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SEVENTH SITTING

Monday, 3rd December 1990

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Resumption of the session.
2. Examination of credentials.
3. Address by the President of the Assembly.

4. Request by the Political Committee to place two reports
on the agenda; Adoption of the draft order of business for
the second part of the session (Doc. 1235).

5. Action by the Presidential Committee (Presentation of

and debate on the report of the Presidential Committee,
Doc. 1252).

6. Address by Mr. van Eekelen, Secretary-General of
WEU.

7. Revision of the modified Brussels Treaty: (a} Reply to the
second part of the thirty-fourth annual report and the
thirty-fifth annual report of the Council; (b)) WEU and the
European Community (Presentation of and debate on the
reports of the Political Committee and votes on the draft
recommendations, Docs. 1245 and 1250).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

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

1. Resumption of the session

The President declared the thirty-sixth
ordinary session of the Assembly resumed.

2. Attendance register

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

3. Adoption of the minutes

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

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
Assembly of the Council of Europe informing
the Assembly that the credentials of the repre-
sentatives and substitutes listed in Notice No. 7
had been ratified by that Assembly.

5. Observers

The President welcomed observers from Bul-
garia, Greece, Hungary, Norway, Poland,
Turkey, the USSR and Yugoslavia.

The President congratulated those representa-
tives and substitutes from the Federal Republic
of Germany who had been re-elected to their
national parliament.
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6. Address by the President of the Assembly
The President addressed the Assembly.

7. Election of a Vice-President of the Assembly

One candidate had been proposed for the
vacant post of Vice-President, namely Mr.
Sinesio.

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

Mr. Sinesio was elected Vice-President by
acclamation.

The President informed the Assembly that the
order of precedence of the Vice-Presidents was
as follows: Mr. Sinesio, Mrs. Staels-Dompas, Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg, Mrs. Lentz-Cornette, Mr.
Aarts, Mr. Soares Costa, Mr. Soell and Mr.
Martinez.

8. Request by the Political Committee to place
two reports on the agenda

Adoption of the draft order of business
of the second part of the session

(Doc. 1235)

The President informed the Assembly that the
Political Committee had requested, in pur-
suance of Rule 41 of the Rules of Procedure,
that its report on the revision of the modified
Brussels Treaty — WEU and the European Com-
munity and, if adopted, its report on the conse-
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SEVENTH SITTING

quences of developments in Central and Eastern
Europe for European security should be placed
on the agenda.

The Assembly agreed to place the items on the
agenda.

The President proposed the adoption of the
draft order of business for the second part of the
session, thus amended.

The amended draft order of business for the
second part of the session was adopted.

9. Action by the Presidential Committee

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Presidential Committee,
Doc. 1252)

The report of the Presidential Committee was
presented by Mr. Martinez, Vice-President of
the Assembly.

The debate was opened.
Speaker: Mrs. Lentz-Cornette.
The debate was closed.

Mr. Martinez, Vice-President
Assembly, replied to the speaker.

The Assembly ratified the action of the Presi-
dential Committee '.

of the

10. Address by Mr. van Eekelen,
Secretary-General of WEU

Mr. van Eekelen, Secretary-General of WEU,
addressed the Assembly.

Mr. van Eekelen answered questions put by
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, MM. Scheer, Ahrens,
Stegagnini and Mrs. Lentz-Cornette.

11. Revision of the modified Brussels Treaty

(a) Reply to the second part
of the thirty-fourth annual report
and the thirty-fifth annual report of the Council

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Political Committee
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1245)

The report of the Political Committee was

presented by Sir Geoffrey Finsberg,
Rapporteur.

1. See pages 15 to 18.
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The debate was opened.

Speakers: MM.  Scovacricchi,
Valdivielso, Amaral and Tummers.

The debate was closed.

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Rapporteur, and Mr.
Ahrens, Chairman, replied to the speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.

Lopez

The draft recommendation was agreed to
unanimously. (This recommendation will be
published as No. 490) 2.

(b) WEU and the European Community

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Political Committee
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1250)

The report of the Political Committee was
presented by Sir  Geoffrey  Finsberg,
Rapporteur.

The debate was opened.

Speakers: MM. de Puig, Malfatti, Moya,
Perinat and Lord.

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

Speakers: MM. Lagorce, Stoffelen, Amaral
and Soares Costa.

The debate was closed.

Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Rapporteur, and Mr.
Ahrens, Chairman, replied to the speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.

The draft recommendation was agreed to.
(This recommendation will be published as
No. 491) 3.

12. 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, 4th
December 1990, at 10 a.m.

The sitting was closed at 6.40 p.m.

2. See page 19.
3. See page 20.
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APPENDIX
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1. The names of substitutes replacing representatives absent are printed in italics, the names of the latter being given in brackets.
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TEXTS ADOPTED SEVENTH SITTING

RECOMMENDATION 488!

on the consequences of the invasion of Kuwait:
operations in the Gulf*

1. The Assembly approves the action taken by the Council in invoking Article VIII, paragraph 3, of
the modified Brussels Treaty as a result of Iraq’s aggression against and occupation of Kuwait.

The Assembly welcomes the Council’s readiness to place WEU co-ordination in the context of
the implementation of United Nations Resolutions 660, 661, 662, 664 and 665.

The Assembly supports the Council’s decision, not only to convene the meeting of the Minis-
terial Council, but also to constitute an ad hoc group to cover the Gulf crisis and especially to call the
first meeting, under direct WEU auspices, of the chiefs of defence staffs.

The Assembly believes that the Council should remain open to the idea of further co-operation
and co-ordination at different levels over all aspects of operations in the Gulf area and therefore
REecoMMENDS that the necessary steps be taken to formalise the Gulf ad hoc group to consider policy
and implementation on a day-to-day basis, as long as the present crisis lasts, and urges all WEU nations
to provide maximum information to the operational cell being run in the French Ministry of Defence.

2. Concerned that the proliferation of vessels in the Gulf area could lead to problems in the very
near future, the Assembly REcoMMENDS that further consultations take place immediately at govern-
mental level to establish common command and control in the various Gulf zones already agreed and
further RecoMMENDS that urgent measures be taken to harmonise rules of engagement at least within
each zone, and ensure that recognition procedures (IFF) are properly co-ordinated between all aircraft
and naval units to assure the safety of friendly forces.

3. The Assembly considers that WEU could play a useful réle in helping to co-ordinate (perhaps in
conjunction with other agencies) logistic support, reinforcement and resupply for the Gulf operations
and that WEU nations’ assets for sea- and airlift might be provided, in some cases where combat
forces, for whatever reason, may not be available, and RecoMMENDSs that the Council study the options
for providing such assistance without delay.

4, Disappointed that the transatlantic presentation of WEU’s contribution to support the United
Nations’ efforts to solve the crisis in the Gulf has yet to have an impact, the Assembly RECOMMENDS
that the Council establish forthwith a liaison office in Washington to serve as a channel for North
American links and as a matter of priority to convince the United States’ Administration that direct
dialogue with WEU is possible and to be welcomed, particularly at present. The Council should make
every effort to ensure that WEU is perceived as the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance.

1. Adopted by the Presidential Committee on 20th September 1990, in application of Rule 14, paragraph 2, of the Rules of Pro-
cedure.

2. Explanatory memorandum: see the report tabled by Mr. De Hoop Scheffer on behalf of the Defence Committee (Document
1243).
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TEXTS ADOPTED SEVENTH SITTING

RECOMMENDATION 489!

on European security and events
in the Near and Middle East*

1.  The Assembly welcomes the holding of an extraordinary ministerial meeting of the Council in
Paris on 21st August 1990 to implement Article VIII, paragraph 3, of the modified Brussels Treaty
with a view to co-ordinating member countries’ action following Iraq’s aggression against Kuwait.

It welcomes the fact that the Council invited the countries taking part in European political
co-operation to attend its meeting and that Denmark and Greece were represented, as was Turkey.

It welcomes the fact that the Council placed its action in the framework of the implementation of
United Nations Security Council resolutions and asked the Security Council to define additional mea-
sures that would be necessary in applying an embargo on Iraq and the territory of Kuwait. It welcomes
the fact that Security Council Resolution 665 meets this request and that it stresses the need to make
maximum use of political and diplomatic measures, the first of which was the visit by the Secretary-
General, Mr. Perez de Cuellar, to Amman.

The Assembly notes that, in adopting without delay several Security Council resolutions on the
first international crisis following the East-West rapprochement, the United Nations has emerged from
the paralysis forced upon it by the cold war and the opposition between the military blocs to become
the guarantor of peace and international order. It welcomes the fact that WEU, by the decisions taken
at the extraordinary meeting of its Council of Ministers on 21st August 1990, affirmed the prestige and
authority of the United Nations in the first major international crisis since the end of the cold war and
just when a new international order is emerging.

Recognising the importance of co-ordination with the United States, it also welcomes the fact
that the Council has expressed the will to support efforts by the Arab states to find a political solution
to the conflict.

Finally, it welcomes the establishment of a system of co-ordination of member countries’ naval
and air action in the Guif.

It RecoMMENDs that the Council pursue the undertaking thus started and make the withdrawal of
Iraqi forces from Kuwait the prior condition for any settlement of the conflict.

2, The Assembly has noted with satisfaction that useful consultations between member countries
and the Soviet Union helped to ensure the adoption of Security Council Resolution 665.

It welcomes the fact that the Twelve reached agreement with the Soviet Union to adopt, at the
annual session of the United Nations General Assembly on 27th September, a joint statement on the
situation in the Gulf region.

It ReEcoMMENDS that the Council pursue and develop these consultations in order to maintain and
develop the cohesion shown by the international community in imposing respect for the embargo
against Iraq.

3.  The Assembly has noted with indignation the many violations of the law of nations committed
by Iraq and in particular:

— the threat to use chemical weapons which is a violation of the “ Protocol for the prohibition of
the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of bacteriological methods of
warfare ” that was signed in Geneva on 17th June 1925 and entered into force on 8th February
1928. This threat is particularly serious since chemical weapons were effectively used during
the war against Iran and, in particular, against the Kurdish people;

— many violations of the 1949 Geneva Convention on the protection of civilian persons in time
of war;

— violations of the 1961 Vienna Convention on the protection of diplomats.

It therefore REcoMMENDS that the Council use every means at its disposal to terminate these vio-
lations and bring Iraq to destroy its stocks of chemical weapons under international control and make

1. Adopted by the Presidential Committee on 20th September 1990, in application of Rule 14, paragraph 2, of the Rules of Pro-
cedure.

2. Explanatory memorandum: see the report tabled by Mr. Pieralli on behalf of the Political Committee (Document 1242).
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TEXTS ADOPTED SEVENTH SITTING

reparations for the wrongs inflicted upon foreign nationals detained in Iraq against their will and those
inflicted on diplomatic representations in Kuwait.

4, The Assembly notes that the twelve EEC countries have announced their decision to afford eco-
nomic assistance to Arab — and other — countries victims of the embargo against Iraq. It considers this
to be a positive decision and REcoMMENDs that the Council consider the possibility of convening a con-
ference on Euro-Arab co-operation bringing together the member countries of the EEC and of the Arab
League.

It is gratified that the extraordinary meeting of the Council of Ministers in Paris on 21st August
provided an opportunity, on the same day, for a meeting of ministers for foreign affairs of the twelve
European Community countries to examine the political aspects of the crisis and, in particular, the
question of the hostages held by Iraq contrary to international conventions. It considers this to be a
good example of task-sharing and close co-operation between WEU and the Twelve.

5.  The Assembly considers that the weakness shown by the international community in ensuring
that the Iraqi Government respects human rights is one of the sources of the conflict. Many eastern and
western countries bear the responsibility for supplying Iraq with a powerful, dangerous military arsenal
during and after the war with Iran.

It recalls that it has denounced the delivery of arms to Iraq and illegal transactions in advanced
military technology by banks and producing firms in a few member countries of WEU and in the
United States.

In Recommendation 475, it also made detailed proposals for terminating the arms race in Iraq
and in all Middle Eastern countries.

It regrets that the Council’s reply was hardly satisfactory and, in the light of current events,
wishes greater attention to be paid to those proposals.

6. The Assembly regrets that, in many cases, the United Nations has been unable to ensure the
application of resolutions adopted by the Security Council. It fears that if this situation persists it may
lead to new and serious crises.

The Assembly considers that, after Iraq has been made to respect the Security Council decisions
and international law, the international community and the United Nations must demonstrate the
same cohesion in employing all political and diplomatic means and adopting vigorous measures of eco-
nomic and political pressure to obtain respect for Security Council decisions by confirming Israel’s
right to exist within sure, recognised frontiers and the right of Palestinians to self-determination. This
would bring about the end of Israeli occupation of Gaza and the West Bank. Similarly, a political
solution to the present conflict may help to create conditions favourable to a settlement of the
Lebanese problem and the withdrawal of Syrian and Israeli forces from Lebanon.

It therefore RecomMENDS that the Council implement without delay the provisions of Assembly
Recommendation 475 adopted in December 1989 which underlined the importance of convening an
international conference on peace in the Middle East under the aegis of the United Nations.

7. The Assembly strongly endorses the appeal made by the Secretary-General of the United
Nations, Mr. Perez de Cuellar, for immediate humanitarian assistance for the hundreds of thousands
of refugees from different countries who are leaving or who have left Iraq via Jordan.

It therefore REcoMMENDS that the Council ask the governments of member countries to take part
in this humanitarian effort.

8. The Assembly notes that, for the second time, Article VIII, paragraph 3, of the modified Brussels
Treaty has been the basis for co-ordinated action by member countries to foster the restoration of a
peaceful order threatened outside the area covered by the North Atlantic Treaty.

It therefore REcomMMENDS that the Council maintain and strengthen in any revision of the mod-
ified Brussels Treaty the commitments in that paragraph and ensure that no country is asked to join
WEU if it is not effectively prepared to fulfil these commitments.

9. The Assembly notes that none of the WEU member countries alone has adequate means of
taking effective action in the Gulf.

It RecoMMENDs that the Council analyse the shortcomings that have thus emerged, particularly in
regard to monitoring and data-processing, and speed up consideration of measures to be taken to
remedy this situation on the basis of Recommendation 482 on observation satellites.
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10. The Assembly welcomes the fact that arbitration by the revitalised United Nations, security

through an alliance of WEU countries against aggression and, in Vienna tomorrow, disarmament may

help the emergence of a new system of security and international co-operation.
Finally, to achieve this end, it REcoMMENDs that the Council make intensive use of all the pros-

pects revealed by the dramatic crisis in the Gulf for achieving as quickly as possible an effective '

European defence organisation.
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RECOMMENDATION 490

on the revision of the modified Brussels Treaty

1. (a) The Assembly, having noted the second part of the thirty-fourth annual report and the thirty-
fifth annual report of the Council, considers them to be administrative documents that provide no real
information about the activities of the WEU Council.

(b) It nevertheless welcomes the fact that, in 1988, 1989 and 1990, it received more substantial
information from the United Kingdom, Belgian and French Chairmen-in-Office and from the Secretar-
ies-General, in particular through their letters to the President of the Assembly.

(c) Tt therefore approves the second part of the thirty-fourth and the thirty-fifth annual report of
the Council.

(d) Tt intends to follow up the Secretary-General’s proposal to address its committees as and
when required.

(e) It strongly RECOMMENDS that the Council be more precise and helpful with its communica-
tions to the Assembly, in particular its replies to recommendations and to written questions put by par-
liamentarians.

(/) 1t also RECOMMENDs that the Council inform it, whenever possible, of the conclusions drawn
from reports by the Special Working Group, the Defence Representatives Group and sub-groups whose
work corresponds to the agendas of Assembly sessions. ‘

2. (a) The Assembly has noted that the Council has started to examine the terms of a revision of
the treaty, made necessary by the accession of Portugal and Spain to WEU.

(b) It considers that events in the Gulf, the CSCE as well as in Eastern and Central Europe in
1989 and 1990 have made an even more detailed examination of the terms of such a revision nec-
essary.

(c) It proposes to examine in due course the questions raised by this revision.

(d) At this stage, however, in regard to Article IX of the treaty, it PRoPosEs that the Council adopt
the following wording: '

“ The Council of Western European Union shall make an annual report on its activities to an
assembly of representatives of the Brussels Treaty powers appointed in accordance with the
same criteria as representatives to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe. ”

In the same way, it would be valuable if national governments made a similar report to their own par-
liaments.
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RECOMMENDATION 491
on WEU and the European Community

1. The Assembly is the only parliamentary assembly empowered to deal with the implementation
of the modified Brussels Treaty and regrets that, in spite of this, the Council did not inform it of
important proposals made by a member country to associate Western European Union with the
European Community.

2. It notes that the Commission of the European Communities is considering the inclusion in the
Rome Treaty of Article V of the modified Brussels Treaty, thus separating it from the other provisions

of the treaty although they are its essential complement, particularly in regard to relations between
member countries and NATO.

3. It also notes that a resolution adopted by the European Parliament proposes that the reactivation
of WEU be terminated so that it may be integrated into the Community, although some member states
of the EEC are still opposed to developing a European concept of defence.

4, The Assembly considers that, if implemented, these various measures would weaken the Atlantic
Alliance and Europe’s ability to play a major role in international affairs.

5. It therefore REcoMMENDs that the Council pursue the reactivation of WEU so as to allow Europe

to play a more effective part in NATO and to provide it with the wherewithal to act more effectively
each time the security of Europe is threatened.

6. It also REcoMMENDs that the Council take no decision calling in question the modified Brussels
Treaty without consulting it beforehand.
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EIGHTH SITTING

Tuesday, 4th December 1990
ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council — presentation of
the first part of the thirty-sixth annual report of the
Council, Doc. 1247; Address by Mr. Dumas, Minister of
State, Minister for Foreign Affairs of France, Chairman-
in-Office of the Council.

2. European security and the Gulf crisis; Consequences of
the invasion of Kuwait: continuing operations in the Gulf
region (Presentation of and joint debate on the reports of
the Political Committee and the Defence Committee,
Docs. 1244 and amendments and 1248 and amend-
ments).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

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

1. Attendance register

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

2. Adoption of the minutes

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

3. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council -
presentation of the first part of the thirty-sixth
annual report of the Council, Doc. 1247

Address by Mr. Dumas, Minister of State,
Minister for Foreign Affairs of France,
Chairman-in-Office of the Council

Mr. Dumas, Minister of State, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of France, Chairman-in-Office
of the Council, addressed the Assembly.

Mr. Dumas answered questions put by MM.
Scheer, Caro, Beix, Soell, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg,
MM. De Decker, Speed, Sir Russell Johnston,
MM. Martino, Stegagnini, Cetin (Observer from
Turkey), Lambie and Mrs. Hoffmann.

The sitting was suspended at 11.35 a.m. and
resumed at 11.55 a.m.

Mr. Soares Costa, Vice-President of the
Assembly, took the Chair.
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4. European security and the Gulf crisis

Consequences of the invasion of Kuwait:
continuing operations in the Gulf region

(Presentation of and joint debate on the reports
of the Political Committee and the Defence Committee,
Docs. 1244 and amendments and 1248 and amendments)

The report of the Political Committee was
presented by Mr. De Decker, Rapporteur.

The report of the Defence Committee was
presented by Mr. De Hoop Scheffer,
Rapporteur.

The joint debate was opened.

At the suggestion of the President, the
Assembly agreed, in accordance with Rule 32 of
the Rules of Procedure, that speeches should be
limited to five minutes.

Speakers: MM. Ward, Fassino, Scheer, Mrs.
Roe and Mr. Caro.

The joint debate was adjourned.

5. Changes in the membership of committees

In accordance with Rule 38 (6) of the Rules of
Procedure, the Assembly agreed to the following
appointments of alternate members to fill
vacant seats in committees proposed by the
Italian Delegation:

— Political Committee: Mr. Colombo;
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— Technological and Aerospace Committee:
Mr. Manzolini;

— Committee on Budgetary Affairs and
Administration: Mr. Manzolini;

~ Committee on Rules of Procedure and
Privileges: Mr. Andreis;

— Committee for Parliamentary and Public
Relations: Mr. Colombo.
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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 1.05 p.m.
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APPENDIX

EIGHTH SITTING

APPENDIX

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

Belgium

MM.

France

MM.

Adriaensens
Chevalier

Noerens (Kempinaire)
Pécriaux

Uyttendaele

Beix

Caro

Collette
Durand
Lagorce (Forni)
Fourré

Jung

Seitlinger
Vial-Massat

Federal Republic of Germany

MM.

Mrs.
MM.

Italy
MM.

Ahrens

Antretter
Hoffmann (B6hm)
Holtz

Feldmann (Irmer)
Bindig (Mrs. Luuk)
Niegel

Scheer

Soell

Benassi
Caccia

MM.

Fassino (Filetti)
Fioret
Colombo (Kessler)

The following representatives apologised for their absence:

Belgium

Mr.
Mrs.

France

MM.

Biefnot
Staels-Dompas

Bassinet
Baumel
Fillon
Galley
Gouteyron
Jeambrun
Oehler
Thyraud

Spain
MM.

