaments field, at
a time when their whole economy is turning
more towards the Pacific world. Furthermore,
certain American circles do not always seem
fully to understand that their security frontier
lies along the Elbe and the Weser.

The difficulties of European political inte-
gration within the powers of the institutions
established by the Treaty of Rome, together with
the failure of the Athens and Brussels summits,
also give rise to a general feeling that the cause
of European political co-operation would be
advanced by turning again to the question of
European defence, a question which in any case
needs a thorough reappraisal.

Is it not reasonable to suppose that European
political integration would have gone much
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further by now if the European Defence
Community proposed by René Pleven had not
fallen through?

Apart from this, the rising cost of armaments
and the level of technology required for their
design mean that, in future, only an economic
and technological entity of European dimensions
will be able to continue designing and manufac-
turing the means required to ensure Europe’s
security and defence. In isolation, even the
largest European countries are not up to the
task. Failing European co-operation in the
armaments field, the day will come when only
the United States will be able to produce the
defence systems of the free world. When that
happens, we shall have joined the ranks of the
underdeveloped countries even in regard to
civilian industry.

Recent Soviet superiority in theatre nuclear
weapons, together with conventional superiority
and strategic parity with the United States,
means, finally, that we have to re-examine the
credibility of the alliance’s current strategy of
graduated response. Only a concerted Euro-
pean approach could lead to the adaptation of
strategic precepts to the real security needs of
our continent. Certain aspects of this strategy
still seem to be considered taboo in Europe. If
we want to avoid ill-considered risks, the time
has come to broach these subjects directly and
give them our joint attention.

In another area - and Mr. Wilkinson will be
talking about this - there is an urgent need to
study the consequences for Europe of the
development, both by the USSR and by the
United States, of space-based anti-ballistic
defence systems. As President Mitterrand has
said, Europe will probably have to set up a new
European community - the European space
community - in order to organise the defence of
our continent in space.

For all these reasons, Europe no longer has
any choice. Either it rethinks and reorganises
its defence, or it runs the risk of disappearing as
an entity independent of the great powers.
Europeans have major responsibilities through-
out the world however. For very many third
world countries Europe, cured of its old colonial
complexes, represents the only hope for develop-
ment in a climate of mutual respect, justice and
democracy.

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, in
adopting my report the Committee on Defence
Questions and Armaments put forward a

number of specific proposals for the reactivation
of WEU.

The fact is that the international situation
demands a greater assertion of the European
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presence within the Atlantic Alliance, an alliance
to which the WEU member states remain irrevo-
cably committed. WEU, consisting as it does of
countries belonging to both the Atlantic Alliance
and the European Community, is an ideal forum
in which to take a close and careful look at
European security needs. As Pierre Mauroy has
stressed, WEU has the advantage of a complete
institutional structure - Council, Assembly and
technical agencies - that makes it possible to
involve elected representatives, i.e. members of
national parliaments, and, through them, the
general public in consideration of and decisions
relating to every aspect of European security.

The psychological difficulties encountered
among the general public in our countries during
the debate on the Euromissiles issue cruelly
demonstrated the crucial need for a real channel
of communication between our peoples and our
governments. The necessary institution of
course already exists: it is our own Assembly,
whose work has not so far aroused the public
interest it deserves. Revitalisation of WEU
must therefore necessarily proceed via a streng-
thening of the rdle of the Assembly and, above
all, an extension of the dialogue between the
Assembly and the Council of Ministers. The
quality of that dialogue, however, will also
depend on the quality of the members of
parliament sitting in our Assembly. That is
why the committee considered it necessary to
draw the attention of member states’ parlia-
ments to the importance of appointing members
particularly well-acquainted with defence and
security problems to sit in this chamber.

Since, however, revitalisation of WEU, just
like the strengthening of the European pillar of
the alliance, depends essentially on the political
will expressed by the governments of the
member states in the Council, the future of this
twofold project will essentially be determined by
the work of the ministers meeting in the
Council. Your committee therefore considers it
vital that the Council should in future meet at
least twice a year at ministerial level. We
welcome the fact that almost all the foreign
ministers attended the Council meeting held in
Paris on 12th June last under the chairmanship
of Mr. Cheysson. Their presence showed their
interest in our institution and, above all, the
wish to see it play a more important role in the
future.

We also welcome the fact that the foreign and
defence ministers of our countries will be
meeting in Rome at the end of October on the
occasion of the commemoration of the thirtieth
anniversary of the modification of the treaty.