Lopez Valdivielso

Malfatti (Alvarez)
Manzolini Borderas
Martino Cuatrecasas
Stegagnini (Mezzapesa) Cuco
Rubner (Parisi) Diaz
Pieralli Fabra
Sarti Sainz (Lopez Henares)
Sinesio Martinez
Moya
Luxembourg Perinat
de Puig
Mr. Goerens Roman
Mrs. Lentz-Cornette
Mr. Regenwetter
Netherlands United Kingdom
MM. De Hoop Scheffer (Aarts) Lord Kirkhill (Coleman)
Eversdijk Mr. Lambie (Ewing)
Mrs. Haas-Berger Dame Peggy Fenner
MM. Stoffelen Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
Tummers MM. Garrett
Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman Hardy
(van Velzen) Mrs. Roe (Jessel)
Mr. Verbeek Sir Russell Johnston
MM. Thompson (Earl of
Portugal Kinnoull)
Morris
MM. Mota Torres (Candal) Parry
Fernandes Marques Sir William Shelton
Moreira Sir Dudley Smith
Brito (Silva Marques) Mr. Speed
Soares Costa Lord Newall (Thompson)
Vieira Mesquita Mr. Ward
Federal Republic of Germany Italy
MM. Biichner MM. Gabbuggiani
Eich Natali
Hitschler Pecchioli
Kittelmann Rodota
Miiller Rubbi
Reddemannd
von Schmude
Unland Portugal
Waulff Mr. Esteves

United Kingdom

Mr.
Sir

Cox
John Stokes

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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NINTH SITTING

Tuesday, 4th December 1990

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council — presentation of
the first part of the thirty-sixth annual report of the
Council, Doc. 1247; Address by Mr. Chevénement, Min-
ister of Defence of France.

2. European security and the Gulf crisis; Consequences of
the invasion of Kuwait: continuing operations in the Gulf
region (Resumed joint debate on the reports of the Political
Committee and the Defence Committee, Docs. 1244 and
amendments and 1248 and amendments).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

The sitting was.opened at 3.20 p.m. with Mr. Pontillon, President of the Assembly, in the Chair.

1. Attendance register

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

2, Adoption of the minutes

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

3. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council -
Dpresentation of the first part of the thirty-sixth
annual report of the Council, Doc. 1247

Address by Mr. Chevénement,
Minister of Defence of France

Mr. Chevénement, Minister of Defence of
France, addressed the Assembly.

Mr. Cheveénement answered questions put by
MM. Scheer, Caro, Antretter, Stegagnini, Sir
Dudley Smith, Mr. De Hoop Scheffer, Mrs.
Castellina (Member of the European Parliament,
Observer), Mr. Jessel (point of order), Sir Russell
Johnston, MM. Hardy, Romero, Martinez,
Feldmann, Goerens and Scheer (point of
order).

The sitting was suspended at 5.10 p.m. and
resumed at 5.25 p.m.
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4. European security and the Gulf crisis

Consequences of the invasion of Kuwait:

continuing operations in the Gulf region
(Resumed joint debate on the reports

of the Political Committee and the Defence Committee,
Docs. 1244 and amendments and 1248 and amendments)

The joint debate was resumed.
Speaker: Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman.

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

Speakers: MM. Stegagnini, Pécriaux, Cetin
(Observer from Turkey), Benassi, Sir John
Stokes, MM. Colombo, Soell and Fourré.

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

Speakers: MM. Antretter and Martinez.
The joint debate was adjourned.

5. 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, 5th
December 1990, at 10 a.m.

The sitting was closed at 6.30 p.m.
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APPENDIX

NINTH SITTING

APPENDIX

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

Belgium

MM.

France

MM.

Adriaensens
Noerens (Biefnot)
Chevalier
De Decker (Kempinaire)
Pécriaux
Cauwenberghs

{Mrs. Staels-Dompas)
Uyttendaele

Bassinet

Baumel

Beix

Caro

Collette

Durand

Hunault (Fillon)
Fourré

Lemoine (Oehler)

Federal Republic of Germany

MM.

Mrs.
MM.

The following representatives apologised for their absence:

France

MM.

Ahrens

Antretter

Feldmann (Hitschler)
Irmer

Luuk

Niegel

Scheer

Soell

Forni
Galley
Gouteyron
Jeambrun
Jung
Seitlinger
Thyraud
Vial-Massat

Federal Republic of Germany

MM.

Béhm
Biichner
Eich
Holtz

Italy
MM

. Benassi
Caccia
Fassino (Filetti)
Fioret
Colombo (Kessler)

Stegagnini (Mezzapesa)

Parisi
Pieralli
Sarti
Sinesio

Luxembourg

Mr. Goerens
Mrs. Lentz-Cornette
Mr. Regenwetter

Netherlands

MM.

Mrs.
MM.

Mrs
Mr

Eversdijk

Haas-Berger

Stoffelen

Tummers

. Baarveld-Schlaman
(vanVelzen)

. Verbeek

Portugal

MM. Mota Torres (Candal)

MM

Italy

MM.

Esteves

. Kittelmann
Miiller
Reddemann
von Schmude
Unland
Wulff

Gabbuggiani
Malfatti
Manzolini
Martino
Natali
Pecchioli
Rodota
Rubbi

De Hoop Scheffer (Aarts)

MM.

Spain

MM.

Fernandes Marques
Moreira
Soares Costa

Lopez Valdivielso
(Alvarez)

Cuatrecasas

Cuco

Diaz

Fabra

Lopez Henares

Martinez

Moya

de Puig

Roman

United Kingdom

Mr.
Dame
Lord

MM.

Sir
MM.
Sir
Sir
Mr.
Sir
Lord
Mr.

MM.

Spain

MM.

MM.

Mr.

Lambie (Ewing)

Peggy Fenner

Rodney (Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg)

Garrett

Hardy

Jessel

Russell Johnston

Parry

William Shelton

Dudley Smith

Speed

John Stokes

Newall (Thompson)

Bowden (Ward)

Portugal

Silva Marques
Vieira Mesquita

Borderas
Perinat

United Kingdom

Coleman
Cox

Earl of Kinnoull

Morris

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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TENTH SITTING

Wednesday, Sth December 1990

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Address by Mr. Bartholomew, Under-Secretary for Inter-
national Security Affairs, United States Department of
State (Delivered by Mr. Walter J. Curley, United States
Ambassador to France).

2. European security and the Gulf crisis; Consequences of
the invasion of Kuwait: continuing operations in the Gulf
region (Resumed joint debate on the reports of the Political
Committee and the Defence Committee, Docs. 1244 and
amendments and 1248 and amendments).

3. Address by Mr. Clark, Minister of State for Defence Pro-
curement of the United Kingdom.

4. European security and the Gulf crisis; Consequences of
the invasion of Kuwait: continuing operations in the Gulf
region (Resumed joint debate on the reports of the Political
Committee and the Defence Committee and votes on the
draft recommendations, Docs. 1244 and amendments and
1248 and amendments).

5. Enhancing WEU’s public relations (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the Committee for Parliamentary
and Public Relations and vote on the draft recommen-
dation, Doc. 1246).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

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

1. Attendance register

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

2. Adoption of the minutes

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

3. Address by Mr. Bartholomew, Under-Secretary
Jor International Security Affairs,
United States Department of State

The address by Mr. Bartholomew was
delivered by Mr. Walter J. Curley, United States
Ambassador to France.

4. European security and the Gulf crisis

Consequences of the invasion of Kuwait:
continuing operations in the Gulf region

(Resumed joint debate on the reports
of the Political Committee and the Defence Committee
and votes on the draft recommendations, Docs. 1244
and amendments and 1248, addendum and amendments)

The joint debate was resumed.
Speaker: Mr. Askin (Observer from Turkey).

Mrs. Lentz-Cornette, Vice-President of the
Assembly, took the Chair.

Speakers: MM. Lopez Valdivielso, Speed,
Romero, Fioret and Sole-Tura.
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Mr. Pontillon, President of the Assembly,
resumed the Chair.

Speaker: Mr. Lambie.
The joint debate was adjourned.

5. Address by Mr. Clark, Minister of State for
Defence Procurement of the United Kingdom

Mr. Clark, Minister of State for Defence Pro-
curement of the United Kingdom, addressed the
Assembly.

Mr. Clark answered questions put by Sir
Russell Johnston, MM. Ward, Hardy, Speed, Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg, the Earl of Kinnoull and Mr.
Garrett.

6. European security and the Gulf crisis

Consequences of the invasion of Kuwait:
continuing operations in the Gulf region
(Resumed joint debate on the reports
of the Political Committee and the Defence Committee

and votes on the draft recommendations, Docs. 1244
and amendments and 1248, addendum and amendments)

The joint debate was resumed.

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

Speakers: MM. Veryvakis (Observer from
Greece), Andjelkovic (Observer from Yugo-
slavia), Lord Mackie and Mr. Hardy.

The joint debate was closed.

The President announced that speeches
which it had not been possible to deliver would
be printed as an appendix to the proceedings.
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Mr. De Decker, Rapporteur, and Mr. Ahrens,
Chairman of the Political Committee, and Mr.
De Hoop Scheffer, Rapporteur, and Sir Dudley
Smith, Chairman of the Defence Committee,
replied to the speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
recommendation in Document 1244.

An amendment (No. 5) was tabled by Mr.
Pieralli and others:

5. At the end of the preamble to the draft rec-
ommendation, add a new paragraph:

“ Considering the adoption by the United
Nations Security Council of Resolution 678
giving Iraq until 15th January 1991 to
evacuate Kuwait before any force is used
against it and welcoming the fact that Pres-
ident Bush has decided to take advantage of
this respite to open talks with Iraq and that
the latter has accepted this proposal, ”.

Speakers: MM. Pieralli and Ahrens.
The amendment was agreed to.

An amendment (No. 6) was tabled by Mr. De
Decker and others:

6. In the draft recommendation proper, after
paragraph 2, add a new paragraph:

“ Ask member states to earmark or set up,
each according to its means, a force that can
be transported over long distances to help to
restore peace in response inter alia to requests
from the United Nations Security Council and
to provide it with weapons and equipment
commensurate with the requirements of such
operations; ”.

Speakers: MM. De Decker, Stoffelen and
Ahrens.

The amendment was agreed to.
Amendment No. 4 was not moved.

An amendment (No. 7) was tabled by Mr. De
Decker and others:

7. At the end of paragraph 4 of the draft recom-
mendation proper, add:

“ _inter alia by systematic implementation of
paragraph 3 of Article VIII of the modified
Brussels Treaty; ”.

Speakers: MM. De Decker and Ahrens.
The amendment was agreed to.

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

1. In paragraph 6 (b} of the draft recommen-
dation proper, leave out “which might take
levels above the agreed limits ” and insert “in
the region ™.

Speakers: Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman and Mr.
Ahrens.
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The amendment was agreed to.

Three amendments (Nos. 2, 8 and 9) were
considered together.

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

2. At the end of paragraph 6 of the draft recom-
mendation proper, add a new sub-paragraph:

“ settling the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and
the Lebanese problem on the basis of the
application of the United Nations resolutions
which have still not been respected, while
strictly respecting the obligations of Article VI
of the treaty governing the non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons signed by the nuclear
powers; ”.

Speaker: Mr. Stoffelen.

An amendment (No. 8) was tabled by Mr. De
Decker and others:

8. At the end of paragraph 6 of the draft recom-
mendation proper, add a new sub-paragraph:

“ a settlement of relations between Israel and
the Palestinians on the basis of implemen-
tation of relevant Security Council resolu-
tions; ”.

Speaker: Mr. De Decker.

An amendment (No. 9) was tabled by Mr. De
Decker and others:

9. At the end of paragraph 6 of the draft recom-
mendation proper, add a new sub-paragraph:

“full restoration of Lebanese sovereignty
thanks to the disbandment of the militias and
the evacuation of Lebanese territory by Israeli
and Syrian armed forces; ”.

Speakers: MM. Pieralli and Martinez (point of
order).

The President proposed that the vote on the
three amendments be deferred.

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

10. At the end of paragraph 6 of the draft
recommendation proper, add a new sub-
paragraph:

« ensuring regular supplies of oil for the inter-
national market; .

Speakers: MM. De Decker and Ahrens.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

11. At the end of paragraph 6 of the draft
recommendation proper, add a new sub-
paragraph:

“ establishing more effective solidarity
between Arab oil-producing countries and
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those that lack the resources essential for their
economic development; ”.

Speakers: MM. De Decker, Martinez and
Ahrens.

The amendment was negatived.

The Assembly returned to Amendments 2, §
and 9.

Amendment 8 was withdrawn.

Speakers: MM. Stoffelen and Pieralli.

MM. Jessel and Ahrens spoke on Amendment 9.
Amendment 9 was agreed to.

Amendment 2 was amended by leaving out
the words “ and the Lebanese problem ” and the
words “ signed by the nuclear powers ”.

Speaker: Mr. Ahrens.
Amendment 2, as amended, was agreed to.

An amendment (No. 3) was tabled by MM.
‘Martinez and Stoffelen:

3. After paragraph 7 of the draft recommen-
dation proper, add a new paragraph:

“ Seek the association of all countries partici-
pating in the miltary and political effort to
ensure the success of the embargo — and in
particular the WEU member states — with the
talks between the United States and Iraq fol-
lowing the United Nations Security Council
resolution. ”.

Speakers: MM. Martinez, De Decker and
Ahrens.

The amendment was agreed to.

An amendment (No. 12) was tabled by MM.
Pieralli and De Decker:

12. After paragraph 7 of the draft recommen-
dation proper, add a new paragraph:

“ Use all the means at its disposal to promote
a political solution to the conflict in Kuwait
and to determine the stages for the restoration
of lasting peace throughout the Near and
Middle East before expiry of the time-limit set
by the United Nations Security Council for
authorising recourse to force. ”.

Speakers: MM. Pieralli and Ahrens.
The amendment was agreed to.
Speaker (point of order): Mr. Martinez.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
amended draft recommendation.

The amended draft recommendation was
agreed to. (This recommendation will be pub-
lished as No. 492) !,

1. See page 30.
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The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
recommendation in Document 1248.

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

1. Leave out paragraph 8 of the draft recom-
mendation proper.

Speakers: MM. Lambie, Reddemann and Sir
Dudley Smith.

The amendment was negatived.

An amendment (No. 3) was tabled by Mr.
Stoffelen and others:

3. In paragraph 8 of the draft recommendation
proper, leave out all the words after “ Brussels
Treaty ”.

Speakers: MM. Stoffelen, De Hoop Scheffer
and Sir Dudley Smith.

The amendment was negatived.

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

2. Leave out paragraph 10 of the draft recom-
mendation proper.

Speakers: MM. Lambie, De Hoop Scheffer
and Sir Dudley Smith.

The amendment was negatived.

An amendment (No. 4) was tabled by Mr.
Martinez and others:

4. In paragraph 10 of the draft reccommendation
proper, leave out all the words after “ European
forces ™.

Speakers: MM. Martinez, De Hoop Scheffer
and Sir Dudley Smith.

The amendment was negatived.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.

The draft recommendation was agreed to.
This recommendation will be published as
No. 493) 2.

7. Change in the order of business

The President proposed a change in the order
of business.

The proposal was agreed to.
8. 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
3pm.

The sitting was closed at 1.15 p.m.

1. See page 32.
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APPENDIX

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

Belgium

MM. Adriaensens
Biefnot
De Decker (Chevalier)
Noerens (Kempinaire)
Pécriaux
Cauwenberghs

(Mrs. Staels-Dompas)

Uyttendaele

France

MM. Bassinet
Beix
Caro
Collette
Durand
Lagorce (Forni)

Federal Republic of Germany

Mr. Ahrens
Mrs. Hoffmann (B6hm)
MM. Irmer
Miiller
Niegel
Reddemann
Scheer
Italy
MM. Fassino (Filetti)
Fioret
Rubner (Kessler)

MM. Malfatti
Manzolini
Martino
Colombo (Mezzapesa)
Parisi
Pieralli
Scovacricchi (Rodota)
Sarti
Sinesio

Spain
MM.

Luxembourg

Mr. Goerens
Mrs. Lentz-Cornette

Netherlands

Lopez Valdivielso
(Alvarez)

Borderas

Sole-Tura (Cuatrecasas)

Cuco

Diaz

Fabra

Lopez Henares

Martinez

Moya

Perinat

de Puig

Roman

MM. De Hoop Scheffer (Aarts) United Kingdom

Eversdijk
Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman
(Mrs. Haas-Berger)

Mr.
Dame

The following representatives apologised for their absence:

France

MM. Baumel
Fillon
Fourré
Galley
Gouteyron
Jeambrun
Jung
Oehler
Seitlinger
Thyraud
Vial-Massat

Lambie (Ewing)
Peggy Fenner

MM. Stoffelen Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
Tummers MM. Garrett
van Velzen Hardy
Verbeek Jessel

Sir Russell Johnston
Portugal Earl of Kinnoull
MM. Atkinson (Morris)

MM. Brito (Candal) Parry
Esteves Sir William Shelton
Fernandes Marques Sir Dudley Smith
Moreira Mr. Speed
Amaral (Silva Marques) Sir John Stokes
Soares Costa Lord Newall (Thompson)
Vieira Mesquita Mr. Ward

Federal Republic of Germany Italy

MM. Antretter MM. Benassi
Biichner Caccia
Eich Gabbuggiani
Hitschler Natali
Holtz Pecchioli
Kittelmann Rubbi

Mrs. Luuk

MM. von Schmude Luxembourg
Soell
Unland Mr. Regenwetter
Wulff

United Kingdom

MM.

Coleman
Cox

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 492

on European security and the Gulf crisis

The Assembly,
(i)  Recalling its Recommendation 489;

(ii)  Welcoming the firmness and continuity with which member countries have pursued their action
to promote the application of the embargo against Iraq decided upon by the Security Council in order
to obtain, without prior conditions, the release of all the hostages held by Iraq and the evacuation of all
Kuwaiti territory;

(iii) Considering that WEU’s contribution to the naval deployment to ensure that the embargo is
respected is of considerable importance and allows the implementation of United Nations measures to
be monitored satisfactorily;

(iv)  Noting with regret that it took longer than desirable to arrange this deployment;

(v  Condemning with indignation the many violations of international law and human rights com-
mitted by Iraq and, in particular, the threat to use chemical weapons, non-respect of the 1949 Geneva
Convention regarding the treatment of civilians on the territory of a belligerent country and violations
of the 1961 Vienna Convention on the protection of diplomats;

(vi)  Considering that it is still possible that the firmness, solidarity, unity and political and diplo-
matic initiative of the international community will compel Iraq to obey the United Nations Security
Council;

(vii) Recalling that the Iraqi aggression was also a direct attack on the still fragile new world order
that efforts are still being made to establish to replace the one that prevailed throughout the East-West
confrontation and which must be based on respect for international law, co-operation and peace;

(viii) Welcoming the fact that the Twelve, at the summit meeting in Rome on 18th October, stressed
that the organisation of a peaceful order in the Near and Middle East implied agreement extending well
beyond the setting of the conflict between Iraq and Kuwait;

(ix) Recalling its condemnation of the measures of repression used by the Israeli police in Jerusalem
on 8th October and emphasising that a settlement of the Palestinian question, .in accordance with all
the resolutions of the Security Council on this matter, is essential for the establishment of lasting peace
in the region;

(x) Condemning the crimes committed in Beirut following the surrender of General Aoun, but
trusting that the end of the civil war in Lebanon should allow the militia to be disarmed and the armed
forces of Syria and Israel to be withdrawn from Lebanon;

(xi) Considering the adoption by the United Nations Security Council of Resolution 678 giving Iraq
until 15th January 1991 to evacuate Kuwait before any force is used against it and welcoming the fact
that President Bush has decided to take advantage of this respite to open talks with Iraq and that the
latter has accepted this proposal,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Make a critical analysis of the establishment of WEU’s co-ordination of forces sent by member
countries to ensure respect for Security Council resolutions concerning Iraq’s aggression against
Kuwait and its violations of the law of nations;

2, Follow up without delay Assembly recommendations urging it to set up a European observation
satellite agency;

3. Ask member states to earmark or set up, each according to its means, a force that can be trans-
ported over long distances to help to restore peace in response inter alia to requests from the United
Nations Security Council and to provide it with weapons and equipment commensurate with the
requirements of such operations;

4, Instruct the chiefs of defence staff of the WEU member countries to continue their meetings and
those of subordinate bodies in order to prepare forces for possible co-ordinated operations, providing
inter alia for:

(a) co-operation in respect of transport;

(b) the definition of joint procedures;
30
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(¢) the exchange of operational information;
(d) interoperability of the equipment and weapons of these national forces;
(e) common exercises;

5. Pursue the reactivation of WEU, inter alia by systematic implementation of paragraph 3 of
Article VIII of the modified Brussels Treaty;

6. Ensure that the selective release of hostages does not weaken the determination of member coun-
tries to obtain the release of all hostages and the evacuation of Iraqi forces from Kuwait;

7. Use Europe’s influence in the region to ensure that, after the withdrawal of Iraqi forces from
Kuwait, negotiations are started to establish a lasting and peaceful order in the Middle East, with a
view in particular to:

(a) an agreement between all countries in the region to renounce the possession of ABC
weapons, subject to effective international verification;

(b) an agreement between countries in the region and arms-exporting countries to limit arma-
ments in all countries in the region and to ban the sale of arms in the region;

(c) settling the Israeli-Palestinian conflict on the basis of the application of the United Nations
resolutions which have still not been respected, while strictly respecting the obligations of
Article VI of the treaty governing the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons;

(d) full restoration of Lebanese sovereignty thanks to the disbandment of the militias and the
evacuation of Lebanese territory by Israeli and Syrian armed forces;

(e) ensuring regular supplies of oil for the international market;

8. Ask that the European Community afford assistance to countries in the region whose economy is
seriously affected by the crisis;

9. Seek the association of all countries participating in the military and political effort to ensure the
success of the embargo — and in particular the WEU member states — with the talks between the United
States and Iraq following the United Nations Security Council resolution;

10. Use all the means at its disposal to promote a political solution to the conflict in Kuwait and to
determine the stages for the restoration of lasting peace throughout the Near and Middle East before
expiry of the time-limit set by the United Nations Security Council for authorising recourse to force.
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RECOMMENDATION 493

on the consequences of the invasion of Kuwait:
continuing operations in the Gulf region

1.  The Assembly insists that the best peaceful solution for the Gulf crisis lies in the respect of the
relevant United Nations resolutions, through the application of the present sanctions against Iraq, and
RecoMMEeNDs that the Council seek to ensure that this principle continues to govern the actions both of
member states and other allies.