In my report I have also recommended that
when the Council meets at permanent represen-
tative level, the senior foreign ministry officials,
and perhaps also representatives of the defence
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ministries and chiefs-of-staff, should be involved
in the work of the ambassadors. Their presence
would improve the concrete and practical cha-
racter of the ambassadors’ work, which is
intended to enable the ministers better to
co-ordinate their joint positions on the various
matters before them. The explanatory memo-
randum to my report gives some examples of
subjects that might be looked at by the Council
of Ministers and the Permanent Council.

Our organisation, however, also includes two
technical agencies. Greater use should be made
of the Standing Armaments Committee - as
our committee previously recommended - for
studying the capacity of the European arma-
ments industry. Moreover, the Standing Arma-
ments Committee should play a more active role
in regard to co-operation. Its task could consist
in preparing and implementing the political
decisions taken by the Seven in the field of
armaments. Its role could be vital, since main-
tenance of Europe’s technological level neces-
sarily involves better co-ordination of its arma-
ments programmes. Your committee also
thought that the SAC could be responsible for
co-ordinating the positions of the Seven within
the Independent European Programme Group,
IEPG, and that the head of the SAC’s interna-
tional secretariat could accordingly attend IEPG
meetings.

As regards the treaty provisions on arms
control, your committee of course reiterates its
previous proposals. The last restrictions on
the manufacture of conventional weapons in
Germany should be lifted by deleting the last
items on the list in Annex III to Protocol
No. III of the modified Brussels Treaty, and the
quantitative restrictions imposed on the conven-
tional weapons of all member countries on the
mainland of Europe should be removed by the
Council by modifying the list in Annex IV to
the said protocol so as to delete everything
except the first paragraph, which refers to
atomic, biological and chemical weapons. Your
committee is aware of the fact that the controls
on atomic and biological weapons laid down in
the modified Brussels Treaty have never been
applied, but considers that they are no longer
appropriate in the present circumstances.

The Agency for the Control of Armaments
itself has so far been entrusted with what I would
call negative controls, that is, controls which
express some distrust of certain member states.
No longer needing to concern itself with appli-
cation of these controls, the Agency could in
future put its experience to good use in the
discussion and study of major disarmament and
arms restriction issues, as well as the problems
of verification involved in disarmament agree-
ments. Of course, this change in the tasks of
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the Agency for the Control of Armaments would
have to be made gradually, as and when it was
relieved of its present functions.

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, our
union is the only European institution at present
entitled to deal with defence matters. It brings
together countries which, over and above the
economic solidarity of the Common Market,
have asserted their common determination to
defend freedom, democracy and peace in this
part of the world. The dangers are real since
the totalitarian system that prevails from the
China Sea to within a few hundred kilometres of
where we are sitting compensates for the poverty
of its ideology by military force.

Europe has the know-how, resources and
structures required to organise deterrence and
safeguard peace. Thanks to the modified Brus-
sels Treaty, it also has a structure that affirms
both European and Atlantic solidarity.

Within a framework of mutual assistance, it is
easier to defend those who show a will to
defend themselves. That is why strengthening
the European pillar of the alliance cannot have
an “uncoupling” effect but is bound, on the
contrary, to make the alliance work more effect-
ively by establishing a better balance between
North America and the heart of Western
Europe. Over and beyond its material riches, it
is essential, indeed vital, that Europe today
demonstrate its moral strength. After thirty
years of slumber, our union now looks - to
repeat an expression employed by Mr. Cheysson
on 12th June last - like an “organisation which
Europe needs”.

WEU’s potential can meet the hopes of our
youth and of all those who wish for a Europe
with the will to assert its democratic person-
ality. The world - and above all the third
world - needs such a Europe.

May I express the hope that you will feel able
to vote for the draft recommendation before
you, which your committee adopted unani-
mously. If a large majority of you adopt this
text, we will be able to say, on the morrow
of a rather sad European election, that the
members of the WEU Assembly have collec-
tively expressed the wish to see Europe advance
in the vital area of the maintenance of peace and
the safeguarding of freedom.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - Ladies
and Gentleman, your applause testifies to the
Assembly’s appreciation of the work of the
Rapporteur, Mr. De Decker. I too would like
to thank him and to take this opportunity to
congratulate him on his election as Vice-
President, alongside the other Vice-Presidents
already elected.
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The Bureau is now complete, and I would like
to express my satisfaction at the election of all
the Vice-Presidents.

Before moving on to the next item, I would
simply point out that people have put their
names down to speak on each of the reports. It
was decided that a joint debate would take place,
but, on checking the lists, we have found that
some members have put their names down
twice. 1 would think we can draw up a single
list of speakers, and I will try to be as liberal as
possible in regard to speaking time. This proce-
dure will make our work easier. However, if
any member objects, I would be obliged if he
could let me know at the beginning of the gen-
eral debate by raising a point of order, in the
absence of which I shall deem my proposal to
have been accepted by the Assembly.

The next order of the day is the presentation
of the report of the General Affairs Committee
on the political implications of European
security in 1984 - reply to the twenty-ninth
annual report of the Council, Document 979
and amendments.

I call Mr. Thoss, Rapporteur.

Mr. THOSS (Luxembourg) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, as we are
already running a little behind schedule I shall
try to be as brief as possible.

Let me begin with some general remarks.
The original intention was for the present report
to be taken during the December 1983 part-
session. The Presidential Committee, however,
thought it ought to be put on the agenda of this
week’s part-session because it fitted in better
with the other two reports tabled to celebrate in
some measure the thirtieth anniversary of WEU.

I would like to thank those who helped
me plan and draft this report: our Chairman,
Mr. Michel, and the other members of our
committee; a number of people I had the oppor-
tunity of meeting in London a few months ago,
in particular the Secretary-General of our organi-
sation; the diplomatic staff whom I met
unofficially, and, finally, Mr. Burgelin and all
the legal staff of our Assembly who made a
considerable contribution to the drafting of this
report.

What are the main features of the report
before you? There are six. One: it seemed
indispensable to take stock of the situation after
thirty years’ existence of WEU. Two: it was
important to analyse the present situation, that
is to say, the dangers facing the West, and
Europe in particular, including their extent,
nature and future; and it was appropriate at the
same time to weigh up the uncertainties facing
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the West, so as to provide a snapshot, as it were,
of the present situation of WEU. Three: the
opportunity had to be used to analyse the
twenty-ninth annual report of the Council,
which - it must be said - is rather lightweight, as
usual. Four: I have tried to project a view of
the future, that is, of the year 2004 - in other
words to ask the basic question of whether we
want to go on with WEU or not. The time has
come to choose. Five: I have tried to produce a
synthesis of the four preceding analyses. Six: I
have endeavoured to put before you a more
substantial draft recommendation than usual, in
order to celebrate WEU’s thirtieth anniversary
in worthy fashion.

This involved a number of problems. First, a
choice had to be made between two possible
attitudes. Should one seek confrontation? In
the past, reports have unfortunately often been
adopted by a very small majority, which is no
way to celebrate an anniversary. It seemed to
me more useful and sensible to seek a solution
embodying the greatest number of points of
agreement.

This then was the spirit behind the general
approach, which 1 shall now summarise. The
general approach is one of enlightened realism.
It must be borne in mind that WEU is prima-
rily an organisation for the defence of the West,
not for disarmament. But while this obvious
truth remains, we nevertheless have to continue
stressing the importance of maintaining peace
and the need to pursue disarmament negotia-
tions. Ample mention of this need will there-
fore be found in both the text and the preamble
of the draft recommendation.

Then it was necessary to reaffirm the essential
point, namely, the permanent importance of
WEU for Europe. 1 believe that the present
time is particularly fortunate and favourable in
this respect. For some months now we have
been witnessing the emergence of an attitude
favourable to WEU. It has shown itself in
recent statements by many ministers, in a large
number of articles in the specialist press and in
statements by parliamentarians and politicians.

It was further my concern to conduct as broad
but precise as possible an examination of the
new factors relevant to the development of
WEU. What are they?

First of all the enlargement of WEU. This
point is topical enough to deserve mention.
For the time being there 1s nothing specific to go
on, but only a number of declarations, particu-
larly within the Council of Europe, including the
statement by the Spanish Prime Minister. I will
not go into details, but the enlargement of WEU
is now definitely a new element in the situation.

A second issue which is just as recent and
important is that of the possible consequences of
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the weakening of the traditional notion of
nuclear deterrence for the development of WEU,
that is to say, the degree of security which WEU
- and beyond it NATO - provides for the
peoples of Europe. This has diminished of late
- perhaps not considerably, but appreciably
nevertheless.

A third phenomenon, also recent and difficult
to argue with, is the emergence of new attitudes
among the European public relating, among
other things, to the peace movements, social
problems, the unemployment affecting young
people and other sections of the population, the
budget cuts that have become more and more
necessary in our various countriecs. While on
the subject, I would remind you that the famous
increase of 4% in military expenditure has not
been achieved by any member country.

In addition to all this, there is the confusion
that has arisen between two very different ideas:
the idea of détente and the idea of disar-
mament. These two ideas, which are in no way
identical, are often confused by both the general
public and the press.