2. The Assembly recalls its Recommendation 488, adopted on 20th September 1990, viz:

“ The Assembly approves the action taken by the Council in invoking Article VIII, paragraph 3,
of the modified Brussels Treaty as a result of Iraq’s aggression against and occupation of Kuwait.

The Assembly welcomes the Council’s readiness to place WEU co-ordination in the context of
the implementation of United Nations Resolutions 660, 661, 662, 664 and 665.

The Assembly supports the Council’s decision, not only to convene the meeting of the Minis-
terial Council, but also to constitute an ad hoc group to cover the Gulf crisis and especially to
call the first meeting, under direct WEU auspices, of the chiefs of defence staffs.

The Assembly believes that the Council should remain open to the idea of further co-operation
and co-ordination at different levels over all aspects of operations in the Gulf area and therefore
RecoMMENDs that the necessary steps be taken to formalise the Gulf ad hoc group to consider
policy and implementation on a day-to-day basis, as long as the present crisis lasts, and urges all
WEU nations to provide maximum information to the operational cell being run in the French
Ministry of Defence.

Concerned that the proliferation of vessels in the Gulf area could lead to problems in the very
near future, the Assembly REcoMMENDSs that further consultations take place immediately at gov-
ernmental level to establish common command and control in the various Gulf zones already
agreed and further RecoMMENDS that urgent measures be taken to harmonise rules of engagement
at least within each zone, and ensure that recognition procedures (IFF) are properly co-ordinated
between all aircraft and naval units to assure the safety of friendly forces.

The Assembly considers that WEU could play a useful rdle in helping to co-ordinate (perhaps in
conjunction with other agencies) logistic support, reinforcement and resupply for the Gulf opera-
tions and that WEU nations’ assets for sea- and airlift might be provided, in some cases where
combat forces, for whatever reason, may not be available, and REcoMMENDs that the Council
study the options for providing such assistance without delay.

Disappointed that the transatlantic presentation of WEU’s contribution to support the United
Nations’ efforts to solve the crisis in the Gulf has yet to have an impact, the Assembly Recom-
MENDs that the Council establish forthwith a liaison office in Washington to serve as a channel
for North American links and as a matter of priority to convince the United States’ Adminis-
tration that direct dialogue with WEU is possible and to be welcomed, particularly at present.
The Council should make every effort to ensure that WEU is perceived as the European pillar of
the Atlantic Alliance.”

3.  The Assembly welcomes the fact that the Council, working through its special Ad Hoc Group,
has already seen fit to implement at least part of the above recommendation and that WEU
co-operation both at home and in the Gulf area has improved as a direct result. The Assembly believes
that the arrangements for the naval application of the United Nations embargo are now well estab-
lished and congratulates the Council on the measures taken.

4, The Assembly now considers that much more should be done to co-ordinate land and air opera-
tions and that all WEU nations should make appropriate contributions, and therefore RECOMMENDS
that the Council discuss further national contributions to defensive land and air forces in the Gulf
region and in particular should call for support in the areas of logistics and medical help (the idea of a
hospital ship with a multinational WEU medical team on board deserves special consideration).

5. In the knowledge that France, Italy and the United Kingdom are the only WEU nations with
combat aircraft in the Gulf region and concerned about the provision of adequate air cover for naval
forces in particular, the Assembly RECOMMENDS that the members of the Council take the decisions nec-
essary to co-ordinate air cover and extend efficient air defence protection to all WEU nations’ forces.

32

Sowa en L Lcwoue s

e aaTiel THSED DS

mdn

e W W Ly S v

W R



TEXTS ADOPTED TENTH SITTING

6. Concerned that due consideration in the WEU Council has apparently not been given to the role
of forces, especially naval forces, should tension mount in the Gulf region and conflict break out, the
Assembly RECOMMENDS that the necessary political consultations should now take place to enable the
appropriate decisions on the rdle of naval forces in particular to be implemented without delay in the
event of hostilities.

7. Convinced that the present situation admirably illustrates the case for creating a European
centre for the prevention of crises and recalling in this context two earlier recommendations: 465 (Doc-
ument 1159, Rapporteur: Mr. Fourré), on defining the conditions for setting up a European obser-
vation satellite agency in WEU, and 481 (Document 1223, Rapporteur: Lord Newall), on creating a
European verification centre under WEU auspices, the Assembly REcCoMMENDSs that the Council at its
forthcoming ministerial meeting take the decision to set up such a centre to be used inter alia for crisis
management and verification and equip it with the necessary technical means (including access to
observation satellites) to enable it to function effectively.

8.  The Assembly, believing that, even if the present crisis may prove unique as a model for
European action, certain options for the future are worth studying immediately, both in the WEU
Assembly and in national parliaments, RecoMMmeNDs that the Council emphasise WEU as the forum for
out-of-area co-ordination, in keeping with the modified Brussels Treaty, and examine for the longer
term the idea of creating a WEU naval on-call force for external operations, together with a possible
pooling of appropriate national air mobile assets into a European rapid action force.

9. Considering that special efforts are required to ensure that the public is kept fully informed
regarding the rationale for the WEU presence in the Gulf region, the Assembly RECOMMENDS that the
Council should co-ordinate, through the Secretary-General’s office, the presentation of WEU’s rdle to
the media and to the public and that links between national public relations organisations in member
states’ ministries of defence should be formalised and encouraged in a similar aim.

10. Noting that defence budget cuts in the majority of member countries are forcing an unco-
ordinated reappraisal of defence priorities, the Assembly RECOMMENDS that the Council institute con-
sultation within WEU on the optimum future structure of European forces, preferably before further
cuts in national defence budgets are made.
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ELEVENTH SITTING

Wednesday, 5th December 1990
ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Enhancing WEU’s public relations (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the Committee for Parliamentary
and Public Relations and vote on the draft recommen-
dation, Doc. 1246).

2. Draft budget of the administrative expenditure of the
Assembly for the financial year 1991 (Presentation of and
debate on the report of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and vote on the draft budget,
Doc. 1241 and addendum).

3. Accounts of the administrative expenditure of the

Assembly for the financial year 1989 — the auditor’s
report and motion to approve the final accounts (Presen-
tation of and debate on the report of the Committee on
Budgetary Affairs and Administration and vote on the
motion to approve the final accounts, Doc. 1236 and
addendum).

4. Consequences of developments in Central and Eastern
Europe for European security (Presentation of and debate

on the report of the Political Committee, Doc. 1255 and
amendments).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

The sitting was opened at 3.05 p.m. with Mr. Soares Costa, Vice-President of the Assembly, in the

Chair.
1. Attendance register

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

2. Adoption of the minutes

The minutes of proceedings of the previous
sitting had not yet been distributed and would
be submitted for adoption later.

3. Enhancing WEU’s public relations

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Committee for Parliamentary
and Public Relations and vote
on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1246)

The report of the Committee for Parlia-
mentary and Public Relations was presented by
Mr. Roman, Rapporteur.

The debate was opened.

Speakers: Mr. Nuflez, Mrs. Garcia
Manzanares, MM. Lopez Henares and
Esteves.

The debate was closed.

Mr. Roman, Rapporteur, and Sir William
Shelton, Chairman, replied to the speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
recommendation.

The draft recommendation was agreed to.
(This recommendation will be published as No.
494) !,

1. See page 37.
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Mr. Pontillon, President of the Assembly, took
the Chair.

4. Draft budget of the administrative expenditure
of the Assembly for the financial year 1991

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration and vote on the draft budget,
Doc. 1241 and addendum)

The report of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration was presented by
Mr. Rathbone on behalf of Mr. Klejdzinski,
Chairman and Rapporteur.

The debate was opened.

Speakers: MM. Diaz, Miiller, Lord Mackie
and Mr. Niegel.

The debate was closed.
Mr. Rathbone replied to the speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the draft
budget of the administrative expenditure of the
Assembly for the financial year 1991.

The draft budget was agreed to unani-
mously.

5. Accounts of the administrative expenditure
of the Assembly for the financial year 1989 -
the auditor’s report and motion to approve the
final accounts

(Presentation of and vote on the motion of the Committee
on Budgetary Affairs and Administration to approve
the final accounts, Doc. 1236 and addendum)

The motion of the Committee on Budgetary
Affairs and Administration was presented by
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Mr. Rathbone on behalf of Mr. Klejdzinski,
Chairman and Rapporteur.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
motion to approve the final accounts for the
financial year 1989.

The motion was agreed to unanimously.

6. Consequences of developments in Central
and Eastern Europe for European security

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Political Committee, Doc. 1255 and amendments)

The report of the Political Committee was
presented by Mr. Ahrens, Chairman, on behalf
of Mr. Lemoine, Rapporteur.

The debate was opened.
Speaker: Mr. de Puig.

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

Speakers: MM. Miiller, Scovacricchi, Bowden,
Pachtas (Observer from Greece), Romero, Mota
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Torres, Sole-Tura, Moya, Liapis (Observer from
Greece) and Sir Geoffrey Finsberg.

The debate was closed.

Mr. Abhrens,
speakers.

Chairman, replied to the

7. Change in the order of business
The President proposed a change in the order
of business.
The proposal was agreed to.

8. 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, 6th
December 1990, at 10 a.m.

The sitting was closed at 6.30 p.m.
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ELEVENTH SITTING

APPENDIX

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

Belgium

MM. Adriaensens
Cauwenberghs
(Kempinaire)
Uyttendaele

France

MM. Fourré
Lemoine (Ochler)

Federal Republic of Germany

Mr. Ahrens
Miiller
Niegel
Reddemann

Italy

MM. Fioret
Rubner (Kessler)
Colombo (Mezzapesa)
Parisi
Scovacricchi (Rodota)
Sarti
Sinesio

The following representatives apologised for their absence:

Belgium

MM. Biefnot
Chevalier
Pécriaux

Mrs. Staels-Dompas

France

MM. Bassinet
Baumel
Beix
Caro
Collette
Durand
Fillon
Forni
Galley
Gouteyron
Jeambrun
Jung
Seitlinger
Thyraud
Vial-Massat

Luxembourg

Mrs. Lentz-Cornette

Netherlands

Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman
(Aarts)
Mrs. Haas-Berger
MM. Stoffelen
Tummers
van Velzen
Verbeek

Portugal

MM. Mota Torres
(Candal)
Esteves
Fernandes Marques
Moreira
Soares Costa

Spain

MM. Lopez Valdivielso
(Alvarez)
Borderas

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Antretter
B6hm
Biichner
Eich
Hitschler
Holtz
Irmer
Kittelmann

Mrs. Luuk

MM. Scheer
von Schmude
Soell
Unland
Wulff

Italy

MM. Benassi
Caccia
Filetti
Gabbuggiani
Malfatti
Manzolini
Martino
Natali

MM. Sole-Tura (Cuatrecasas)
Cuco
Diaz
Fabra
Lopez Henares
Martinez
Moya
Perinat
de Puig
Roman

United Kingdom

Mr. Lambie (Ewing)
Mrs. Roe (Dame Peggy
Fenner)
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
Lord Mackie (Sir Russell
Johnston)
MM. Howell (Earl of Kinnoull)
Bowden (Morris)
Sir William Shelton
Sir John Hunt (Sir Dudley
Smith)
Mr. Rathbone (Speed)
Sir John Stokes
Mr. Ward

MM. Pecchioli
Pieralli
Rubbi

Luxembourg

MM. Goerens
Regenwetter

Netherlands
Mr. Eversdijk

Portugal

MM. Silva Marques
Vieira Mesquita

United Kingdom

MM. Coleman
Cox
Garrett
Hardy
Jessel
Parry
Thompson

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 494

on enhancing WEU’s public relations

(i)  The Assembly notes with satisfaction the increased interest shown by the media, public opinion
and in parliamentary debates in the role of WEU as a result of its action in the Gulf region following
Iraq’s aggression against Kuwait.

(ij)  This open debate nevertheless shows that a large section of the public, if not ignorant of WEU,
still holds preconceived and mistaken ideas about it which, in member countries and across the
Atlantic too, lead to a lack of credibility in the institution that does not correspond to the increase in its
activities.

(iii) Conversely, the Assembly is gratified at being kept better informed of the Council’s activities, in
particular through the information letters from the Secretary-General, in spite of the fact that their
contents in no way commit the Council.

(ivy The Assembly notes with interest that, starting this year, numerous communiqués have been
issued at the close of meetings of the Council of Ministers and several of its organs. It considers the
Council is thus starting to keep the public better informed.

(v  However, upheavals in Central and Eastern Europe and new threats emanating from regions
outside Europe call for more systematic, coherent efforts to explain to the public the possibilities
offered by the modified Brussels Treaty for establishing a new European security system; the Council
must not, however, transfer the burden of these efforts to members of the Assembly.

(vi)  The hesitation shown by the Council and member governments, failing to grasp the political
importance of public relations or to agree on WEU’s future role, might increase the now prevalent
uncertainty among the public about how Europe’s future security should be guaranteed and organised.

THE ASSEMBLY THEREFORE RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Include information policy in its agenda as a matter of urgency, in accordance with the sugges-
tions made by Mr. Pontillon in Written Question 285, with a view in particular to increasing the now
inadequate financial means available to WEU and its Assembly in this area;

2. Work out, with the assistance of the WEU Institute for Security Studies, a communications
strategy allowing the public debate on European security to be intensified and WEU’s image to be
enhanced in public opinion, not only in Europe but also in North America;

3. Support and extend the Secretary-General’s public relations work and urge member govern-
ments to intensify their efforts to explain to the public WEU’s work in helping to establish a new
security system in Europe;

4, Inform the Assembly of measures taken to attain the abovementioned goals.
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TWELFTH SITTING
Thursday, 6th December 1990

ORDERS OF THE DAY

1. Consequences of developments in Central and Eastern
Europe for European security (Vote on the draft recom-
mendation, Doc. 1255 and amendments).

2. Konversiya — conversion in Soviet military industry (Pre-
sentation of and debate on the report of the Technological
and Aerospace Committee and vote on the draft recom-
mendation, Doc. 1249).

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

The sitting was opened at 10.20 a.m. with Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Vice-President of the Assembly, in

the Chair.

1. Attendance register

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

2. Adoption of the minutes

The minutes of proceedings of the two pre-
vious sittings were agreed to.

3. Consequences of developments in Central and
Eastern Europe for European security

(Vote on the draft recommendation,
Doc. 1255 and amendments)

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
recommendation.

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

1. In the preamble to the draft recommendation,
after paragraph (i), add the following new para-
graphs:

“ Welcoming the end of the division of
Europe and of the East-West confrontation
and the progress towards democratisation and
liberalisation in the Soviet Union and the
other Eastern European countries;

Concerned nevertheless at the alarming
decline in the economic situation in Eastern
Europe in view of its possible unforeseeable
repercussions;

Recalling Article I of the modified Brussels
Treaty in which all WEU member countries
undertook to promote the economic recovery
of Europe; ”
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Speakers: MM. Ward, Martinez and Ahrens.
The amendment was agreed to.

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

2. In the preamble to the draft recommen-
dation, after paragraph (ii), add the following
new paragraphs:

“ Emphasising that European security would
be threatened if areas of instability emerged in
Eastern Europe;

Considering that the strengthening and
institutionalisation of the CSCE process offer
the peoples of Europe new prospects and
improved security on the basis of a
strengthened  system of  all-European
co-operation;

Considering that the strengthened CSCE
should henceforth be used as the principal
forum for advancing disarmament and the
limitation of armaments; ”

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

An amendment (No. 3) was tabled by Mr.
Brito and others:

3. In the preamble to the draft recommen-
dation, after paragraph (ii), add the following
new paragraphs:

“ Welcoming the fact that the final settlement
of the German problem has made it possible
to anchor Germany as a whole to the Atlantic
Alliance and allowed the German people to be
united in freedom, thus enhancing stability
and security in Central Europe;

Considering that Germany’s undertakings in
regard to recognition of its present frontiers
with Poland, confirmation of its renunciation

.
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of ABC weapons and the limit placed on the
levels of its armed forces are exemplary mea-
sures that are likely to strengthen the confi-
dence of all European countries; ”

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

An amendment (No. 4) was tabled by Mr.
Brito and others:

4. In the preamble> to the draft recommen-
dation, after paragraph (iii), add the following
new paragraphs:

“ Supporting the steps being taken to establish
an assembly of Europe, on the basis of the
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe, which would give the parliamentary
dimension to the CSCE process as decided by
the Paris summit, while recalling its own
responsibilities in all areas covered by the
modified Brussels Treaty;

Recalling that WEU has special responsibility
in the establishment of a new European
security concept based on the doctrine of suf-
ficiency and taking account of the situation
that will exist after the treaty on conventional
disarmament has been signed;

Considering the maintenance of United States
and Canadian armed forces in Europe to be an
essential factor for guaranteeing the future
security of Europe in a new environment; ”

Speaker: Mr. Martinez.
The amendment was agreed to.
Speaker (explanation of vote): Mr. Caro.

An amendment (No. 5) was tabled by Mr.
Brito and others:

5. After paragraph 1 of the draft recommen-
dation proper, add a new paragraph:

“ Play an active part in building the new all-
European system of co-operation and security
and give it useful impetus based on the
co-operation structures set up by member
countries in the framework of WEU, the
European Community and the Atlantic
Alliance; ”

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

An amendment (No. 6) was tabled by Mr.
Brito and others:

6. After paragraph 2 of the draft recommen-
dation proper, add a new paragraph:

“ Give strong impetus to the European Com-
munity’s efforts to organise and co-ordinate
assistance to the economies of the countries
concerned; ”

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

An amendment (No. 7) was tabled by Mr.
Brito and others:

7. After paragraph 3 of the draft recommen-
dation proper, add a new paragraph:

“In accordance with the modified Brussels
Treaty, examine from a military standpoint
the consequences of the reduction in tension
in Europe following the progressive with-
drawal of Soviet troops and define, in prepa-
ration for examination in the Atlantic
Alliance, a new concept for the deployment of
allied forces in Europe; ”

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

An amendment (No. 8) was tabled by Mr.
Brito and others:

8. After paragraph 4 of the draft recommen-

dation proper, add the following new para-

graphs:
“Follow up the intention it expressed in
Brussels to strengthen co-operation between
member countries in security matters so as to
open the way for a possible European union
associating the European Community,
European political co-operation and WEU;

Pursue its efforts to ensure that current
thinking about the creation of multinational
forces is set in the context of a European
security dimension;

Work out, with due account for the specific
nature of European security interests, a
Furopean position for revising the strategy of
the Atlantic Alliance in order to maintain
Europe’s security in a new environment;

Develop means of countering more quickly
and more effectively any dangers which may
arise out of area;

Examine the expediency of regular meetings
of chiefs of defence staff of WEU member
countries;

Re-examine the role of deterrence in the new
European security context;

Take the decision to create an observation sat-
ellite agency.”

Speakers: MM. Martinez and Ahrens.
The amendment was agreed to.

The Assembly proceeded to vote on the
amended draft recommendation.

The amended draft recommendation was
agreed to unanimously. (This recommendation
will be published as No. 495)'.

1. See page 42.
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4. Konversiya — conversion
in Soviet military industry

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Technological and Aerospace Committee
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1249)

The report of the Technological and Aero-
space Committee was presented by Mr.
Tummers, Rapporteur.

The debate was opened.

Speakers: MM. Moya, Elisseev (Observer from
the USSR), Moreira, Mrs. van den Brink
(Member of the European Parliament, Observer),
MM. Pedregosa and Atkinson.

The debate was closed.
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Mr. Tummers, Rapporteur, and Mr.
Stegagnini, Chairman, replied to the speakers.

The Assembly proceeded to consider the draft
recommendation.

The draft recommendation was agreed to
unanimously. (This recommendation will be
published as No. 496) !.

5. Close of the session

The President declared the thirty-sixth
ordinary session of the Assembly closed.

The sitting was closed at 11.40 a.m.