The fourth new factor is the possibility of
competition, in the defence field, between WEU
and the European Community. As we all
know, the European Community has so far had
no mandate to deal with defence matters, but
nobody can yet be sure of the attitude of the
newly elected parliament. If it insists on
obtaining certain rights, it will be bound to get
them in the end. This new development needs
to be watched closely.

A further important point among these new
factors is the increase in areas of instability
outside Europe, and the potential consequences
for European defence of these new areas in Latin
America and the Middle East. The danger of
internationalisation of these essentially local
conflicts cannot be dismissed out of hand.

Another development, also relatively recent,
may present some danger for WEU’s cohesion.
I refer to the fact that many countries still
seem to prefer bilateral contacts with the United
States to contacts between WEU and the United
States.

Finally, the report refers to the main features
of the Brussels Treaty, which I shall briefly
summarise. One: the commitment to mutual
assistance in the event of attack, a basic provi-
sion which has not yet been challenged in any
way. Two: the indirect involvement of the
whole of the British armed forces, including
their nuclear forces, in European defence, by
virtue of the British presence on the territory of
the Federal Republic of Germany. Three - and
this is something which must be stressed and
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retained at all costs: control of the armed forces
and armaments of the allied countries. I shall
say something in a moment about the issue
which opposes my own report to that of Mr. De
Decker and which the Assembly will have to
settle today. I of course accept that the existing
control system has gaps, but it remains necessary
because it retains the very important elements of
security and trust. No one denies, however,
that it needs to be updated. Four: the major
role of the Agency for the Control of Armaments
with regard to A, B and C weapons. Here too,
intra-European trust would not only increase
WEU’s cohesion but would also facilitate
East-West détente.

To sum up: of the main features of the treaty
which I have referred to and illustrated in the
report, the existence of different obligations,
often unbalanced, from one country to another
seems to me today less justified than in 1954 -
and I think unanimity on this point will not be
difficult to achieve. Let me recall the main
inequalities: restrictions on the manufacture of
conventional weapons in the Federal Republic
of Germany; the British commitments on the
mainland of Europe; the fact that France alone is
subject to control of its atomic weapons, since
the United Kingdom is not.

As for the recommendation itself, we can
almost agree with all the points made by Mr. De
Decker. I shall not duplicate what he has said,
but simply run briefly through the main require-
ments for the future.

First of all, the General Affairs Committee,
whose Rapporteur I have the honour to be,
considers that all differences in the treatment of
the parties to the treaty can no longer be justified
and should be removed. There have already
been many consultations between the govern-
ments of the seven member countries on this
issue, particularly as regards the British commit-
ment to station troops in Europe and the control
of the French nuclear arsenal.

Then there is the question of scrapping
paragraphs IV and VI of Annex III to Protocol
No. III, in other words the discriminatory
clauses concerning the conventional armaments
of the Federal Republic of Germany. On this
point it should be stressed that there is happily
almost total agreement.

On the other hand, there is not, at least for the
time being, general agreement as regards the list
in Annex IV to Protocol No. III, in other
words, control of conventional armaments on
the mainland of Europe. Here views differ.
Should the list be brought up to date and
modernised? Or should it be purely and simply
abolished or deleted?

Our committee, unanimously with three abs-
tentions, considered that it was preferable to
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bring the list up to date rather than scrap it
completely. Indeed, your committee and Rap-
porteur considered that the controls in question
were a vital element of trust between the diffe-
rent European countries. Furthermore, it
would be much more difficult to negotiate on
disarmament or the control of armaments
between East and West ~ control being after all
an essential element in disarmament - if these
possibilities of control on the territory of Europe
had already been removed. This issue will have
to be decided today and is the subject of an
amendment tabled by Mr. Dejardin. My per-
sonal opinion, which is also - and above all -
that of the committee, is that the list should be
updated.

It is also necessary to reform the work of the
Standing Armaments Committee, which is at
present unsatisfactory for the following reasons.
First, the reservations entertained, for reasons
that have nothing to do with joint production of
armaments, about the whole work of WEU:
second, the emergence and development of
parallel bodies within NATO and the Euro-
group; third, the interest shown by the European
Community in the armaments industry; fourth,
what still amounts to the repugnance felt by
most of the governments for any real co-
operation on armaments co-operation which 1
nevertheless consider important.

Finally the role of the Council must be
changed particularly as regards the help needed
to assist the Assembly in carrying out its tasks
and consolidating the links between all our
countries.

These are the points I wanted to make. As
regards the remaining issues, no difficulty has
arisen as between our recommendation and
Mr. De Decker’s excellent report.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - May I
congratulate you, Mr. Thoss, on the report you
have submitted to us.

The next order of the day is the presentation
of the report of the Committee on Scientific,
Technological and Aerospace Questions, reply to
the twenty-ninth annual report of the Council,
Document 975.

I call the Rapporteur,
Billesheim.

Mr. SPIES von BULLESHEIM (Federal
Republic of Germany) (Translation). -
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, the
Committee on Scientific, Technological and
Aerospace Questions has considered the twenty-
ninth annual report with particular reference to
four questions, these being, firstly, the import-
ance of an intra-European gas supply system,

Mr. Spies von
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secondly, the law of the sea convention,
thirdly, collaboration among the European mili-
tary and civil aircraft industries and fourthly, the
plan to commission a study on the armaments
industry in Japan - a plan which attracted the
critical appraisal of the committee.

Ladies and Gentlemen, as it is getting rather
late, I will not be saying anything more about
these various points, but would refer you to
Document 975, the report of the committee, so
that the proceedings of our Assembly may conti-
nue in the proper manner. Thank you.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). ~ Since
yesterday we have been participating in a his-
toric debate which is pointing the way forward
to the reactivation of WEU, and I would say
Mr. Spies von Billesheim deserves a gold medal
for the brevity of his presentation — which,
however, in no way detracts from the contents of
his report.

As agreed, the joint debate on the three reports
just presented will take place after the presen-
tation of the twenty-ninth annual report of the
Council by Mr. Genscher, Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany.

5. Twenty-ninth annual report of the Council

(Presentation by Mr. Genscher, Minister
Jor Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic
of Germany, Chairman-in-Office of the Council,
Doc. 969)

The PRESIDENT(Translation). — The next
order of the day is the presentation by Mr.
Genscher, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
Federal Republic of Germany, Chairman-in-
Office of the Council, of the twenty-ninth annual
report of the Council, Document 969.

May I welcome you, Minister, on behalf of the
Assembly and thank you for giving us your time.
May I also say how much 1 appreciated the
message you were good enough to send me.

You are certainly fully aware of the interest
which your visit has aroused in our Assembly
and the importance we attach to it, not only
because you are Chairman-in-Office of the
Council, but also because of your ceaseless
efforts in favour of the general reactivation of
work towards European unity, particularly in the
political domain.

All of us remember the proposals, memoran-
dums and other interventions which make you
without doubt one of the most distinguished
protagonists of the construction of Europe.

Yesterday we had the honour of hearing Lady
Young, who, on behalf of Her Majesty’s



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

FOURTH SITTING

The President (continued)

Government, provided some valuable insights
into an issue to which the Assembly attaches
great importance: the improvement, in theory
and in practice, of relations between the Council
and the Assembly., The debate which will
follow your address will perhaps allow us to
develop this point.

I therefore have great pleasure in inviting you
to the rostrum.

Mr. GENSCHER (Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the Federal Republic of Germany, Chairman-
in-Office of the Council) (Translation).
Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, thank
you for your kind words of welcome. I deem it
a special honour to address the Assembly of
Western European Union today. I am pleased
that in this way I can express my esteem and
respect for this parliamentary body of WEU.

Before turning to the actual subjects of my
address, I should like to congratulate you
cordially on your election, Mr. President. I am
convinced that you will perform the even more
important task which we all hope WEU will
have with prudence, expertise and personal
commitment.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I speak to you today
in a dual function: firstly, as Chairman of the
Council of Ministers, and then in my capacity as
Foreign Minister of the Federal Republic of
Germany. As Chairman of the Council of
Ministers I have the honourable task of presen-
ting the twenty-ninth annual report, which has
to be submitted to the Assembly every year
under Article IX of the modified Brussels
Treaty. The report covers the period from
Ist January to 31st December 1983 my
remarks will therefore concentrate on this
period; in addition, I shall report on the meeting
of the Council of Ministers held on 12th June
1984.

In accordance with the structure of the annual
report, I shall speak on relations between the
Council and the Assembly, then on the activities
of the Council, and finally - an indispensable
subject — on budgetary matters.