1. See page 44.
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Names of representatives or substitutes who signed the register of attendance !:

Belgium Luxembourg
MM. Adriaensens Mr. Regenwetter
Cauwenberghs
(Mrs. Staels-Dompas) Netherlands
Uyttendaele
Mrs. Baarveld-Schlaman
France (Aarts)
: Mr, Eversdijk
MM. Caro Mrs. Haas-Berger
Gouteyron MM. Stoffelen
Tummers
Federal Republic of Germany van Velzen
MM. Abhrens Portugal
pocher MM. Brito (Candal)
Esteves
Moreira
Traly Amaral (Silva Marques)
MM. Fioret Soares Costa
Colombo (Kessler) Vieira Mesquita
Malfatti
Martino Spain
Parisi
Sarti Mr. Lopez Valdivielso

Stegagnini (Sinesio)

(Alvarez)

The following representatives apologised for their absence:

Belgium

MM. Biefnot
Chevalier
Kempinaire
Pécriaux

France

MM. Bassinet
Baumel
Beix
Collette
Durand
Fillon
Forni
Fourré
Galley
Jeambrun
Jung
Oehler
Seitlinger
Thyraud
Vial-Massat

Italy

Federal Republic of Germany

MM. Antretter
BShm

MM.

MM.

Eich
Hitschler
Holtz
Irmer

. Luuk
MM.

Miiller

Niegel
Reddemann
Scheer

von Schmude
Soell

Unland
Wulff

Benassi
Caccia
Filetti
Gabbuggiani
Manzolini
Mezzapesa
Natali
Pecchioli
Pieralli
Rodota
Rubbi

MM.

Borderas
Sole-Tura (Cuatrecasas)
Cuco

Diaz

Sainz (Fabra)
Lopez Henares
Martinez
Moya

Perinat

de Puig
Roman

United Kingdom

Mr.
Mrs.
Sir
MM.

Lambie (Ewing)

Roe ( Dame Peggy
Fenner)

Geoffrey Finsberg

Atkinson (Morris)

Bowden (Sir William
Shelton)

Speed

Howell (Sir John Stokes)

Ward

Luxembourg

Mr.
Mrs.

Goerens
Lentz-Cornette

Netherlands

Mr.

Verbeek

Portugal

Mr.

Fernandes Marques

United Kingdom

MM.

Sir
Earl
Mr.
Sir
Mr.

Coleman

Cox

Garrett

Hardy

Jessel

Russell Johnston
of Kinnoull
Parry

Dudley Smith
Thompson

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 495

on the consequences of developments in Central and Eastern Europe
for European security

The Assembly,

(i  Welcoming the adoption by thirty-four countries of the Charter of Paris for a new Europe and
the signing of the agreement on the limitation of conventional armaments;

(i) Welcoming the end of the division of Europe and of the East-West confrontation and the
progress towards democratisation and liberalisation in the Soviet Union and the other Eastern
European countries;

(iii) Concerned nevertheless at the alarming decline in the economic situation in Eastern Europe in
view of its possible unforeseeable repercussions;

(iv) Recalling Article I of the modified Brussels Treaty in which all WEU member countries
undertook to promote the economic recovery of Europe;

(v)  Recalling that implementation of the principles set out in the security basket of the Helsinki
Final Act is an essential condition for advancing the entire CSCE process;

(vi Emphasising that European security would be threatened if areas of instability emerged in
Eastern Europe;

(vii) Considering that the strengthening and institutionalisation of the CSCE process offer the peoples
of Europe new prospects and improved security on the basis of a strengthened system of all-European
co-operation;

(viii) Considering that the strengthened CSCE should henceforth be used as the principal forum for
advancing disarmament and the limitation of armaments;

(ix) Welcoming the fact that the final settlement of the German problem has made it possible to
anchor Germany as a whole to the Atlantic Alliance and allowed the German people to be united in
freedom, thus enhancing stability and security in Central Europe;

(x) Considering that Germany’s undertakings in regard to recognition of its present frontiers with
Poland, confirmation of its renunciation of ABC weapons and the limit placed on the levels of its
armed forces are exemplary measures that are likely to strengthen the confidence of all European coun-
tries;

(xi) Welcoming the fact that the states participating in the CSCE have decided to set up a conflict
prevention centre which they consider to be a first step towards the creation of a true political
instrument allowing them to settle all disputes that may arise between them;

(xii) Supporting the steps being taken to establish an assembly of Europe, on the basis of the Parlia-
mentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, which would give the parliamentary dimension to the
CSCE process as decided by the Paris summit, while recalling its own responsibilities in all areas
covered by the modified Brussels Treaty;

(xiii) Recalling that WEU has special responsibility in the establishment of a new European security
concept based on the doctrine of sufficiency and taking account of the situation that will exist after the
treaty on conventional disarmament has been signed;

(xiv) Considering the maintenance of United States and Canadian armed forces in Europe to be an
essential factor for guaranteeing the future security of Europe in a new environment;

(xv) Considering that, because of the imminent meeting of heads of state or government of the
Twelve in Rome, the present report can present only provisional conclusions,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Ensure, at the Rome summit meeting, that the requirements of European security in the new sit-
uation are guaranteed;

2. Play an active part in building the new all-European system of co-operation and security and
give it useful impetus based on the co-operation structures set up by member countries in the
framework of WEU, the European Community and the Atlantic Alliance;
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3. Promote implementation of the decisions taken by the CSCE, in particular by:
(i) ensuring that the conflict prevention centre carries out its tasks in optimum conditions;

(ii) giving strong impetus to the monitoring of disarmament agreements, inter alia by setting up
a centre for processing data obtained by observation satellites, and inform participating
countries of its conclusions;

4, Give strong impetus to the European Community’s efforts to organise and co-ordinate assistance
to the economies of the countries concerned;

5. Propose to the CSCE the continuation of negotiations on conventional forces in Europe and,
after the Helsinki conference, promote further stages of disarmament and guarantee stability in
Europe;

6. In accordance with the modified Brussels Treaty, examine from a military standpoint the conse-
quences of the reduction in tension in Europe following the progressive withdrawal of Soviet troops
and define, in preparation for examination in the Atlantic Alliance, a new concept for the deployment
of allied forces in Europe;

7. Keep the Assembly continuously informed of the progress of negotiations relating to the
organisation of Western Europe and security and co-operation in Europe;

8. Follow up the intention it expressed in Brussels to strengthen co-operation between member
countries in security matters so as to open the way for a possible European union associating the
European Community, European political co-operation and WEU;

9. Pursue its efforts to ensure that current thinking about the creation of multinational forces is set
in the context of a European security dimension;

10. Work out, with due account for the specific nature of European security interests, a European
position for revising the strategy of the Atlantic Alliance in order to maintain Europe’s security in a
new environment;

11. Develop means of countering more quickly and more effectively any dangers which may arise
out of area;

12.  Examine the expediency of regular meetings of chiefs of defence staff of WEU member coun-
tries;

13. Re-examine the role of deterrence in the new European security context;
14. Take the decision to create an observation satellite agency.
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RECOMMENDATION 496

on konversiya - conversion in Soviet military industry

The Assembly, t

(i)  Aware of the far-reaching changes taking place in the USSR, in particular since the Reykjavik
agreement;

(i)  Convinced that the doctrine of reasonable sufficiency in defence being introduced by the Soviet
Union will have immediate repercussions on military production;

(iii) Aware that the INF Treaty and the imminent agreement on conventional forces in Europe (CFE)
will reduce even further the quantitative demand for military equipment;

(iv)  Considering that, through conversion, the Soviet Union is making a sincere effort to use for
civilian purposes the human and material resources thus being released;

(v)  Aware that the Soviet authorities consider conversion to be an important means of improving
the living standards of the population;

(vi)  Recalling that the preamble to the Brussels Treaty refers to economic, social and cultural ties as
means for fortifying and preserving the principles of democracy, personal freedom and political liberty;

(vii) Recognising that it is too early to assess the full significance of economic and political reforms
now taking place in the Soviet Union;

(viii) Convinced that in the post cold war era strong social, economic and cultural ties between
Western European nations and the Soviet Union will greatly contribute to reinforcing peace and
security in the whole of Europe;

(ix) Recognising that, in a first phase of the Soviet Union’s transition to market economy, direct
exchanges between companies, experts and politicians will be crucial;

(x)  Aware that, notwithstanding existing uncertainties, both the Federal Republic of Germany and
France have recently concluded bilateral agreements with the Soviet Union on partnership and
co-operation,

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL

1. Urge member governments to promote the extension of existing and the establishment of new
exchange programmes so as to enable both Soviet and Western European experts to learn more about
each other’s social, economic and cultural systems;

2. Urge those member governments which have not yet done so to conclude formal bilateral agree-
ments on good neighbourliness, partnership and co-operation, based on the new pattern of interna-
tional relations in Europe and modelled on two such agreements as recently concluded by WEU
member states;

3. Appoint a special committee of experts from national administrations with the task of studying
conversion problems and exchanging experience and advice with their opposite numbers in the Soviet
Union.
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SEVENTH SITTING

Monday, 3rd December 1990

SUMMARY

1. Resumption of the session.

2. Attendance register.

3. Adoption of the minutes.

4. Examination of credentials.

5. Observers.

6. Address by the President of the Assembly.

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

8. Request by the Political Committee to place two reports
on the agenda; Adoption of the draft order of business
for the second part of the session (Doc. 1235).

9. Action by the Presidential Committee (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Presidential Committee,
Doc. 1252).

Speakers: The President, Mr. Martinez (Vice-President of
the Assembly), Mrs. Lentz-Cornette, Mr. Martinez.

10. Address by Mr. van Eekelen, Secretary-General of
WEU.

Replies by Mr. van Eekelen to questions put by: Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg, MM. Scheer, Ahrens, Stegagnini,
Mrs. Lentz-Cornette.

11. Revision of the modified Brussels Treaty (a) Reply to
the second part of the thirty-fourth annual report and
the thirty-fifth annual report of the Council (Presen-
tation of and debate on the report of the Political Com-
mittee and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc.
1245).

Speakers: The President, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
(Rapporteur), Mr. Scovacricchi, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg,
Mr. Lopez Valdivielso, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr.
Amaral, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Tummers, Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Ahrens (Chairman).

(b} WEU and the European Community (Presentation of
and debate on the report of the Political Committee and
vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1250).

Speakers: The President, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
(Rapporteur), Mr. de Puig, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr.
Malfatti, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Moya, Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg, Mr. Perinat, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Lord,
Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Lagorce, Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg, Mr. Stoffelen, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr.
Amaral, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Soares Costa, Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg, Mr. Ahrens (Chairman).

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

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

1. Resumption of the session

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

I declare resumed the thirty-sixth ordinary
session of the Assembly of Western European
Union which was adjourned on 8th June 1990 at
the end of the sixth sitting.

2. Attendance register

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

1. See page 14.
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3. Adoption of the minutes

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

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

4. Examination of credentials

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the examination of the cre-
dentials of the new representatives and substi-
tutes nominated since our Assembly’s last part-
session, whose names have been published in
Notice No. 7.

In accordance with Rule 6(1) of the Rules of
Procedure, these credentials have been attested
by a statement of ratification from the President
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of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe.

Is there any objection to ratifying these cre-
dentials?...

The credentials
Assembly.

are ratified by the

I welcome our new parliamentary col-
leagues.

5. Observers

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — May I, at
this point, welcome the large number of foreign
observers representing the parliaments of
Central and Eastern Europe, attending our
debates and interested in the work we do
together. Virtually every European parliament is
represented here today.

Nor, ladies and gentlemen, would you under-
stand if I failed to take this opportunity to
welcome and congratulate those of our col-
leagues from the Federal Republic of Germany
who were re-clected yesterday.

On your behalf, I therefore welcome Mr.
Antretter, Mr. Bindig, Mrs. Blunck, Mr. Bohm,
Mr. Biihler, Mr. Feldmann, Mrs. Fischer, Mr.
Hitschler, Mr. Holtz, Mr. Irmer, Mr.
Kittelmann, Mr. Lenzer, Mr. Miiller, Mr. Pfuhl,
Mr. Reddemann, Mr. Scheer, Mr. Schmitz, Mr.
von Schmude, Mr. Soell, Mr. Steiner, Mr. Zierer
and Mr. Zywietz.

I am sure you will all join me, ladies and gen-
tlemen, in expressing our pleasure at this satis-
fying result of the German elections; to those of
our former colleagues unlucky enough not to
have been elected I shall simply express our
sympathy and appreciation of their past collabo-
ration in our work.

6. Address by the President of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Secretary-
General, your Excellencies, ladies and gen-
tlemen, this session opens in a context that is
particularly rich but also changing and fraught
with uncertainty. One week ago, a few hundred
metres from here, representatives of a hundred
million men sanctioned, with the Charter of
Paris, the end of an era and the start of some-
thing else, something full of hope that must now
be fostered with realities. The Paris summit
meeting marked the move from a process of dis-
armament to a programme of collective
security.

For the first time in history, we are indeed
witnessing a deep-rooted change in the Euro-
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pean landscape that is not the consequence of a
war or of a bloody revolution.

We in WEU have a place in this process now
that it is less a matter of organising the balance
of forces than of seeking a new form of solidarity
based on shared values.

As an institution for collective security and
European co-operation, WEU already plays an
important part whenever it is question of
reacting to violations of international law and of
organising the united reaction of the community
of nations.

You will have understood that here I am
referring to the Gulf problem and the United
Nations’ decisions to the enforcement of which
we are making a major contribution.

As you know, it was on 2nd August that Iraq’s
invasion of Kuwait brought storm clouds into
the clear summer sky. It immediately became
clear that WEU could not remain indifferent to
this threat to international peace and, on 8th
August, on behalf of the Assembly, I asked the
Chairman-in-Office to convene a meeting of the
WEU Council at ministerial level under Article
VIII of the modified Brussels Treaty.

Subsequent discussions in the Presidential
Committee and the other committees allow me
to convey to the Council the Assembly’s great
satisfaction at three measures that it took,
perhaps not immediately, but at least within a
reasonably short time after the event.

First, it decided to meet effectively, at the
required level — and for the first time since
WEU was set up - to define the bases for con-
certed action. I would add that, in associating
certain non-member countries with this
meeting, the Chairman-in-Office showed better
than ever before that WEU was not a closed
institution and was capable, in case of need, of
bringing together all European countries sharing
one and the same concept of European security
and its implications. This is a valuable indi-
cation now that a new peaceful order is being
organised in Europe and thought is also being
given to the specific vocation of each of the
organisations around which a European entity is
being shaped. In this matter, the WEU Council
has shown that, whereas neither NATO nor
European political co-operation was able to take
firm initiatives, WEU could do so without sepa-
rating the nine member countries from their
partners in the Community or in the Atlantic
Alliance.

The Council must then be congratulated for
having, in these circumstances, found ways and
means of co-ordinating action taken by member
countries to participate in implementing the
embargo against Iraq decided upon by the
United Nations Security Council. This is not the
first time, since similar co-ordination had been
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organised in 1987 to allow Europe to play an
active part in mine-sweeping operations in the
Gulf to ensure freedom of navigation in these
waters in spite of the war then being waged
between Iran and Iraq. However, the events last
summer led the Council, for the first time, to
meet a request from the Assembly, ie. to
convene a meeting of chiefs of defence staff of
member countries to study together the imple-
mentation of Council decisions. This initiative
must now be followed up: in other words, this
form of European military co-ordination must
be institutionalised, first to draw lessons from
the experience gained and then to allow Europe
to react more swiftly and effectively if peace is
again threatened or if collective assistance is
required for humanitarian tasks, for instance.

Finally, I wish to thank the Council for associ-
ating the Assembly, better than ever before, with
its activities. The two ministerial meetings were
indeed followed by meetings between the
Chairman-in-Office or his representative and
the Assembly, represented either by its Presi-
dential Committee or by its Political and
Defence Committees, at which valuable infor-
mation was given to the parliamentarians on the
Council’s action, after which our questions were
answered in detail. It was also possible for the
Presidential Committee to send a delegation to
the Gulf to see how co-ordination was working
on the spot and to establish useful contacts with
the authorities of certain countries in the
region.

My special thanks go to the governments of
France, the United Kingdom, Italy and the
Netherlands, which allowed the delegation to be
received on board their countries’ warships,
where they were given detailed, instructive
information, after meeting, in Paris, the most
senior military staff responsible for co-
ordination. I would also thank the United States
Government for authorising us to extend our
mission beyond the limits of WEU and wel-
coming us aboard an American ship. The
reports that are to be presented at this session by
Mr. De Decker, for the Political Committee, and
Mr. De Hoop Scheffer, for the Defence Com-
mittee, both members of the delegation, will
allow the Assembly to assess the importance of
this visit and the information obtained. I would
sum up the situation by telling you that
European participation in the naval operations
— overall, 50% of the total operational strength —
designed to apply the embargo has been of great
importance and has allowed the peoples in the
region to see Europe as an essential partner in
organising the return to a balanced, lasting peace.
The Presidential Committee’s adoption of the
reports by Mr. Pieralli and Mr. De Hoop Scheffer
on 20th September enabled the Assembly to
make a very useful contribution in helping the
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Arab countries understand the whys and where-
fores of the European presence in the Gulf,

I personally have endeavoured to ensure that
the whole Assembly was kept duly informed of
the activities of the Presidential Committee and
the Council in this area. All the documents ema-
nating from the Council have been sent to you
very quickly and the Presidential Committee did
not hesitate to resort to exceptional proced-
ure to allow the recommendations adopted by
the committees to be transmitted to the Council
on 20th September, with the endorsement of the
Presidential Committee. It has also arranged for
new reports to be prepared providing material
for our debates at the present session.

There seem to be two kinds of lesson to be
drawn already from this affair which is not yet
over. First, WEU is now, more than ever, the
necessary channel for questions that cannot
validly be handled in NATO or solved solely in
the framework of political co-operation because
they involve the intervention of armed forces.
Second, setting WEU co-operation in motion is
still too slow for both military and political
reasons. Hence, the réle effectively played by
Europe was not properly recognised by interna-
tional opinion and it did not enjoy all the
political advantages that it might have derived
from its military presence in the region. Today,
the necessary changes must be made in WEU’s
methods so that it may act more quickly and
effectively should the need arise again.

Since none of our countries is now prepared to
allow its armed forces to be engaged in opera-
tions in which it has not decided to take part, it
would be desirable for them all to agree, outside
a time of crisis, to pre-assign some of their forces
and means for possible operations outside
Europe. This implies prior agreement on proce-
dures to be implemented and on the measures to
be taken in respect of transport and logistics,
exchanges of information and interoperability of
armaments that might be earmarked for
co-ordinated operations outside Europe. Such
measures of course would not affect each state’s
freedom to decide, in all circumstances, on the
nature of its commitment, be it to ensure appli-
cation of Security Council resolutions, the safe-
guarding of its nationals or any other peace-
keeping action. However, such steps would
considerably strengthen Europe’s ability to voice
its views when a conflict is in the offing and,
consequently, avert any threat to international
peace.

We must realise that, without WEU
co-ordination, most member countries would
not have been able or would not have wished to
take part in military deployment in the region of
the Gulf. However, such participation, even if
only modest, was of vital political importance. It
showed that Europe existed, not only as the sum
of resources made available by countries pre-
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pared to act against Iraq but also as an
expression of political will, separate from that of
the Americans, although associated with them,
probably more alive to the legitimate concerns
of Arab peoples and states and also more
anxious to act only in the framework of guide-
lines laid down by the only authority capable of
expressing the point of view of the international
community as a whole, i.e. the United Nations
Security Council. Insofar as we hope that the
application of the measures decided upen by the
Security Council will still allow peace to be
restored on a lawful basis, our co-ordinated par-
ticipation in the deployment of forces in the
Gulf is likely to have a strong influence on the
course of events and to ensure that Europe plays
its due part in settling the conflict.

The adoption of Resolution 678 by the
Security Council on 29th November makes it
urgent for the Council to meet again to decide
how Europe would take part in the trial of force
should Iraq’s attitude make this necessary. A
firm statement by the Council of Ministers on
this subject at its meeting on 10th December
would obviously help to strengthen the action by
which the international community intends to
ensure that Iraq evacuates Kuwait without
recourse to force becoming necessary.

When I was in New York in November
attending the session of the United Nations
General Assembly, I was able to assess the
progress that Europe had made in world affairs
thanks to WEU because of the cohesion it
showed in the Gulf affair. On two occasions, I
met representatives of WEU member countries
during my week in New York and discussed
with them our views on the action taken by
Europe to ensure that a concept of peace pre-
vails, with due respect for international law,
thus giving our presence in the Gulf its full
dimension. I was also able to see that WEU was
henceforth an aspect of Europe that had become
a reality extending well beyond the periodical
meetings of ambassadors in London.

The second prominent matter in recent weeks
was the CSCE summit meeting in Paris from
19th to 21st November.

Its first task was to turn the page on a past
marked by the East-West confrontation that had
dominated international life for forty-three
years. With the signing of the treaty on the limi-
tation of conventional forces, the threat to
Western Europe is diminishing so much that
some are now wondering whether it is necessary
to retain the forces and bodies which have
ensured Europe’s security for the last half-
century. This doubt is heightened because the
Warsaw Pact has practically disappeared, at
least as a military organisation, Germany has
been reunited around the Federal Republic and
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within the Atlantic Alliance and the Paris
summit meeting has issued a charter for a new
Europe which sketches the guidelines for a new
order of peace and collective security on our
continent.