The WEU Assembly is the only parliamentary
body at the European level which is expressly
authorised under an international treaty to deal
with security matters. This underscores its par-
ticular significance and the importance of its
function. Security issues are of vital interest to
the peoples of Europe. This is where one of the
central tasks of this parliamentary body lies: it is
a forum where the democratically elected repre-
sentatives of European countries can discuss
European security policy and thus inform the
public in our countries, enabling it to participate
in the discussion.
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The Council welcomes the expertise and deter-
mination with which the Assembly has devoted
itself to this task. This year’s agenda under-
scores this anew and illustrates the Assembly’s
endeavour to cover the entire breadth of its
functions. In particular, the Council pays tri-
bute to the fact that the Assembly is again
dealing in detail with numerous aspects of Euro-
pean security.

For the Assembly to discharge its respon-
sibility, a dialogue with the Council is necessary.
The Council attaches great importance to this
and devotes a considerable part of its activities
to the dialogue. In future we shall seek ways
and means of making it even closer and more

direct. Suggestions from you will be most
welcome. Let me single out the following
topics:

In 1983, the dialogue was conducted on ques-
tions connected with the implementation of
the modified Brussels Treaty. The questions
included ones which the governments of WEU
member states deal with in other political
forums, especially in European political co-
operation and in the Atlantic Alliance.

In addition to its annual report, the Council
has submitted substantive replies to the recom-
mendations and written questions presented to it
by the Assembly.

In response to specific requests, the Council
authorised the secretariat of the Standing Arma-
ments Committee to provide technical assis-
tance to the Committee for Scientific, Techno-
logical and Aerospace Questions in the prepa-
ration of a report. The Council is willing to
examine similar requests by other committees of
the Assembly.

After the Council meetings in Brussels on
17th May 1983 and here in Paris on 12th June
1984, informal meetings took place between the
Council and the Presidential Committee, the
Committee for Defence Questions and Arma-
ments, and the General Affairs Committee.
The meeting of 12th June 1984 led to a
thorough discussion between the Council and
representatives of the committees. As Chair-
man of the Council, the Minister for External
Relations, Mr. Cheysson, informed the deputies
on the results of the meeting and presented on
behalf of the Council a working paper on the
reactivation of WEU, which is in your pos-
session. I shall come back later on to the
results of this important meeting, which pro-
vided fresh impetus for the future activities of
WEU.

In 1983, several ministers took the oppor-
tunity to address this Assembly. The Council
welcomes such participation, especially by
foreign and defence ministers.
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In its annual report, the Council stresses once
more the importance which the seven member
states attach to WEU as the only European
organisation which is authorised under the treaty
to deal with defence matters. The Council reaf-
firms the determination of the member states to
fulfil all their obligations under the modified
Brussels Treaty. This applies particularly to the
obligation of collective self-defence, as enshrined
in Article V of the treaty.

In the context of its political consultations, the
Council held meetings in Brussels on 17th May
1983 and in Paris on 12th June 1984. At the
Brussels meeting, East-West relations were dis-
cussed particularly from the point of view of
European security. In addition, other aspects of
the international situation were deliberated,
including in particular the situation in the
Mediterranean. The Council meeting here in
Paris on 12th June 1984 was attended by the
foreign ministers of almost all member countries
for the first time in years. An important item
on their agenda was the discussion of ways and
means of making greater use of WEU. The
numerous recommendations and initiatives of
the Assembly were taken into account. I should
like to sum up the main results of this Council
meeting as follows:

The ministers agreed to make greater use of
WEU in future as a consultative and co-
ordinating forum for their close co-operation in
security matters. The Council of Ministers
instructed the Permanent Council to prepare, on
the basis of the working paper in your posses-
sion, concrete proposals on further aspects of
WEU reactivation in time for the meeting in
Rome in October. It is intended to adopt a
political declaration in Rome.

Let me return to the period covered by
the report. In military matters the Council,
assisted by the Agency for the Control of Arma-
ments, ensured that the provisions of the
modified Brussels Treaty were observed with
regard to the level of forces and armaments
in the member states. The Assembly was
informed that the Council had continued to
examine the various aspects of a reduction of the
list of types of armaments in Annex IV to
Protocol No. III. Furthermore, the Council has
started to investigate how the Agency for the
Control of Armaments can, through a compre-
hensive renewal of its functions, take up acti-
vities in new fields. The Council will inform
the Assembly of the results of this study once it
has been completed.

Pursuant to a decision taken by the Council of
Ministers in Brussels on 17th May 1983, the
Standing Armaments Committee revised the
confidential version of the first part of its econo-
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mic study on the armaments industries of
member states. A version of this up-dated
study for publication will be forwarded to the
Assembly. The international secretariat of the
Standing Armaments Committee has completed
its preliminary work on another study, dealing
with Japan’s entry into the armaments market.