We all welcome these three events unre-
servedly. The end of an arms race, which
weighed heavily on the development of our
economies and the balance of our societies, was
an aspiration which had always been endorsed
by WEU and its Assembly which, it should be
recalled, were set up in 1954 for the specific
purpose of establishing a freely-accepted disci-
pline between the member countries in this area.
The reunification of Germany in a democratic
state had, from the same date, been at the top of
the list of aims that the member countries of the
Atlantic Alliance set themselves in the London
Agreements. Finally, the replacement of the con-
frontation between blocs by a collective security
system had been the aim pursued by all
European states since the Helsinki conference
whose Final Act dates back to 1975. I do not
think there are any differences between us on
these three points.

Conversely, in preparing for the present
session, I noted that different interpretations
have been placed on this year’s events and I
have every reason to think that these will be at
the centre of this week’s debates.

Some consider that sufficient progress has
been made towards a new security order in
Europe to allow, here and now, a complete reap-
praisal of the institutions which, in recent
decades, formed the basis of our security. They
consider that the participation of the five
members of the Security Council in the condem-
nation of Iraq and the institutionalisation of the
CSCE are in themselves sufficient guarantees for
the maintenance of international peace for any
further European military deployment to be
envisaged only to serve one or other of those
bodies.

Others, on the contrary, are still keenly aware
of the precarious nature of the majority in the
Security Council opposing the Iraqi aggression
and of the limits of the CSCE’s authority. They
are still concerned about the existence of a sig-
nificant military and nuclear arsenal on both
sides of the Urals, the threatened withdrawal of
a large proportion of the American forces still
stationed in FEurope and the risks of an
implosion in certain Central and Eastern
European countries due to the combined effects
of an unprecedented economic and social crisis
and the reawakening of nationalism. Finally, the
proliferation of nuclear weapons in the world,
the development of chemical weapons and the
increase in the number of ballistic missiles mean
that while, for many people, Europe’s security is
still a hope, it is not an established fact and still
less a certainty.
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In present circumstances in Europe, I believe
many people, aware of certain aspects of the new
realities, have a reasonable view of the future
but without grasping all the aspects. One of
WEU’s vocations is now quite clearly to con-
tribute, within the framework of its responsibil-
ities, to the new organisation of peace in Europe.
Here, we cannot expect to replace the CSCE
whose role is to clarify and develop the prin-
ciples set out in the Helsinki Final Act and the
Charter of Paris for a new Europe and also to
implement them in the bodies it has just set up,
with a particular view to preventing conflicts.
Yet today it is hardly conceivable that the
thirty-four member countries of the CSCE can
agree to impose the implementation of any prin-
ciples it may define on countries which do not
wish to do so. Nor is it conceivable for it to rely
on national states to carry out this task, for
security and peace in Europe cannot be guar-
anteed by the domination of one power. Because
it is the only truly European organisation
responsible for defence matters, WEU is also the
only one able to back up the CSCE when the
latter needs to deter one of its participants from
infringing the principles it defines. This is a
dimension of European security which our gov-
ernments will have to bear in mind when they
examine the necessary revision of the modified
Brussels Treaty in the coming year. Our
Assembly should also be asked to play a full part
in the exchanges of views which should lead to
the definition of the parliamentary dimension of
the CSCE.

In the context of this session, it is inevitable
that the two concepts of European security that
are upheld here will come to grips when WEU’s
role in future years has to be determined. This
was evident when the Political Committee
finalised the reports it is to present at this
session and we should be grateful to it for having
reached the necessary compromises so that the
documents prepared by its rapporteurs will all -
or so we hope — be presented for public debate.
It is not by concealing differences or, one might
say, varying sensitivities, that exist in European
opinions but, on the contrary, by expressing
them in unrestricted debate that we shall play
the rdle assigned to the Assembly by the mod-
ified Brussels Treaty and affirm that vocation,
which some now seem to wish to challenge, of
being the parliament of European security.

Now the third dimension imposed on our
session by current events: we are meeting on the
eve of the Rome summit meeting which is to
allow the twelve member countries of the Com-
munity to fix the next stages in their march
towards economic and monetary union and
political union. For several weeks, this last point
has certainly been a focal point for quite natural
hopes and some more questionable ulterior
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motives about the place security should occupy
in Europe of the Twelve. I must say, quite hon-
estly, that the many speeches, motions and pro-
posals emanating from various sides on this
subject show neither legal rigour nor political
clarity.

I do not believe there are any serious differ-
ences between us on fundamentals, i.e. that
Europe should assume greater responsibility for
its own security in future years and that the
Community has become the pole around which
future European union will be organised.

However, to attempt in the near future to
place defence in the framework of the Com-
munity either by separating Article V of the
modified Brussels Treaty from the rest of the
treaty and including it in the Rome Treaty or by
wrongly interpreting the Single European Act or,
again, by remaining outside any form of treaty
would, I believe, run counter to the very cause of
European union. Moreover, the European Par-
liament felt this quite clearly when it adopted a
resolution urging the governments to stop reacti-
vating WEU to allow the Community to exercise
WEU’s responsibilities and the European Par-
liament to take charge of ours, which meant it
preferred a paralysed Europe to European
activity beyond its control.

We have a more demanding and more respon-
sible concept of the building of Europe. We
think that what is being done, what is being pre-
pared in WEU, is a step forward for Europe
whose union cannot be achieved merely through
the absorption into the Community of
organisations based on sound foundations such
as the modified Brussels Treaty but by bringing
together institutions such as the Community,
political co-operation and WEU in a dynamic
balance. The status and practice of each rep-
resent factual European co-operation. Where
institutions are concerned, Europe is not a blank
page, as the President of the French Republic
recalled when opening the Paris conference on
19th November. 1 hope the Rome summit
meeting will give priority to seeking converging
views rather than giving in to facile false solu-
tions which, while seeming to overcome the
more apparent than real contradictions in the
building of Europe, would in fact deprive
Europe of most of its ability to act in the area for
which we are responsible.

On the contrary, it is by making WEU better
able to exercise its responsibilities that we shall
further the advancement of the European cause.
I will recall only for the record the proposals
made several times by our Assembly for WEU to
organise Europe’s participation in the verifi-
cation provided for in the CFE agreements. At a
symposium organised by our Scientific Com-
mittee in Rome last April, we backed these pro-
posals up with a strong case for the creation of a
European agency to process data obtained by
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satellites. The decision is in the Council’s hands
and we would find it hard to understand any
further delay now that the CFE agreement was
signed last month. The Gulf affair has merely
underlined Europe’s need to have the satellite
observation capability that it is lacking.

Even more important would be a decision by
our governments to appoint permanent repre-
sentatives to the WEU Council, as in the
Council of Europe and NATO, so that WEU
questions, which will be of increasing impor-
tance in the future, may be followed full time
and at an appropriate level by governments.

All the matters I have just mentioned are on
the agenda of our session. It will be for you to
examine them in depth so that the message we
convey to the Council, to the press and to public
opinion is enhanced by our debates before being
weighed up by our votes. Without further delay,
ladies and gentlemen, I will therefore give you
the floor so that a session may be opened which
should be particularly important for the future
of Europe in view of the events in recent months
and others expected in the weeks ahead.

7. Election of a Vice-President of the Assembly

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Our friend
and colleague, Mr. Sarti, who is now Vice-
President of the Italian National Assembly, has
advised me of his resignation from the post of
Vice-President of the Assembly, and we must
therefore decide who is to take his place.

One nomination, that of Mr. Sinesio, has been
received, in the form prescribed by the rules.

If there is no objection, I propose that the
election of Mr. Sinesio as Vice-President should
be by acclamation.

Is there any objection?...

I therefore declare Mr. Sinesio duly elected
Vice-President of the Assembly.

The Vice-Presidents of the Assembly in order
of seniority are therefore: Mr. Sinesio, Mrs.
Staels-Dompas, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Mrs.
Lentz-Cornette, Mr. Aarts, Mr. Soares Costa,
Mr. Soell and Mr. Martinez.

8. Request by the Political Committee
to place two reports on the agenda

Adoption of the draft order of business
of the second part of the session

(Doc. 1235)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Before
examining the draft order of business for the
second part of the thirty-sixth ordinary session, I
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have to advise the Assembly that, under Rule 41
of the Rules of Procedure, the Political Com-
mittee has asked that the following be placed on
the agenda: first, the report on the revision of
the modified Brussels Treaty: WEU and the
European Community; second, subject to its
adoption, the report on the consequences of
developments in Central and Eastern Europe for
European security.

Are there twenty members opposing the
request of the Political Committee?...

There are not. The reports are therefore
placed on the agenda.

The Assembly now has to vote on the
adoption of the draft order of business for the
second part of the thirty-sixth ordinary session,
Document 1235.

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

The draft order of business is adopted.

9. Action by the Presidential Committee

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Presidential Committee, Doc. 1252)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the presentation of and
debate on the report of the Presidential Com-
mittee on action by the Presidential Committee,
Document 1252.

I call Mr. Martinez, Vice-President of the
Assembly and Rapporteur.

Mr. MARTINEZ (Spain) (Translation). — May
I first thank my colleagues in the Presidential
Committee for kindly entrusting me with the
responsibility of presenting the report on the
activity of the Presidential Committee, now that
our country and parliamentary delegation have
had six months of full participation in the life of
WELU, its Assembly and the committee.

I should like to begin by emphasising that the
last six months have not been exactly
uneventful. They have seen events of extreme
importance not only for the whole world,
Europe and our individual countries but also for
WEU because they relate to WEU’s field of
responsibility. So, there has been nothing
humdrum about the life of our Assembly during
the period on which we are reporting; on the
contrary, it has been a time of tension, reflected
of course in the activity and work of the Presi-
dential Committee.

Two major political events, to which Mr.
Pontillon referred in his opening speech, have
claimed the committee’s attention, and they are
of course well represented in the orders of the
day of this plenary session. One relates to the
Gulf crisis and the other to what is going on in
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connection with the development of the new
European architecture, with its effects in the
area of security, culminating recently in the
CSCE summit held in Paris. We shall not
discuss either of these two events in depth just
now; this we shall do during the coming week.
Nevertheless, a number of important comments
are called for directly relating to the action taken
about them by the Presidential Committee.

As regards the war that Iraq has launched
against Kuwait, Iraq’s aggression against the
international community and the conflict in the
Gulf, the Presidential Committee has held
several meetings connected with the activity of
the WEU Council of Ministers. In these
meetings we were given accurate, detailed, last-
minute and first-hand information by the
French Presidency. With this information, the
committee, on behalf of the Assembly, was able
to provide well-informed support, see the satis-
fying consequences of the reactivation of WEU
and play a more active and first-hand part in the
process of reactivation. The information from
the French Presidency also enabled the Presi-
dents in the committee to communicate the
information received to national parliaments,
thus contributing towards fruitful debate in
those parliaments and helping to increase the
awareness of and esteem for Western European
Union.

Activity with regard to the development of the
European architecture is intense and fast-
moving and though the question is certainly less
dramatic and tense than the Gulf conflict it is
perhaps no less important for the future. The
Presidential Committee has been able to gather
and disseminate information, have it discussed
by the committee’s members and then inform
the national parliaments, their respective gov-
ernments and the WEU Council of Ministers of
the concerns the committee felt. Finally, it has
been able to think about the place that Western
European Union should occupy and the role it
should play in the construction of Europe that is
under way, as Mr. Pontillon also said a moment
ago. There can be no doubt that, in this con-
struction of Europe, security and a common
security policy are quite simply essential if the
plan is to advance.

The committee has fulfilled its budgetary
responsibilities as stated in the written report of
which you all have a copy, but I regret to have to
inform you of the Presidential Committee’s dis-
appointment to learn that the expert committees
that were asked to communicate their findings
on this subject had not been able to satisfy, at
least not fully, the proper demands of the
Assembly and thus enable our activity to be
extended as required by the presence of Spain
and Portugal in WEU; neither have the experts
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met our requirements enabling the Assembly to
step up its activity to the level required by the
reactivation of the organisation, as highlighted
by the events referred to above. It therefore
seems necessary to ask each delegation once
more to urge its government’s representatives on
the Council of Ministers to understand the need
for and approve the budgetary increase for the
Assembly. Unless the additional resources are
forthcoming, much of what is said here now and
in the next few days will not produce any con-
crete result.

One minor point in connection with the work
of our committee concerns the logo of our
Assembly. Excellent work has been done on this
by the Committee for Parliamentary and Public
Relations under the chairmanship of Mr. Ewing.
This has been a triumph in that such a good
result has been produced so cheaply. This logo
should enable WEU to be more easily identified
among other European institutions and by the
public in our countries.

In conclusion, I should firstly like to express
the satisfaction we feel at the high level of
co-operation between the Presidential Com-
mittee and the Council of Ministers. I believe
that in this co-operation a very great degree of
agreement and trust has been attained and we
hope to maintain and if possible improve it. Qur
thanks are also due to the French Presidency for
its recognition of our common interest in
achieving maximum flexibility and mutual
trust.

But secondly, I must share with you the
increasing concern felt by the Presidential Com-
mittee in connection with the events of the past
six months, especially the Gulf crisis. We are
concerned about the Assembly’s lack of a repre-
sentative organ able to meet at short notice,
within days or even hours in certain circum-
stances, in order to analyse situations and
express the views of the Assembly on certain
events or actions that call for an immediate
opinion from the Assembly, not after five
months have gone by, which is what happened
after the events of 2nd August of this year. In
our view, there are two ways in which this gap
could be bridged: by giving much wider powers
to the Presidential Committee itself or by setting
up an intermediate body between the Assembly
and the Presidential Committee, similar to the
Standing Committee in the Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe. We believe
that a body of this type is needed in order to
overcome the hiatus that developed during this
period. We are firmly of the opinion that this
course is preferable to giving wider powers to
the committee, even though we are aware that it
implies a long and complicated process like all
processes that involve changing regulations and
statutes in organisations as well developed as
WEU. In any event the Assembly, through the
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Committee on Rules of Procedure and Privi-
leges, should take this matter in hand — we
understand that it is already doing so — and
submit its proposals as soon as possible.

In conclusion, I should like to thank the secre-
tariat once more for its help in drawing up the
document before you and my colleagues on the
Presidential Committee for appointing me to
represent them in this way at our meeting.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Mr. Martinez, for that excellent report.

The debate is open.
I call Mrs. Lentz-Cornette.

Mrs. LENTZ-CORNETTE (Luxembourg)
(Translation). — Mr. Martinez is virtually pro-
posing an intermediate group between the Presi-
dential Committee and our parliamentary
Assembly. Why should the Presidential Com-
mittee not be capable of fulfilling the tasks
arising in exceptional circumstances like those
which have occurred this year?

I really cannot see the point of such a standing
committee.

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

The debate is closed.

I call the Rapporteur to reply to that
statement.

Mr. MARTINEZ (Spain) (Translation). — I
have only one thing to say and that is that I am
in complete agreement. Mrs. Lentz-Cornette has
indeed recognised that we are following exactly
the course she indicates to remedy the short-
comings which we have identified in our
work.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — With
regard to the report presented by Mr. Martinez,
[ take it that the Assembly agrees that we ratify
the action of the Presidential Committee?

Does

Is anyone against?...

The action of the Presidential Committee is
ratified.

10. Address by Mr. van Eekelen,
Secretary-General of WEU

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the address by Mr. van
Eekelen, Secretary-General of WEU, whom I
have pleasure in welcoming to this resumed
session and now invite to take the rostrum.

Mr. van EEKELEN (Secretary-General of
WEU) (Translation). — Mr. President, your
Excellencies, honourable members, it only
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happens once in a blue moon, but this time your
session precedes the autumn meeting of the
WEU Ministerial Council by a few days. Thus
exempt from commenting on its outcome, I shall
focus today on the future prospects for
European security.

A decisive decade in the history of the
European continent is drawing to a close. Over
this month of December 1990, first, the nine
WEU member states on Monday next, then the
twelve members of the European Council and
Intergovernmental Conferences and finally the
North Atlantic Council will be laying the
groundwork for faster progress with the building
of Europe in general and at the same time con-
tinuing to construct the European security
bulwark.

No such bulwark could exist without being
buttressed on two sides: on one, the European
Union that is to come; on the other, the Atlantic
Alliance. The European security identity derives
its strength and raison d’étre from this dual but-
tressing which has given us prosperity and
peace. Situated at the interface, the reactivated
WEU is all the better placed to serve as a model
for the security dimension of the European con-
struction process.

May I, Mr. President, take this opportunity to
press home a twofold message prompted by a
reading of the very pertinent reports by your
Assembly’s committees and your own con-
densed and impressive opening address. Let me
get straight to the point and express two ideas,
which I believe are fundamental not only to the
discussions that will take place in this forum but
also to WEU’s medium-term future.

First of all, let us harbour no illusions: the
European edifice will not have a credible
security dimension that will maintain peace in
our continent and worldwide if we skimp on the
tools that will make our defence strong. This is
the lesson that I personally have learned from an
analysis of the geostrategic conditions of our
security, the unfolding events in the Gulf crisis
and the prospects opened up by the CSCE
summit in Paris. Let us not dissociate defence
from security, thinking that we can achieve the
latter without having the resources for the
former.

Secondly, the decisions on European union
now in gestation and the current strategic review
within the alliance will pave the way for a
harmonisation of institutions, in which our
organisation too — in both its intergovernmental
and its parliamentary dimension — will be impli-
cated. We cannot overlook the fact that certain
deadlines are approaching and we must
therefore be ready for them. The changes which
have taken place this year in the WEU minis-
terial organs have illustrated this vital need for
flexibility.
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The end of the cold war, closing the ideo-
logical divide that has separated the East from
the West of Europe, has created a continental
space where co-operation can flourish on a new
basis. To a growing extent, this space will be
dominated by a coherent European Community
weaving a varied fabric of relationships with
peoples who, now that the bloc has been rent
asunder, are at last liberated from servitude. The
faster Europe manages to organise itself, the
more it will be able to exploit its assets.

The first challenge facing the European insti-
tutions is to succeed in associating Central and
Eastern Europe with the future European union.
The first stage is that formidable revolution,
democratisation, which is inseparable from the
introduction of a market economy. If successful,
it will pay substantial dividends in terms of
security.

The affirmation of European unity can only
strengthen the process of democracy, which is
the prerequisite for restoring creativity where
excessive bureaucracy has led to penury.
Perestroika comes from an awareness that
democracy and the abolition of the party state
are the only path for the Soviet Union if it is to
remain a credible power. This process of ques-
tioning is revealing shortcomings and accentu-
ating poverty, thus provoking setbacks.

Our Europe must bring everything to bear to
ensure that they do not lead to confrontation in
the Soviet Union or in Yugoslavia. One of Pres-
ident Gorbachev’s close advisers has warned of
the consequences of a possible “political
Chernobyl ”: uncontrollable migration and a
return to authoritarianism, with all the tragedies
it brings in its wake.

Our countries can stave off disaster by giving
generously of their aid and experience, as urged
by Chancellor Kohl, for this is also an
investment in our own future and in peace. The
status quo may in the event be a far cry from the
lasting stability we hope to see established.

Peoples are rediscovering their history and
identity. Former solidarity is being recreated
across frontiers often imposed in flagrant dis-
regard of human realities. A new unity may arise
from today’s fragmentation, provided that
Western Europe offers diversified and condi-
tional assistance, which, in reducing the imbal-
ances and promoting the requisite conversion,
will make genuine partners of the countries of
Eastern Europe.

If it is to be truly satisfactory, such a devel-
opment calls for the European union to be built
with tenacity but without undue haste. Two
traps to be avoided are a return to narrow
nationalism and starry-eyed optimism about a
world order.
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Not all the risks of unequal rates of devel-
opment are in the East; they confront us on all
sides. The disastrous situation in Africa, and to
a lesser extent in Latin America, is getting even
worse, and the Gulf crisis is certainly not
helping.

The danger of monetary disorder is no
illusion. While it places pressure on Europe to
put its own house in order, it also imposes a
duty upon us to be able to contribute to the
emergence of a new international order in this
field.

Whatever soothing words we may choose to
mask the dangerous realities, Europe is con-
fronted with risks that are not just potential. It
must draw the right conclusions in terms of its
security. Saddam Hussein has at least the merit
of reminding us that we should be ready for all
contingencies.

Four months after the outbreak of the Gulf
crisis, I believe, Mr. President, that we can con-
gratulate ourselves that WEU - the Council and
Assembly — has so diligently and effectively
rallied to the breach. Our organisation’s
communiqués and messages have helped to
mobilise public opinion while, behind the scenes,
naval, air/ground and logistic co-ordination has
been set up to enforce the embargo.

The European Community and WEU member
states are united in condemning the annexation
of Kuwait and the grave, repeated violations of
international law perpetrated by Iraq in the
wake of this “ coup de force ”. They are also
united in their resolve to implement the resolu-
tions of the United Nations Security Council.