A number of proposals concerning the future
activities of the Standing Armaments Com-
mittee are currently being discussed by the
Council. The Council is intent on avoiding any
overlapping with the activities of other organi-
sations in the arms sphere.

In its Recommendations 380 and 397 this
Assembly advocated that the organisation of
WEU be brought into line with the requirements
of the 1980s, and in this connection you
advocated cancellation of the final existing pro-
duction bans and quotas for conventional
weapons. I am able to inform you that the
Council of Permanent Representatives will
shortly deal with these matters.

Let me now turn to the final part of the annual
report. As in preceding years, the financial
situation of member states obliged the Council
to pursue a careful budgetary policy in
1983. The Council will none the less seek to
ensure that the organs of WEU can continue to
work vigorously towards attaining the goals of
the treaty. It is therefore resolved to make sure
that the organs receive the resources they need
for the efficient performance of their functions
and for any necessary changes in their activities.
It goes without saying that, in view of the
strained budgetary situation, we shall have to
continue to economise.

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, in my
capacity as Foreign Minister of the Federal
Republic of Germany I should like to present to
you some considerations which, in my govern- -
ment’s opinion, favour a greater use of WEU.
The substance of what I have to say is, I know,
supported by the other WEU governments.

It is worthwhile starting with the historical
facts which Mr. De Decker presented in such a
clear and well-organised fashion in his report on
the thirtieth anniversary of the modified Brus-
sels Treaty. The London conference and the
accession of Italy and the Federal Republic of
Germany to the modified Brussels Treaty date
back thirty years. Only a few people still
remember that these political decisions paved
the way to eliminating certain consequences of
world war two: they permitted the statute of
occupation to be terminated, the Bonn
Convention to be concluded, and the Federal
Republic of Germany to acquire its sovereignty
and join the Atlantic Alliance. This marked the
beginning of the Federal Republic of Germany’s
return to and integration into the democratic
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western family of nations. Since then we have
together travelled a long and successful path, and
I feel that none of us has any reason to regret the
decisions taken then. In this lengthy period,
WEU has fulfilled important tasks in connection
with the objectives defined in the treaty. Today
it is essential to make use of WEU in a manner
appropriate to present requirements.

Why do we need Western European Union?

The Council working paper provided the
following answer: because WEU is the only
European organisation authorised under a treaty
to deal with defence and security matters. That
lends legitimacy to our objective, namely to
make use of the great potential of the modified
Brussels Treaty, which has not been fully
exploited.

In past years there has been no shortage of
efforts to provide European economic and poli-
tical co-operation with a third dimension, a joint
security policy. In the solemn declaration on
European union of 19th June 1983, the heads of
state or government of the ten member states of
the European Community stated that “the poli-
tical and economic aspects of security” could be
dealt with within the scope of European political
co-operation. Defence policy issues are still
excluded in this context. However, Europe
must begin to speak with one voice on these
questions too, so that it can become a strong and
confident partner in the alliance. Europe and
America are the two pillars of the Atlantic
bridge; they complement and need each other.
It is therefore crucial that both pillars should
be strong and reliable.

On both sides of the Atlantic complaints have
frequently been made about an imbalance within
the alliance. A picture has been drawn of a
Europe living cheaply under the American
umbrella. On this point let me repeat what I
said at the Ministerial Council on 12th June: it
is not that the United States is too strong within
the alliance, but that the Europeans are too
weak.

The European pillar of NATO must be
reinforced. Specifically, that means pooling
European security efforts. If we succeed in that
we shall gain more weight in the North Atlantic
Alliance and enjoy greater recognition outside
the alliance. I have good reason to emphasise
the alliance aspect; those who see in the reacti-
vation of WEU the establishment of a counter-
position to NATO, or who view it as a way of
separating Europe from America, are deluding
themselves. The opposite is the case - reacti-
vation of WEU serves to strengthen the alliance.
Our goal, the strengthening of the European
pillar of the alliance, will determine the future
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work of WEU. In short: WEU should become
the forum for European co-ordination on all
matters for which a common European position
in the alliance is desirable. That is an ambi-
tious objective.

The paper submitted to you by the working
group of the Permanent Council highlighted four
subjects with which joint work could be
launched, subjects which cover important areas.
They can help to “examine and redefine the
problems of European security”, as a draft
recommendation of this Assembly puts it.