Their firmness reflects their determination to
exhaust every means of exerting peaceful
pressure. This does not mean that they are
waiving the option of force which Saddam
Hussein’s criminal obduracy may oblige them to
invoke. Paradoxically, the future of peace is in
the hands of the aggressor.

By comparison with the 1988-89 operation,
WEU has established itself in the field as a true
partner to the Americans and to the Arab
powers who have expressed the wish for direct
aid from the international community. On this
subject, you will find helpful details in the
article I have just written for the November-
December issue of the journal “ Survival ”.

The time has not yet come to take stock of
these actions by WEU, but at Ieast we have now
stated the problem of the mechanisms and
means that our organisation should have at its
disposal if it is to be able to play an effective
operational role in the early stages of an out-of-
Europe crisis.

Like you, Mr. President, and Mr. De Decker, 1
believe that Europe will have to have well-
trained and well-armed intervention forces that

s
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will enable it to defend its own interests in the
world, though without seeking to be a world
policeman. Is it realistic to believe that Europe
could be satisfied with United Nations forces to
act as buffers between warring factions or as
humanitarian missions? The world is far from
being governed by the principles that are
starting to prevail in Europe through the CSCE
process.

(The speaker continued in English)

These principles have just been successfully
confirmed and expanded by the Charter of
Paris. A new chapter has been opened in the
momentous development of the CSCE process,
which paved the way for the opening of the gates
of freedom. Institutionalised ongoing co-
operation, as well as the first practical steps
towards effective conflict-prevention mecha-
nisms, signal a new and welcome departure.
However, the limitations of the CSCE process
are obvious. The difficult task ahead of giving
substance and life to the new bodies raises the
broader issue of structuring the three levels of
European co-operation in the field of security:
WEU and the European union, the alliance and
the CSCE process.

WEU and the alliance must ensure and rein-
force their cohesion in order to remain the irre-
placeable focus of stability for our continent.
Indeed, the Atlantic Alliance remains as jus-
tified in its existence as ever. The transatlantic
link binding Europe and North America is being
reassessed and will be developed on a new basis
in the wake of the CFE treaty. That is the
purpose of the review of the alliance’s tasks and
the adaptation of NATO structures to a Europe
soon to be free of over-militarised confron-
tation.

This leap towards a future where neither
defence nor deterrence has become obsolete will
guarantee the relevance of the alliance in three
respects. First, it will be as a stabilising factor as
long as — not least for the emerging democracies
— the Soviet Union or even Russia retains over-
whelming conventional and nuclear capabilities.
Secondly, it will be as a forum where North
America and Europe discuss common security
concerns, evaluate risks and co-ordinate their
responses; and thirdly, as an inspiration and
model for possible further development of
security structures in the CSCE framework.

The CSCE will operate most effectively at the
level of principles and prevention. It cannot for
the foreseeable future provide the firm defence
guarantees for the whole of Europe which exist
in the Washington and Brussels Treaties. WEU
and the alliance will continue to be the basis for
deterrence and defence.
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Europe will effectively shoulder its increased
part of the common security burden only if it
develops its security co-operation — notably
through the creation of multinational units able
to integrate American reinforcements — and
avoids the trap of a renationalisation of defence.
Unilateral, unco-ordinated decisions would only
undermine national defence efforts as well as
Europe’s credibility.

Within the alliance Europeans must now
ensure that their positions are presented and
explained so as to nurture an open-ended debate
prior to any final decision. This is an essential
element of a balanced two-way working rela-
tionship with North America. European coun-
tries must get their act together and engage in a
process of bold and imaginative reflection, ini-
tiated in the WEU framework, to strengthen
their contribution to the alliance and give it
more coherence.

This will require more autonomy of action for
Europeans, and even the definition of opera-
tional roles — in verification and space obser-
vation, for instance. Such developments will be
based on or stem from major steps forward in
the process of achieving a European union,
which is the commonly-accepted aim of the
Nine of WEU or the Twelve of the European
Community.

A gradual approach is being envisaged to that
end. Several institutional formulae have been
put forward. The vital prerequisites are, first, to
retain the achievements of the Community — the
acquis communauté; secondly, to build on the
achievements of WEU reactivation; thirdly, to
recognise that it will take some time fully to
integrate a foreign policy and security
dimension into the mainstream of the European
construction process; and, fourthly, to address
security as a whole rather than piecemeal.

Transfers of sovereignty in defence obviously
can only be a step-by-step process. In the
meantime, bridges will have to be built. WEU
will be a useful instrument in that respect, since
its vocation is precisely to build bridges with the
community and with the alliance, paving the
way for the long overdue emergence of a strong
European defence identity as well as, what I call,
a transatlantic security contract. New mecha-
nisms for EC-WEU co-ordination may result
from the intergovernmental conference which is
to start in a few days.

Premature enlargement of WEU and the EC
for the sake of symmetry should be avoided
until the relationship between NATO, the EC
and WEU has been reassessed and improved
and until precise commonly-agreed criteria have
been defined. However, the intensification of
the information arrangements enjoyed by
Greece and Turkey as well as their extension to
other European NATO partners who are not in
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the Community and who wish to enjoy the same
opportunity may be considered.

As the Nine and the Twelve draw close
together, WEU countries could start to define
the content of future security contracts designed
to reinforce their relationships with those coun-
tries which, especially given their geostrategic
position, have a specific and major rdle in the
collective defence. The aim of such an initiative
would be to provide reassurance, expanding and
better co-ordinating existing security assistance
and co-operation under the auspices of the com-
petent European security institutions. It would
supplement, but not undermine or replace, com-
mitments undertaken within the alliance.

I am confident, Mr. President, that Europe
will move forward resolutely to give itself the
necessary structures and means to shoulder to
the full its ever-increasing responsibilities in the
world. The 1990s will be the decade of progress
in security, just as the 1960s were in economics
and the 1970s in foreign policy co-operation.

For the building of Europe, security is inextri-
cably linked to continuing prosperity, the latter
reinforcing the former. I hope that your discus-
sions will help to clarify the goals of European
union, for clarity is all the more vital since
success in the building of Europe depends so
much on public assent.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Secretary-General, for your highly informative
and realistic address. I trust you will be prepared
to reply to questions as usual.

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I have three quick questions to ask. Two arise
from the information letter covering May to
August. On page five the Secretary-General talks
about the institutionalisation of the CSCE, but
he makes no reference to the proposed assembly
of Europe. May we take it that he endorses the
idea of an assembly of Europe?

Secondly, the Secretary-General talked about
the four subjects which the institute is exam-
ining. May we take it that the conclusions will
be made available to this parliamentary
Assembly?

My third question is about a report which
appeared in yesterday’s Figaro and suggests that
the Secretary-General is one of those who wishes
to see his organisation disappear. Does he
endorse what Figaro says or is it inaccurate, as
SO many newspaper reports are?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Secretary-General.

Mr. van EEKELEN (Secretary-General of
WEU). - 1 gladly respond to Sir Geoffrey. All
three points merit an immediate reply.
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First, I certainly endorse the assembly of
Europe, although it will probably have responsi-
bilities outside WEU and this Assembly in the
sense of security. However, at the same time — I
stress that this is my personal conviction — it
should be as identical as possible to the Council
of Europe. We do not need another assembly in
Europe standing entirely on its own. I know that
there is a problem with the North American rep-
resentation, but I hope that it can be resolved. I
hope that there will be convergence. The
assembly of Europe will primarily deal with the
third basket of the CSCE process — the human
dimensions and everything that can be done to
strengthen human rights.

Secondly, we hope to inform the Assembly
about the major findings of the seminars in the
WEU Institute which, thanks to John Roper, got
off to an amazingly quick start. It has already
held three seminars on East-West relations with
representatives of Eastern European countries,
dealing with future European architecture and
the situation in the Mediterranean. I am sure
that Mr. Roper will be happy to make a
summary available to the Assembly.

Thirdly, as is often the case with newspaper
items, they are not entirely correct. Sometimes I
have said that I am probably the only Secretary-
General who, if everything goes as he wishes, in
the end would not mind seeing his organisation
merge into a wider context. In that context, I
hope that my speech this afternoon was useful to
the Assembly. I intended to demonstrate how I
look at the process of convergence. We started
with the economic dimension, then the foreign
policy dimension was added in the 1970s. Ulti-
mately, in the 1990s, I hope that other dimen-
sions will join the process — the environmental
and social dimensions as well as the security
dimension. I hope that ultimately we can all
merge in a European union. I have the feeling
that somebody else will be the Secretary-General
of WEU when that is realised.

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

Mr. SCHEER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — In his statement the Secretary-
General referred to the intervention forces that
will be needed in future. My three questions are
directly related to this.

First, why set up intervention forces now, of
all times, at the beginning of the 1990s? Why are
these forces deemed necessary now, when they
have not been necessary for the last few decades
and there is surely more scope for peace and
détente now than in the past?

Second, how can this course, if adopted, be
regarded as compatible with disarmament policy
objectives? Our goal is surely to solve political
problems by trying to eliminate their social and
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political causes peacefully, instead of adopting
this kind of approach and possibly making the
mistake that has been made — in different cir-
cumstances — several times in the last four
decades, by actually creating the problem which
must then allegedly be eliminated by a military
potential?

Third, how does the WEU Council of Min-
isters justify out-of-area operations by Western
European Union under the WEU treaty? I have
read the WEU treaty several times, without
finding anything in the text, purpose or reasons
underlying its existence to justify the formation
of out-of-area intervention forces. Can the Sec-
retary-General refute my suspicion that this
course of action would be in contravention of
the WEU treaty?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Secretary-General.

Mr. van EEKELEN (Secretary-General of
WEU) (Translation). — I will begin with the third
question, because I think it is the most
important. I believe WEU has dual competence
here. First, Article VIII of the Brussels Treaty
says that the WEU Council may be convened if
that is what a country wants, in connection with,
say, a crisis, or political developments anywhere
in the world, in other words, not restricted to
Europe.

Second, we have already set out in The Hague
platform that the most important question for
us Europeans is that of our security interests in
the world. So we are not restricted to one treaty
area, as NATO is. All we are concerned about is
whether there are European interests important
enough to be protected by specific means, such
as economic sanctions, or even, at the end of the
day, military means. The WEU Council came to
the conclusion in 1987 that we were able and
also willing to use such means. We are prepared.
We proved it in 1987, with the naval operation
in the Gulf, and we are doing so again today in
the crisis caused by Irag’s aggression. We are
prepared to accept responsibility for protecting
European interests. We do not want to leave
everything to the Americans. Nor will this be
possible in the future, because I do not think the
Americans will co-operate if we Europeans shirk
our responsibility. That would do serious harm
to relations with North America.

That is the justification, in general terms.

You began by asking, why intervention
forces? In my opinion, what is not possible
today — the President and Mr. De Decker have
said much the same thing — is a presence in the
Gulf region that is based on more than naval
units, that is to say, one that also includes land
and air forces. Why not? Because we do not have
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suitable equipment and because these forces
have not had appropriate training. In the past
most WEU countries have been geared entirely
to an East-West crisis, to a major crisis, to a sur-
prise attack. We hope this will no longer happen
—and if it did, there would be a warning period.

My personal idea — we have not yet discussed
all the details in the WEU Council - is that we
in Europe should be capable of making some of
the troops we already have, and can use, more
mobile and training and equipping them better,
so that they can be deployed outside Europe if
that is the political decision we take. So the flex-
ibility that everyone is now emphasising should
also apply to these forces.

Your second question was whether this is
compatible with disarmament agreements. Yes,
of course it is. Why should it not be? As I told
the Assembly in June, European willingness to
integrate our forces into multinational units is
conducive to stability and confidence building.
We must work towards a situation in which mul-
tinational units are taken for granted in Europe,
in which military power is not national power. I
believe this to be entirely compatible with dis-
armament and arms control. So far, we have
restrictions on tanks and so on, but it is to be
hoped that there will also be ceilings on numbers
of troops in our countries, even before 1992. But
the deployment of multinational units in third-
country conflicts will be entirely compatible
with this agreement.

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

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — I am sure we all welcomed the
initiative taken by President Bush immediately
after the Security Council issued its ultimatum,
in offering direct discussions with Iraq. I think
we all hope this will lead to a political solution
of this difficult problem. Having said this, I
have the following questions.

First, how was WEU, or how were the coun-
tries that have sent forces to the Gulf region,
involved in the American President’s decision?
Were there any consultations, or, if not, how was
the decision communicated? ‘

Second, are the discussions to take place after
consultation with WEU or with its participation,
or at least that of those countries which have
sent forces to the Gulf region?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Secretary-General.

Mr. van EEKELEN (Secretary-General of
WEU) (Translation). — Mr. President, Mr.
Ahrens has also raised two important ques-
tions.

In answer to the first, regarding contacts with
the Americans, I can say that they have been
very intensive. On the other hand, I was not
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myself informed of this new initiative, although
I very much welcome it, as does Mr. Ahrens, I
cannot say for the moment which of the WEU
countries had advance information, but that
may be a good question for the speakers who
will be here on Wednesday.

I would emphasise none the less that I think it
very important that President Bush said, in the
proposal to invite the Iraqi Foreign Minister to
Washington, that these contacts might be con-
tinued in the presence of the ambassadors of the
other countries participating in the Gulf oper-
ation. That is some indication that things are
moving in the direction indicated in your
question and which I, too, very much endorse.

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

Mr. STEGAGNINI (Italy) (Translation). —
Secretary-General, in his statement, our Pres-
ident, Mr. Pontillon, kindly referred to what the
Assembly of WEU and the committee of which I
am Chairman have done with regard to
relaunching the satellite agency for the control of
disarmament. He also pointed out how useful
the availability of observation and remote-
sensing satellites is proving to be, among other
thintgs, in relation to the military activities in the
Gulf.

WEU has gone some way towards meeting the
wishes of this Assembly by arranging for a com-
mittee to be set up to study the problems
surrounding the industrial and scientific
co-operation there needs to be between the space
agencies in order to achieve the desired objec-
tives.

I would like to know what action the Secre-
tary-General intends to take at the level of the
Council of Ministers to ensure that a positive
decision 1s arrived at.

I would also like to say that expectations in
the scientific world and in the space agencies are
high in this regard and that they are hoping for
scfgf[utions enabling this project to be put into
effect.

I would be grateful, Secretary-General, if you
would answer my question.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Secretary-General.

Mr. van EEKELEN (Secretary-General of
WEU). - It is with pleasure, Mr. President, that
I can assure Mr. Stegagnini that that item will be
on the agenda of the Council of Ministers on
10th December. We have made some progress in
the ad hoc working group. We now propose a
step-by-step approach in which ultimately some
European satellites may be one possibility but
where as a first step we shall probably start more
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modestly. The idea at present is to start with a
centre which will be fairly modest but will focus
in particular on the analysis of satellite photo-
graphs, which are becoming available through
other means. In the light of that experience we
shall define the next steps. I do not know to
what extent it will be possible at this stage to
make a final decision in December but certainly
in the spring the issue should be ripe for imple-
mentation. We shall certainly keep the Assembly
fully informed of our progress.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Let me add
that the Assembly’s wish would be for a firm
decision to be taken on 10th December, not
postponed to next spring.

I call Mrs. Lentz-Cornette.

Mrs. LENTZ-CORNETTE (Luxembourg)
(Translation). — Secretary-General, you have
said that, paradoxically, future peace is in the
hands of the aggressor. Could you explain this
paradox to me ? So far, the aggressor has made
no great display of pacifism. He wanted war
otherwise he would not have invaded Kuwait.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
Secretary-General.

Mr. van EEKELEN (Secretary-General of
WEU) (Translation). — To a certain extent, Mrs.
Lentz-Cornette, you are quite right to criticise
the expression. I hesitated to use it myself. But
there is, indeed, a paradox, and my use of the
expression was a way of pointing out that, with
President Bush’s recent initiative, we are all
ready to take the road of peace and that it is up
to President Saddam Hussein to show whether
or not he is ready to go the same way, failing
which we shall have to use military force. Hence
the paradox that peace is in his hands. It is now
his responsibility.

The American initiative is very useful in the
sense that it will bring home to public opinion
quite clearly that we in the West have done our
utmost to avoid war.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Secretary-General.

11. Revision of the modified Brussels Treaty

(a) Reply to the second part
of the thirty-fourth annual report
and the thirty-fifth annual report of the Council

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Political Committee
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1245)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the presentation of and
debate on two reports from the Political Com-
mittee concerning the revision of the modified
Brussels Treaty and the votes on the draft
recommendations, Documents 1245 and 1250.
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We shall first consider the report on the reply
to the second part of the thirty-fourth annual
report and the thirty-fifth annual report of the
Council, Document 1245.

I call the Rapporteur, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
Mr. President, may I begin by dealing with the
first report — Document 1245 on the revision of
the modified Brussels Treaty. Colleagues will see
that the report was adopted unanimously by the
Political Committee and that it contains several
items of considerable importance. I shall deal
with the last one first.

Colleagues will remember that for a consid-
erable time there have been complaints that the
burden of work falling on representatives is
exceptionally heavy because everyone who
comes to WEU is forced also to attend the
Council of Europe. The treaty makes it clear
that the representation here is identical to that
at the Council of Europe. For a long time — to
my knowledge for three years — there have been
requests for a change to enable each parliament
to decide for itself whether it wishes to send the
same delegation, an entirely different delegation
or a mixed delegation of some representatives
who go to the Council of Europe and some who
do not. Therefore, recommendation 2 (d) gives
the Council of Ministers a clear signal that in the
revision of the treaty — which they must make —
they should enable each country to choose the
method that it requires to select its delegation.

We were also critical of the fact that the
Council does not give us sufficient information
about its activities. I make it clear that we do
not refer to the excellent letters that we receive
from the Secretary-General. Those letters are a
pleasant new development. They are excessively
helpful and everyone owes a real debt of grat-
itude to Mr. van Eekelen for putting the letters
into such substantial form. They contain proper
views, not a mish-mash of diplomatic language
which in the end means absolutely nothing. Any
criticism that we made is not of the Secretary-
General’s letters. We criticise the type of
“ responses ” that we receive from the Council
of Ministers, particularly in answer to our ques-
tions.

I doubt whether any of us would accept such
answers in our national parliaments. Any min-
ister who tried to get away with such answers in
our own parliament would soon cease to be a
minister and would get short shrift. I am aware
of the problem, that there must be consensus
and that, therefore, we achieve the lowest
common denominator. But nonetheless, as we
say in the report, we are, after all, an assembly of
representatives of all the national parliaments.
We believe that we are rather more important
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and, therefore, entitled to more substantial
answers than we customarily receive.

We applaud the Secretary-General’s proposal
to address our committees and this has already
commenced. It is a very helpful meeting for the
Political Committee, and I hope that it will be
repeated, but we have to judge the occasion so
that we do not waste the time of either ourselves
or of the Secretary-General. We are of one mind
as to how that should be done.

We made the point clearly that the Council
should make certain that the reports from its
variety of groups correspond properly to the
agendas of the sessions of the Assembly. We
stress the four items in recommendation 2,
which try to set out the need for revision of the
treaty, not only to take into account the
accession of Spain and Portugal, but to follow
what has happened in Eastern and Central
Europe.

That is as brief an explanation as I can give of
the document and the details of the draft recom-
mendation.

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

I call Mr. Scovacricchi.

Mr. SCOVACRICCHI (Italy) (Translation). —
Mr. President, though I refer in particular to
paragraph 19 of the explanatory memorandum,
it seems to me that the debate could easily be
extended to cover all the subjects dealt with in
the two reports, i.e. WEU and the European
Community and the revision of the modified
Brussels Treaty. Allow me to put forward a few
thoughts.

Since the time when many of us held the view
that the first and only thing to do was simply to
strengthen WEU, a new political and military
situation has been taking shape in Europe that
has enabled a new conception of intra-European
relations to be envisaged guaranteeing security
for all in the framework of the existing struc-
tures though perhaps also, in the event of
enlargement or change, by bilateral agreement
provided the phasing necessary to prevent
imbalance being created is respected.

In its time, i.e. when it was being written, Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg’s report — in fact the two
reports we are considering today - rightly
merited unanimous approval. But now, as a
result of the change I have referred to, the con-
viction is now to my mind full-grown that the
strengthening we want could be better achieved
by closer relations and, by the logic of things,
subsequent de facto association between WEU
and the EEC. WEU would provide the EEC with
a basis on which to construct a single foreign
policy among all the members of the EEC
whereas the EEC could provide WEU with a
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prestigious name, a kind of imprimatur, which
would of itself constitute a substantial strength-
ening of our institution.

It is clear, Mr. President, that all this in no
way affects the essential role of NATO as source
and guarantee of cohesion between the two
shores of the Atlantic. Although the ever-present
threat of the East that had dictated NATO’s con-
stant state of vigilance has disappeared, the
residual military might of the Soviet Union on
both sides of the Urals argues for the mainte-
nance of staunch Euro-American relations.

These points, of course, have nothing to do
with the role of WEU in the Gulf which has a
short-term time frame compared with the wider
medium- and long-term perspective of the argu-
ments I have briefly, and superficially perhaps,
advanced. While commending the recommen-
dation for the work that has gone into it, I
therefore have reservations about it unless it is
brought up to date.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I think it
would be best, Sir Geoffrey, for you to reply first
to this question which raises many problems.

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I should like to defer my reply. Mr. Scovacricchi
referred to paragraph 19 but, as he will know,
there is a separate report on this issue — the
second report, Document 1250. I shall reserve
my remarks on that paragraph until we come to
the second document, which I have not yet
introduced. It would be helpful to separate the
two items.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I think,
Mr. Scovacricchi, that Sir Geoffrey’s proposal to
reply in the context of the second debate is
perhaps to the point because the recommen-
dation is specifically concerned.

I call Mr. Lopez Valdivielso.

Mr. LOPEZ VALDIVIELSO (Spain) (Trans-
lation). — I wish to comment briefly on Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg’s report because its content
causes me concern about a matter of impor-
tance: the future not only of this Assembly but
of Western European Union itself. I should
therefore like to speak about the content of the
report rather than the draft recommendations,
as this really is relevant to the report that will be
discussed later.

The report deals, once again, with the need for
Western European Union to be revitalised. The
Gulf crisis has shown that even though much
remains to be done, WEU has performed an
important role — though one less important than
it should have been. Nevertheless, WEU has
done what it could, given its present consti-

60

tution as a political forum with no structure for
military co-ordination.

However, if we believe in WEU and in the
role that it can and ought to play in the future
we should do everything possible to make it
more operational and from that point of view I
believe that paragraphs 1(e) and (f) of the recom-
mendation are extremely important.

It is essential for relations and communica-
tions between the Council and the Assembly to
be improved and for reports not to be treated as
mere administrative documents empty of any
real information on the activity of the Council.
There is also need for an improved response by
the Council to the recommendations from this
Assembly.

On some matters, political discussion alone is
not sufficient; in WEU we have to move on
from words to action. I strongly agree with the
Rapporteur about the three lines of action that
should be taken by WEU during the coming
years, as mentioned in the report and referred to
by the Secretary-General in the speech he made
on 9th October. Taking this together with the
report we are shortly to debate — and I believe
the two are closely connected — I wish to state
that, although it is necessary to define a
European policy on defence and security, I
believe that the proposal that responsibility for
this should be assumed by the European Com-
munity can only create confusion and would not
help to achieve the aim in view. For one thing,
at a time when we are trying to confer stability,
content and importance on an institution we
should not undermine that institution by pro-
posing that it should be stripped of its powers,
and for another I believe the Community is not
the right body to have those powers, if only
because not all of its members have the same
commitment to our common defence.

It will not make possible a common European
doctrine on security and foreign policy or
progress towards political union. That will be
considerably slowed down by what is happening
in the East, greatly though we may welcome
these events, and also by the depression. The
economic boom we have experienced and which
is now slowing down, was tending to accelerate
the process. The depression may bring it to a
halt. Unless progress is made towards economic
union which would be a factor in facilitating
political union, it is difficult to see how progress
towards unity on defence is possible.

Lastly, I believe it would be unwise to create a
separate institution rather than consolidate the
existing one; it could jeopardise the progress
already achieved within Western European
Union. In a world of rapid political change
where the future is uncertain, WEU provides the
only instrument for uniting our efforts in the
field of security and for maintaining our links
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with our friends on the other side of the
Atlantic, without whom it is impossible to frame
a doctrine of security that goes beyond fine
speeches and high-sounding statements of prin-
ciple. For this reason it is also very important, as
the report insists, to define the concept of the
two pillars of the alliance.

I know that I have anticipated the debate that
is to follow, but there can be no doubt that what
he has just told us has a very important bearing
on this matter.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I welcome what Mr. Lopez Valdivielso has said.
He is absolutely right that we must build a
structure and we must know where we are going.
We must also recognise that, in defence, that
structure is special because it involves not only
the survival of individual nations, but the
organisation to which they belong. That is what
I have sought to say in both documents. I
welcome the support that Mr. Lopez Valdivielso
has given.

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

Mr. AMARAL (Portugal) (Translation). — Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, it is with some
emotion that I speak my first words in this
Assembly and take this welcome opportunity to
pay my respects to you, Mr. President; I have
long had great regard and admiration for your
political style.

But my pleasure is also due to my being able
to put my first question to Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
whose knowledge and political wisdom have
been evident throughout the many contacts I
have had with him.

May 1 therefore ask you, Sir Geoffrey, a
question which at bottom is only a reaffirmation
of what you yourself have said in all the
meetings of the committee of which I had the
honour to be a member.

Considering that the entry of Portugal and
Spain and the Gulf crisis, the two items con-
cerned in the recommendation proposed by
yourself and now under discussion in this
plenary meeting, although important and
doubtless of much interest to the life of the
Assembly, are not alone, considering the
upheavals we have seen in Central and Eastern
Europe, the end of one of the blocs and the pos-
sible break up of the Soviet Union, considering
that in some sense Western Europe has lost the
points of reference that had oriented its political
thinking for more than forty years, considering
the new rble of NATO, considering that the
frame of reference for European defence and
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security has also changed, and considering that
new prospects have opened up for CSCE, may 1
ask you whether this broadening of the outlook
does not mean that we have to waste no time in
changing our statutes in order to enable this
Assembly to respond as effectively as possible to
the new challenges resulting from the rapid
changes taking place in Europe and thus to con-
tribute more effectively to peace and security
both in Europe and in the rest of the world.

Apart from this question, on which I should
be glad to hear your views, may I say that I fully
support the proposal that WEU should authorise
national parliaments to choose the members
representing them here. This would be an
improvement, for one thing because it would
facilitate the more frequent presence of parlia-
mentarians whose duties include attendance at
meetings of the Council of Europe. The dual role
inevitably implies some inconvenience, espe-
cially for members from peripheral countries
like Portugal since, even for just one day’s work,
every trip involves three days’ absence.

Furthermore, if national parliaments were
allowed to choose their own representatives this
would increase the number of members of par-
liament with international contacts, with bene-
ficial results for the parliaments concerned.
Moreover, the latter would be able to pick
members who would be better geared to the spe-
cific functions and particular objectives of
WEU, which are somewhat different from those
of the Council of Europe.

In view of the foregoing I support your pro-
posal that national parliaments should be
authorised to choose their representatives in
WEU. I think this can only be beneficial.

I should also like to support your view that the
statement made by the Italian Chairman-in-
Office of the Council of Ministers of the Com-
munities is a serious attack on the concept I am
advancing, with regard to the organs of sover-
eignty but above all the collective representation
of our parliaments. If that statement were to win
acceptance national parliaments would lose a
most important function, that of pronouncing
upon such important subjects as security and
defence.

I should like to hear Sir Geoffrey Finsberg’s
opinion on these brief and rather bald com-
ments.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
Thank you for your kind comments, Mr.
Amaral. I have two points to make because basi-
cally you were fully in support of the doc-
ument.

We have to examine the changes that are
taking place. Paragraph 10 of the explanatory
memorandum quotes what the Secretary-
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General said to the Political Committee. We
endorse what he said and point out that we have
spoken about this in a variety of recommenda-
tions. Nothing stops us from producing reports
on the dramatic changes that are taking place
throughout Europe.

You say, Mr. Amaral, that it would be nice to
have a quick change of the statutes, but that is a
long drawn-out process. You will not mind me
saying, dear friend, that although we persuaded
ministers to change statutes to include Spain
and Portugal, it took Portugal a long time to
ratify them so that it could become a full
member. We all must go through long processes
after ministers have reached their conclusions.
There is no likelihood of any swift changes of
statute. We must work within the existing
statutes — perhaps, by interpreting them as
widely as a parliamentary assembly would do.
That is why the Presidential Committee, for
example, could approve a couple of proposals in
the absence of the Assembly. That, in turn, is
why next time some sort of standing committee,
such as we have at the Council of Europe, will be
proposed. It would be able to act swiftly in
between meetings of the Assembly.

I shall deal with the third question when I
come to the second report. It concerned the
Italian proposition.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I cail Mr.
Tummers.

Mr. TUMMERS (Netherlands) (Translation).
— Mr. President, I would just like to take up the
first remark the Rapporteur made, about the
nature of delegations to the WEU Assembly.
Until now the requirement has been that these
delegations should be identical to the delega-
tions to the Council of Europe. The Rapporteur
wants the member states of the treaty to be free
to send different delegations to the two assem-
blies, and the reason he gives for this is the
pressure of work on the parliamentarians con-
cerned. I have advocated in the past that the
same delegations continue to be involved in the
work of the assemblies, and I will do so again.
Why?

There is a natural link between the Council of
Europe and WEU. WEU is founded on social,
economic and cultural stability as the basis of
peace and security. In the 1930s we learnt that
social, economic and cultural instability played
a major part in persuading the public to follow
warmongering politicians. In the 1950s, WEU
transferred social, economic and cultural
matters to the Council of Europe, but it did not
say that it was no longer interested in these
matters. This laid the foundations for the links
between the Council of Europe and WEU. It is
entirely in keeping with the Brussels Treaty that
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WEU’s interests should be looked after by those
who are also members of the Assembly of the
Council of Europe.

Indeed, given the ideas that Mr. van Eekelen
put forward earlier this afternoon about matters
relating to the CSCE and so on, we should not
only be approving of the present situation: it also
amounts to a genuine dual mandate. With more
specialised delegations there would be a danger of
more specialised military activities being dis-
cussed here. That might conflict with the
premises of the WEU treaty. Let me say once
again: there is a reasonable, functional and
natural link that must be maintained. Did Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg take these aspects into account
when considering whether or not to put forward
the idea of different delegations again?

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
That is an interesting point. I have two com-
ments to make. Due to my normal brevity I did
not give massive reasons for this. It was not just
pressure of work. I have spoken to members of
delegations from different parliaments and they
all say that some of their colleagues are not
interested in the work of WEU because they are
not interested in defence. Some want to
specialise in environmental and cultural
matters. Although the modified treaty gave us
certain powers and functions in those areas,
many years ago we made it clear that we were
handing those matters, particularly economic
matters, over to the Council of Europe.

No one will force any country to change its
system if it does not want to. If the Netherlands
wishes to continue to have the identical dele-
gation, that will be its choice. In a democracy it
must be best to let each parliament decide the
composition of its delegation. That is all that we
are trying to do. We are providing flexibility.

I did not quite follow the point about dele-
gates who might be militaristic, which would be
in conflict with the treaty. Basically, we deal
with defence matters. Whether they deal with
convergence or not, they are still defence
matters. I cannot see that a militaristic view
would be alien. In many cases those who have
had a military career are most anxious to find
ways of peace. Perhaps it is wiser to provide this
flexibility, which is all that we are trying to do.
We are in no way saying that a country must
change. We are saying to the Council of Min-
isters that each member country should choose
its own composition.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — That con-
cludes the list of speakers.

The debate is closed.

I call the Chairman of the committee, Mr.
Ahrens.
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Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — The report was discussed at
length in committee. We adopted it unani-
mously. I call on the Assembly to approve it.

In particular, we took some considerable time
over the last question raised by Mr. Tummers.
In the process we were able to evaluate the expe-
rience of the new members from Spain and Por-
tugal, when they were forced to change the mem-
bership of their delegations.

We believe our proposal will create the flexi-
bility that will enable the parliaments of our
member countries to choose the way that seems
most appropriate.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I thank you
for that recommendation, Mr. Ahrens.

We shall now vote on the draft recommen-
dation in Document 1245.

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

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

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

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)

The draft
unanimously '.

recommendation is adopted

(b) WEU and the European Community

(Presentation of and debate on the report
of the Political Committee
and vote on the draft recommendation, Doc. 1250)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). - We shall
now consider the report by the Political Com-
mittee on WEU and the European Community,
Document 1250.

I call Sir Geoffrey Finsberg, Rapporteur of the
Political Committee.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I should like to deal with the second report,
Document 1250, which picks up the item in par-
agraph 19 of the first report.

There are two ways of looking at the situation,
and there is no third way. The first is to be prag-
matic and to look at the situation as it is, which
is what the report tries to do. The report also
states that circumstances may change; nothing is
set in concrete. At this stage, especially in the

1. See page 19.
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light of the comments by the Secretary-General,
it would be wrong to make any premature
promises about change.

I should like to quote from the letter written
by the Secretary-General in September. The first
quote is important in the context of the failure
to get WEU understood as an organisation —
something about which we have complained for
years. He states: “ The fact that WEU, in its own
right, co-chaired the naval conference in
Bahrain on 8th September along with the two
United States and Arab states representatives is
tangible proof that our organisation is indeed
the only one competent to give practical
expression to the European will to react con-
cretely to the direct threats to peace and security
in the widest sense. ”

That is important, because we have never
before been recognised in that sense. Nice things
were said about us when we took part in the
mine-clearing operation, but we have never
co-chaired in that sense. It is important to make
that point.

The Secretary-General stated: “ With WEU,
Europe has a nucleus around which to build a
new European defence structure, a structure
which must include operational responsibilities,
particularly for intervention outside Europe. ”

The Secretary-General was talking about the
new geostrategic order and the increase in the
areas of instability in Europe. I need not list
those potential areas.

The Secretary-General stated: “On the
question of the current review of alliance
strategy, WEU member states must bring all
their weight to bear in this process. Western
Europe will in fact have to shoulder a greater
responsibility for conventional defence and the
new constraints arising from the implemen-
tation of the CFE treaty will call for much closer
defence co-operation, which will undoubtedly
affect the linkage between the component parts
of the reorganised European defence posture. It
is within WEU that specific proposals must be
drawn up enabling Europeans to reply positively
to the invitation from the United States for
¢ partnership in leadership ’ within the alliance
and its politico-military bodies. ”

That having been said, it would be folly for us
to leap into some other idea.

In two places in the report we make the point
that the only concrete suggestion for change
came from Mr. De Michelis, but we have not
seen the document. We do not know what he
said. A couple of weeks ago, when we were in
Rome for the human rights ceremony, I had the
chance to talk to those involved and to ask
whether there was a text that could be made
available to us. I have not yet received that text.
It would be helpful if one of our Italian col-
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leagues could get that text so that we could at
least see what was said.

I hope that at this stage the Assembly will
decide that it can endorse the document, which
makes a few separate points. I should like to deal
with them quickly. The document starts by
making it clear that this is the only assembly
entitled by treaty to deal with defence matters.
That treaty does not expire until 1998. It can be
denounced only by giving a year’s notice there-
after. My reading of it is that, unless all states
decide to get rid of it, it continues and that it
cannot be denounced honourably by one state.

In our judgment, one cannot separate one
item of the treaty when looking at the defence
issue as a whole. We noted that there was a
European Parliament resolution which proposed
that reactivation of WEU should be terminated.
Those who may have seen the BBC television
programme “ Dr. Who ” will remember that the
Daleks go about saying “ Terminate ” or “ Exter-
minate ” without defining what they say. We in
this Assembly are drawn directly from our
national parliaments. We are therefore able in
our national parliaments to raise these vital
matters of defence which Mr. Amaral and our
friend from Spain, Mr. Lopez Valdivielso, said
are very much within our sovereign competence
under the treaty. The European Parliament does
not have that same reputation because its
members do not have seats in a national par-
liament,.

The committee and I are convinced that, if we
were to change the situation at this stage — I am
not talking about what may happen after 1998;
it will take a long time to make any major
changes — it would, as Mr. van Eekelen said,
weaken the effect that Western Europe has on
the Atlantic Alliance as a whole. We are still the
European pillar of NATO. It is desperately
important that we remain recognised as such.

The committee said that we hoped that the
Council would pursue the reactivation of WEU
so that we can play a more effective part in
NATO. We ask the Council not to take a
decision that calls into question the treaty
without consulting us beforehand. That point is
made strongly. We do not want consultation
after the event; we want consultation if there is a
desire to make a radical change.

I hope that those remarks are sufficient to
introduce the document to the Assembly. I should
be delighted to deal with points as they come up.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Sir Geoffrey, for the concise manner in which
you present all your reports.

The debate is open.
I call Mr. de Puig to speak first.
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Mr. de PUIG (Spain) (Translation). — The
report and the draft recommendation presented
by Sir Geoffrey Finsberg constitute, as he
himself has told us, a rejection of certain pro-
posals that have reached us from some sectors of
the European Community. They say no to any
immediate linkage of WEU with the EEC but
yes to the reactivation of WEU. If I am to vote
for this draft recommendation I shall do so
because I see it as a short-term text, one for this
particular moment and dealing, in Sir Geoffrey’s
own words, with the situation as it stands
without predetermining future possibilities.

Our thanks are due to Sir Geoffrey for his
report with its interesting supporting documen-
tation describing the legal situation and political
developments on this subject, which together
with further communications from him provide
a perfect outline of the legal and political situ-
ation. This is not a conclusive debate, it is the
first stage of in-depth discussions on the institu-
tional future of what we have called the new
European architecture in the area of peace and
security and which includes the future of WEU.
This is likely to be a wide-ranging debate that
will repeatedly occupy us during the months and
years to come. This is why I feel that the recom-
mendation relates fundamentally to the present
situation and that its recommendation to the
Council is meant for today and for the present
stage of existence of the European institutions
and Europe’s institutional development. If, in a
few months’ or years’ time, we could vote upon
a different kind of recommendation and move a
few steps forward, I at least would welcome it.

I should like to explain the way I intend to
vote. I am against the pure and simple abolition
of WEU, for I think that it has an important part
to play, as the Gulf crisis has amply demon-
strated. It is the European pillar of the Atlantic
Alliance. It has certain responsibilities which Sir
Geoffrey has just mentioned in relation to its
own status and representation; we are members
of national parliaments that are geographically
limited. There is no other institution covering
this area and this sphere in Europe. This seems
to me to justify WEU’s existence and to rule out
any thought of its disappearance until the time
when it can be replaced by a different formation
in the European architecture referred to above.
On the contrary I believe it should be given new
strength, which would not prevent it from
becoming part of another organisation in the
future, in the new architecture. In any event, it
will be a good thing to strengthen WEU. I must
also agree with Sir Geoffrey that this is not the
time for WEU to be handed over to the Euro-
pean Community. There would be no agree-
ment on this at the present time either between
countries or members of parliament. There is no
current political proposal formulated in strictly
legal terms in the European Community and it
remains to be seen what decisions will be
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taken in the forthcoming intergovernmental
conferences. As yet, there is no clear, agreed
legal formula enjoying the general consensus.

This said, whilst I shall vote in favour of the
draft recommendation, I must also make the fol-
lowing observations. European union will
require the EEC to assume defence responsibil-
ities; it is not possible to conceive of future
political union without certain responsibilities
for defence. I believe the time is approaching
when a decision will have to be made on what
these responsibilities are to be and at that time it
would, I think, be in the nature of things for
WEU and the European Community to come
together. The same countries are involved, the
same governments. Whilst it is impossible to
imagine a European union that does not include
a defensive sphere of peace and security, it is
also impossible to imagine an EEC with respon-
sibility for defence existing side by side with a
WEU that is still alive and functioning.

This being so, we should be making a serious
mistake if our vote today meant that we were
shutting ourselves up in an absurd
corporativism trying to stem the tide of history
and failing to recognise that Europe is changing
and that we must change with it. And although
at this time we are answering a clear no to
certain proposals that are neither well-reasoned,
nor serious, nor legally-based, nor formulated
with the necessary precision and which we think
exaggerated — as, for example, the idea of
WEU’s simply being swallowed by the Com-
munity — our attitude must not be purely
defensive. Our object is not to keep this insti-
tution in being, on the sidelines of European
development, at all costs, but to serve the cause
of European defence and security as well as pos-
sible, and when the situation changes, when in
1998 or some some other year, as Sir Geoffrey
said, there is a new political framework and
some valid legal formulae, we shall have to take
other decisions, probably very different from
those we are taking today, and urge forward
what I believe is the inevitable process of
linkage, association and perhaps integration of
WEU with the European Community. Now is
not the time but it will come, and WEU should
not simply follow in the wake of decisions made
by others. We have to be able to put forward our
own proposals when the time is ripe.

Therefore, 1 regard today’s vote as an open
one, not a closed or final one. Today we are
voting against the linkage of WEU to the EEC,
tomorrow we may very well be voting for it.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I can confirm to Mr. de Puig that there is no pre-
emption. Future events will require us to have a
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fresh look at the position. I did not go into detail
because I am sure that everyone has read the
report. One immediate problem is referred to in
paragraph 13 of the explanatory memorandum.
That matter must be resolved. One point
occurred to me as Mr. de Puig was speaking. He
said that the problem may be a subject for dis-
cussion at some of the intergovernmental con-
ferences which will take place. The IGCs are
government organisations. NATO is a gov-
ernment organisation. The Council of Ministers
is a government organisation. One way to deal
with the matter effectively may be to bring
together a small group drawn from the North
Atlantic Assembly, the European Parliament
and the WEU Assembly simply to consider as
parliamentarians how we see the future, rather
than letting that future be decided for us by
bureaucrats and ministers. The Political Com-
mittee may decide to examine that as a con-
structive way forward. I hope that I have reas-
sured you Mr. de Puig that the matter will not be
set in concrete but that we shall merely make a
decision for the present.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I am
pleased to see this gratifying convergence of
view between Mr. de Puig and the
Rapporteur.

I call Mr. Malfatti.