Let us take a look at these subjects: analysing
the threat to Europe, or, in other words,
analysing the military, political and psycho-
logical aspects of the imbalance of power in
Europe as a basis for outlining Europe’s security
interests; as to the effects of international deve-
lopments on the security of Europe, we shall
have to pay particular attention to the causes of
crises and conflicts in the third world. We
should assert more firmly the idea that genuine
non-alignment is essential to international stabi-
lity, that East-West antagonism must not be
carried over into the third world. Similarly, we
must be aware that economic and social instabi-
lity are of particular importance and that mea-
sures to help overcome such instability in the
third world are a constituent part of security
policy for us in Europe, too.

In this context the question often arises as to
whether WEU’s involvement with these ques-
tions could be a way of circumventing the geo-
graphical limitation of NATO. I wish to make
quite clear that this is not intended. The Fede-
ral Government will not tamper with the estab=
lished principles of the alliance; intensification
of the transatlantic dialogue in all its aspects is
an important contribution to strengthening the
alliance  itself. It  strengthens  political
co-operation and thus the cohesion of the
alliance; your Assembly has again and again
made suggestions on how co-operation in the
field of armaments can be co-ordinated.

Such co-operation is an important concern of
all European states. WEU and its bodies can
provide a framework for efforts aimed at
co-ordinating existing European resources for
the conventional component of defence and
using them more efficiently. Such action could
take account of the need for a more effective
Euro-American two-way street in arms co-
operation and technology transfer. However,
WEU and NATO must also complement each
other in this area; the work of the existing insti-
tutions of the European NATO allies must not
be impeded.

Increased use of WEU will certainly make
greater demands on its organisation than hitherto.
For that reason, on 12th June 1984 the Council
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of Ministers charged the Permanent Council to
submit specific proposals in time for the anni-
versary meeting in Rome in October 1984 for
decision by the ministers.

I cannot anticipate the decisions of the Perma-
nent Council and therefore do not wish at this
point to go into details of any possible organisa-
tional reform. I should like to restrict my
remarks to one point, namely the reform of the
Agency for the Control of Armaments. The
Assembly has always carried out the duties laid
down in the treaty and - together with the
Council - has supervised observance of the
armaments control provisions of the treaty.
You therefore have a particular interest in this
institution, and you have underlined this inte-
rest with a series of recommendations. The
integrated defence structure of NATO and the
close bilateral and multilateral links between the
allies afford an open insight into the military
capabilities and intentions of all members.
Europe should build on openness and transpa-
rency, which we have realised to an extent pro-
bably unique in the world. In multilateral
negotiations we are seeking verifiable arms
control measures which transcend the block
system. In almost thirty years of activity
the Agency for the Control of Armaments
has gained a high degree of experience and
knowledge, which must not be wasted. One of
the important functions fulfilled by the Council
- not least as a result of your recommendation -
is an examination of the way and the framework
in which the potential of the Agency for the
Control of Armaments can be exploited in
future.

When we speak of Europe, we must not forget
that Europe is more than the Seven, more than
the European Community and the Council of
Europe. Warsaw, Prague and Budapest are as
European as Paris, London or Rome. In the
interests of peace and stability in our continent
and in the world, we must not relax our efforts
to seek dialogue and co-operation with the
states of the Warsaw Pact. The Assembly has
expressed itself along these lines in several
reports.

The Washington declaration of 31st May
1984 by the alliance unreservedly supports dia-
logue and co-operation as a constructive means
of shaping relations with the East. In parti-
cular, it endorsed and elucidated the dual aspect
of the long-term alliance strategy laid down in
the Harmel report: what is necessary for defence
will be done without seeking superiority or
confrontation but in the expectation that the
Soviet Union will respect our legitimate security
interests just as we respect theirs; further to the
Brussels appeal of December 1983, the West
confirms its offer of co-operation at all levels

148

and in all spheres without preconditions or
limitations. It is of particular importance that
the dialogue between the United States and the
Soviet Union should be restarted. In his recent
Dublin speech, President Reagan again called
upon the Soviet Union to return to the
negotiating tables. The United States is pre-
pared to listen to and negotiate on every new
specific proposal made by the Soviet side.

We must utilise the opportunities offered by
the Stockholm conference on confidence- and
security-building measures and disarmament in
Europe. There we are seeking a network of spe-
cific measures which complement each other.
We are also prepared to talk with the Soviet
Union in Stockholm about reaffirming the
pledge to refrain from the use or threat of force.
However, the discussion on refraining from
force must not be a substitute for the agreement
on specific measures required by the Madrid
mandate.

All these efforts must remain geared to the
major goal of creating a peaceful order in
Europe, in which states with different political
and historical systems can live in peaceful
competition. This order must be based on
confidence, on co-operation and on respect for
mutual interests.

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, co-
operation between the member states of WEU
serves to strengthen Europe and the all