Mr. MALFATTI (Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, I think it would be stating the obvious
to say that the international and indeed
European situation is changing too fast for us to
be content to draw a picture of the here and
now; instead it prompts us to assess the future
with realism and caution, but applying great
imagination — on a par with the changing situ-
ation itself — and a resolutely forward-looking
approach.

I would also, just looking at one feature of this
change, like to refer to the now imminent
European Council meeting which is to decide on
the terms of reference for the intergovernmental
conference on European union to be held in
Rome from 14th to 15th December this year.
The fact is that the central theme of European
union at this conference will be foreign policy.
Nor is it possible to conceive of a common
foreign policy that does not include the subject
of security and also therefore, in some form or
other, the problems of defence.

Incidentally, it was the European Council
itself at its Dublin meeting that underlined the
two items of foreign policy and security to go on
the agenda of the intergovernmental conference
thus voicing its wish to establish terms of ref-
erence going beyond and above the provisions of
Article 30 of the Single Act on this subject.

Let me now begin by recalling a number of
fundamental principles from which, regardless
of the juridical apparel in which we clothe the
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process of our European construction, we must
not depart in the area of security and defence.

European security can be ensured only in the
NATO framework. The dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact does not imply any weakening of
the continuing value of the Atlantic Alliance
which must not and will not be called into
question by us because of the changing interna-
tional and pan-European situation. In the same
way there must be no calling into question of the
fundamental principle of the European coun-
tries’ solidarity in defence as specifically stated
in Article V of the modified Brussels Treaty of
WEU. More generally, I do not see why there
should be any plans for abandoning this basic
treaty.

It is also true, as I was saying, that we are
living in times of very rapid change and I do not
therefore see why, if everything is changing, we
should not begin to look at how our various
European institutions and their legal founda-
tions might be changed and improved. The first
positive step would be to apply the principle of
convergence to our institutions. We all know
that as things are there is, for example, an
exclusive responsibility for defence, borne by
WEU, and an exclusive responsibility for
common trade policy, borne by the European
Community and sanctioned by the Treaty of
Rome.

We all know that “ defence” and “common
trade policy ” are not two separate worlds: to see
that this is true one has only to consider the
problem of sanctions and the embargo and all
that they imply for both WEU and the European
Community.

There is a fact so obvious in substance that we
cannot shut our eyes to it, namely that the
process of creating a politically united Europe —
in fact the aboutissement of the construction of
European union - cannot be anything but
unitary and convergent.

What is more, no one can say that the united
Europe of tomorrow will not have more flexible
characteristics than the Europe of today. I am
thinking, for example, of the consequences of
the further enlargement of the Community to
include states that now have neutral status as
full members.

We should not oppose the principle of this
scenario nor should we resist more generally, in
spite of these problems, the movement of con-
vergence towards the final political goal of
European political unity. What I mean is that if
neutral states join the European Community,
that does not mean that the European Com-
munity will be thereby condemned never to be
able thereafter to develop, as a final phase, into
European political union. It will merely mean
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that we shall have to foresee institutional or
inter-institutional adjustments to this new fact,
in other words introducing — as I say ~ a certain
flexibility.

That is why I think it would be a mistake to
shut ourselves up in what now exists and simply
take a photograph of it without trying to support
or, as far as we are concerned, promote the
movement of institutional convergence towards
the unity that is so essential.

The next European Council will, as I said,
decide the terms of reference of the intergovern-
mental conference with regard, among other
things, to foreign policy and security. So if we
want to move forward on this latter item from
the, in my opinion, disappointing startline rep-
resented by Article 30, however it is done and
certainly without encroaching on other institu-
tions’ preserves, we shall have to take on the
task of finding a convergent and unitary answer
even to questions of defence, which cannot fail
to be involved as well if we want to construct the
unity of Europe and move forward in this field
and if, precisely, we wish to do so under this
fundamental heading of common foreign
policy.

It would be strange if we were to completely
ignore the process of change that is at our door —
we are literally on the eve of important deci-
sions, international decisions, which may
concern us - and if we simply claim the respon-
sibilities and prerogatives we already have. If
you prefer, ladies and gentlemen, we should
claim these responsibilities but whilst opening
our doors to change in a unified frame of ref-
erence. None of us can affirm, for example — and
the Rapporteur himself does not deny it — that
the modified Brussels Treaty would be seriously
flawed or undermined and nullified in any way
if it were placed under the aegis of the European
Council as has already been done in the case of
political co-operation and security. What is
more, as Sir Geoffrey Finsberg the Rapporteur
said — and rightly argued in his report — this pos-
sibility is admissible. But it should also be
admissible, then, to take the opportunity to
make changes and therefore, as far as we are
concerned, to look into possible legal amend-
ments in the light of the present situation.

I appreciate Sir Geoffrey Finsberg’s usual
frankness, clarity and precision in this written
report and verbal statement. However, with the
same frankness, and perhaps — I do not know —
the same clarity but certainly with sincerity, I
must comment on what, in my opinion, is the
excessively static nature of the report. As the
debate stands at this particular time and in spite
of the limited opening that he himself has
pointed to in his report with regard to the
European Council as a point of reference for our
institution as well, I have to say that I shall be
abstaining in the vote on the draft recommen-
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dation that has been tabled. This follows a line
of thought that is consistent with my argument
in the report I made on 22nd March last year at
the symposium that our Assembly held in
Florence on the future of European security.

In conclusion, I repeat what I said in Florence.
We urgently need a dialogue between our
various institutions, not a dialogue of the deaf
but a fruitful and positive discussion. At the
practical level, we need to organise an inter-
institutional dialogue as quickly as possible and
forms of inter-institutional co-operation, in par-
ticular between our parliamentary Assembly, the
European Parliament, their respective presi-
dents, the secretariat of the Council, the secre-
tariat responsible for political co-operation and
our own secretariat-general. This is a problem
which, if I am mistaken, our own Secretary-
General has just raised with the Assembly in his
excellent report, the object being to indicate
more clearly the path to be taken on the road of
convergence, with our common goal, namely the
building of a politically united Europe, clearly in
our sights.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — 1 call Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg, Rapporteur.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I am disappointed with what Mr. Malfatti has
said. He spoke of changes, and said that NATO
is now examining the situation. What NATO
still cannot do, and what it is unlikely to do until
it changes its treaty, is to act out of area. We
have the opportunity, which we have demon-
strated on two occasions, to do that. We must
not throw that away until there is something
better in its place.

I said to Mr. de Puig, and I say to Mr.
Malfatti, that this document talks of the present.
It is unlikely that there will be any accession to
the Community before 1993. To make progress
towards the Single Act will require a lot of
detailed work, and I believe that 1993 is the ear-
liest time at which new nations may be
admitted. That gives us an opportunity to
develop the idea that Mr. Malfatti had pro-
duced, although I believe that it has a weakness.
I do not want this discussion to go on between
officials. I think that we need to have a dis-
cussion an parliamentarians. What happened at
Dublin was a matter for governments, not for us
as parliamentarians.

If there are to be any changes — this report
speaks about a modified Brussels Treaty — they
must be unanimous, agreed and ratified in the
appropriate parliament. We are looking at some-
thing that will not happen swiftly, but the
window of opportunity is left wide open for
changes to be made as the situation develops. I
should be extremely surprised if, within two
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years, there was not a further report to consider
what has happened in this matter. That report
would provide an opportunity for further pro-
posals to be made.

I hope that I have been able to persuade Mr.
Malfatti that his concept of flexibility and
movement would not be achieved were he to
abstain. If we wants to achieve his goal he
should support the report which speaks of the
present position and the changing world in
which we live. There will, therefore, be an
opportunity for changing the structure of, and
responsibility for, defence. One cannot do that
now as it would not be practicable.

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

Mr. MOYA (Spain) (Translation). — I congrat-
ulate Sir Geoffrey Finsberg on his report and 1
appreciate the opportunity it gives us to embark
with him on a process that may take some time,
namely a debate or series of debates on
important questions affecting the future of our
Assembly and the future of security institutions
in Europe. I believe it is a debate on both sub-
stance and attitudes that we must pursue
throughout this process.

There are four points I want to pick out from
the draft recommendation and the main ideas it
enshrines: First, the need for WEU to be reacti-
vated as a security institution. Second, effective
European participation in the alliance by
strengthening the traditional role of WEU as the
European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. Third,
what might be termed a certain reticence with
regard to dialogue and future relations between
WEU and the Community. Fourth, a proper
prudence in the taking of decisions.

I believe that these ideas and the report as a
whole underline the relevance and timeliness of
this debate and bring to light a number of under-
lying questions. In my view there are at bottom
three broad streams or three great issues all
relating to our concern about the future of this
institution. The first is the complementarity of
WEU with the Atlantic pole and the growing
awareness of the existence of the European
dimension of that alliance. The second is WEU’s
ability to take effective action in conflicts and
crises out of area where NATO is unable to act
in the absence of statutory provision for such
intervention. The third is the relationship
between the functions and powers of WEU and
the European Community.

The first issue relates to the traditional role of
WEU as forming a European pillar of the
alliance and the growing awareness in Europe of
the need to strengthen this pillar in order to
lessen the inequality between the two poles. This
emphasis on making the alliance more
European, about which so much has been said in
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recent years by leading European politicians, is
pursued in this report to good effect.

The second is about the lack of statutory pro-
vision for the alliance to act out of area, a
subject also mentioned in the report. The Gulf
crisis has clearly shown that Europe is able to
respond to a crisis situation affecting its
interests. There had been precedents during the
conflict between Iran and Iraq, but it is only
now that the successful co-ordination of the
forces deployed to implement the embargo has
raised expectations as to its future potential and
perhaps its eventual development into an inte-
grated operational structure. Here a phrase used
by the President of the Assembly in a statement
released a few months ago is relevant : he made
the point that when there is a formal legal
framework, an appropriate institution and also
the components of armed forces, logistic support
and so on, something new and important has
been created.

The third and perhaps most important issue,
given its future dimension, is that of the linkage,
relationship or integration of WEU with the
European Community. Whilst the solution is for
the future, the time for planning is now. And if
one had to define or map out the lines or posi-
tions that are taking shape around it there could
be said to be the supporters of WEU as a dis-
tinct, differentiated body dealing with all the
questions connected with the cohesion of the
West — the redeployment of military forces, the
formation of multinational armies, European
participation in the verification of disarmament
agreements, co-operation in matters connected
with the arms industry, questions raised by out-
of-area conflicts, and so forth — and the others
who believe with me that there is an inevitable
process of convergence between WEU and the
European Community.

It is becoming evident that a policy of all-in
joint security will be the basis of the political
union of the Community and constitute the
most important element in its foreign policy. It
will be remembered that the document of The
Hague platform of 1987 states that an integrated
Europe will not be complete until it extends to
security and defence. A political union worthy
of the name will in the long run have to include
common defence. So the debate between the two
positions is not concerned so much with the aim
as the means and the phases and stages on the
way to it and the objective will be a Europe
speaking with a single voice in international
bodies and in the transatlantic relationship. This
vision carries with it a far fuller conception of the
Community, seeing it as a complete, homogeneous
entity rather than simply one European insti-
tution among others. But this is something for dis-
cussion in the coming months or possibly years.
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In closing may I make two points concerned
less with substance than with attitudes. First, I

believe that the time is not yet ripe for firm and :

final conclusions. It may be that what is valid
today will have to be changed tomorrow — and
this is a report for today. We may be in danger

of drawing final conclusions without sufficient -

discussion. I believe that this is the time for a
frank, sincere dialogue in the search for a defin-
itive security framework, and I believe that in
this dialogue there should be no precipitate
attempts at dissolution and no defensive self-
centeredness. Second, I also believe: that we
should continue to strengthen WEU -institu-
tionally, and this is not in conflict -with the
points I have just made because the strength-
ening of WEU will be good for the identity of
European defence in both cases, i.e..if WEU is
maintained as a body with a difference and also
if a process of convergence with the Community
makes headway and is concluded. I therefore
believe that we should all approve this report,
because it is a text that reflects the current situ-
ation without closing the door to the future.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I am grateful to Mr. Moya for his support. In his
clear analysis he has covered the four main
items of reactivation, our place in NATO and
caution in our new ideas and relationships.
Caution, however, does not mean no progress,
but ensuring that we progress step by step.

In an earlier response I mentioned that one of
the problems we must consider is paragraph 13,
which deals with the expansion of the Com-
munity to neutral nations. Paragraph 11 is also a
problem. Mr. Moya has spoken about a single
voice on defence, but in the near future I do not
believe that either France or the United
Kingdom will allow someone to speak on behalf
of their nuclear forces. That is another problem
which must be examined. It cannot, of course,
be examined quickly, but that does not mean
that it cannot be examined.

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

Mr. PERINAT (Spain) (Translation). — I now,
for the first time, have the privilege of
addressing this Assembly on a really important
matter and on a report that is undoubtedly of
crucial importance.

For it is clear that in discussing the rela-
tionship between the European Community and
Western European Union we are dealing with a
fundamental problem not only for these two
organisations but also in relation to the future
structure of Europe. I therefore wish to offer my
sincere congratulations to Sir Geoffrey Finsberg
for his report which gives a clear overview of the
real situation of WEU in relation to the
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European Community with reference to pro-
posals and initiatives aimed at integrating WEU
into the future European Community.

Doubtless we are all agreed that it is impos-
sible to create, or at least to sustain, a new
political body without its responsibilities
including sécurity or defence. Therefore, the
initial idea of strengthening the Treaty of Rome
by including in it Article V of the modified
Brussels Treaty might at first sight appear to be
a sensible step. But further examination of the
matter leads to the conclusion that in present
circumstanges, far from strengthening the prin-
ciple of Européan defence, .it would have the
opposite effect. In reality the powers of WEU
would be absorbed by an organisation, the
European Community, which, under Article 223
"of the EEC treaty, has no responsibility for
security or defence. What is more, it appears
likely that this inability to act in such matters,
far from being changed by the European Com-
munity’s assumption of responsibility for
security, would persist or even be accentuated.
The réason is very simple and has already been
pointed out by my colleague from Italy. Whereas
nine of the present Community member states
are members of WEU, two athers, Denmark and
Greece, are members of NATO, whilst a third,
Ireland, has neutral status. It is possible, indeed
foreseeable, that in the not very far distant
future 4 number of neutral countries may
become full members of the Community whilst
+ still retaining neutral status. Clearly, if this were
to happen the attitude of the European Com-
munity. towards defence would inevitably be

. considerably diluted.-

Therefore; and in .view of the present
emphasis-on the here and now, I believe that,
~ pending developments in the European Com-

munity, if ‘would be wise to continue strength-
ening WEU as far as possible as an organisation
for co-ordinating the defence of its member
countries, including that of any new members
which might in future wish to sign the Brussels
Treaty. We might also, if possible within the
WEU framework, set up a multinational
European intervention force and in any event
strengthen WEU so that it could increasingly
function as the European pillar in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom) —
I have two points to make. I wholly agree that
not to accept the report would weaken the
defence of Europe. We are all of one mind that
we cannot at this stage afford to do that.

Mr. Perinat talked about the accession of
neutral nations. One way round that, which
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must be discussed, is for nations with a policy of
neutrality to have to undertake in a new treaty
to abstain from any discussion or vote on
defence matters so that they cannot block a
defence issue and stop it being discussed by
nations which want to take part in defence.
Those matters must be considered and that is
one way of considering the point raised.

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

Mr. LORD (United Kingdom). — 1 welcome
this excellent report and its recommendations,
which I entirely endorse. With all the military
happenings in the world it is tempting not only
to widen any debate on this subject, but to start
drawing premature conclusions and tampering
with existing structures. Those temptations
should be resisted.

Since reactivation, WEU has played an
increasing role in world affairs. Its part in
helping to enforce the sea blockade of Iraq has
been crucial. Its rdle is not only growing, but is
increasingly being recognised internationally.
With the problems in the Gulf, it is important
not to undermine existing structures. In any
case, no action can be taken by treaty, as has
been said repeatedly and as is stressed in the
report’s recommendations, until 1998.

With the changing face of Europe and the
United States’ role in defence matters, it is
understandable that all European structures
should be the subject of some debate. The
change in Eastern and Central Europe, the unifi-
cation of Germany, the enlargement of the Com-
munity and the reduction of United States’
involvement mean that things cannot go on as
they are indefinitely. These changes bring as
many complications as opportunities and they
must be studied with great care before being
acted upon.

Last week in Rome, an interparliamentary
conference — a curtain-raiser, perhaps, to the
major conference of heads of government later
this month — looked at the future of Europe in
relation to economic and political union. The
matter was discussed by members of national
parliaments and the European Parliament. I
attended that conference with members of par-
liament from the twelve members of the Com-
munity and I witnessed all the shades of
opinion, national and political, which were held
by the delegates, and I find it hard to conceive of
any defence organisation that could be devised
in such a way as to satisfy all nations and
opinion, yet could act decisively in time of
crisis. We shall have to wait and see.

There is a long way to go before any new
framework can be established. Times could not
be more perilous. When things are uncertain, it
pays to hold fast to what one has. There is a sim-
ilarity between our position and that of a person



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

SEVENTH SITTING

Mr. Lord (continued)

using stepping stones to cross turbulent waters.
It is a foolish man who moves from the firm
stepping stone on which he is standing before he
has carefully tested the stone on to which he
plans to tread. For the immediately foreseeable
future, Western European Union in its present
form has a vital role and it should be supported
as strongly as possible, as should the report.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). -
I make two points in response to Mr. Lord. I was
with him in Rome and I heard that discussion.
As I said earlier, it would have been difficult to
see a quick response in the Gulf in the light of
what we heard in Rome. What Mr. Lord said
was absolutely right. Do not give up what you
have until you know what is the replacement
and are certain that the replacement is as good,
if not better. We went to Rome and, with ref-
erence to Mr. Malfatti, I would say, festina lente.

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

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

Mr. LAGORCE (France) (Translation). -
Today’s debate on WEU and the EEC so effec-
tively launched by Sir Geoffrey Finsberg’s
report — or rather reports — is clearly funda-
mental at a time when the international system
is going through unprecedented changes and its
traditional balances are being challenged. But I
would like to go a little further than this
excellent report and make a number of com-
ments that it suggests to me though they will not
perhaps have your approval, Sir Geoffrey.

One fact has to be accepted at the outset : the
role and future of WEU, which is our special
concern, depend essentially on the form and
content to be assigned to the future Community.
It is quite plain that to bring fully integrated
Western European unity in defence into being
the participating states have to share the same
ideas on the future of the Community, whether
it be a free-trade zone or the Delors project.
They must also have the same perception of
what constitute the main aspects of their
security.

Any further integration of western defence
with the object of forming a West European
pillar of the Atlantic Alliance would imply that
the states making up this security pole are ready
to give up part of their sovereignty in the
interests of a joint external policy and the
division of labour in their armed forces.
However, this would require some basic deci-
sions and a qualitative leap into integration
which must be primarily political. There would
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also have to be federal institutions capable of
overarching purely national patriotism and our
governments are perhaps not yet ready to make
these decisions and take such a leap.

And yet it is only when these decisions have
been made that it will perhaps be possible to
base WEU and the European Community in the
same structure with their respective roles and
obligations set down in legal form. But is that
what we want now or what we will want later
on?

In order to maintain the defence alliance with
the United States it will also be advisable — by a
simultaneous revision of the North Atlantic and
modified Brussels Treaties — to spell out legally
WEU’s r6le as the European pillar of a NATO
refashioned to provide for the defence of the
western nations in which there would be two
great partners: one would be the organisation of
North American states and their allies and the
other the organisation of the states of the
enlarged Western European Union because, in
my opinion, it would be necessary to invite
those member states of the Community not yet
in WEU to join. At the same time the Council of
Europe should itself be broadened to absorb the
CSCE process, that is to say the thirty-four or
thirty-five members and the three baskets.

This of course raises the question of national
delegations, how they should be made up and
appointed and the role they are to play. Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg deals with this problem and 1
shall not dwell on it.

In this way, an EEC-WEU coupling in a
federal framework would give WEU sufficient
weight to make it a credible partner for North
America and the rest of the world. It would also
give economic Europe a political voice and a
reality extending beyond its own frontiers.
However, at the moment, these ideas are
utopian given that the principal governments of
Western Europe, as I say, are not yet clear about
their idea of, or commitment to, political inte-
gration. On the other hand it has to be
recognised that, in today’s political envi-
ronment, they no longer really have a choice ;
conversely they do have opportunities that are
not going to come again. The fact is that we have
to take full advantage of this situation of
extreme instability in the present period of
unprecedented change with all its implications
for the security and hence the survival of the
countries of Western Europe faced with the chal-
lenges of the contemporary world and not, of
course, forgetting the countries of the third
world.

These challenges, these grave problems
directly or indirectly affecting every
industrialised market economy country natu-
rally call for worldwide solutions requiring at
least some co-operation and co-ordination
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between the leading powers on our planet. In
view of the success that the EEC now is we can
only hope that the member states will quickly
agree on a joint political plan and make the
qualitative leap that I referred to earlier in my
statement. It is this which will make Western
Europe together with WEU, its indispensable
partner in the field of defence, a power in its
own right on the international scene capable of
confronting without fear the immense challenges
of today and tomorrow.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). -
I do not know why Mr. Lagorce thought that 1
would not like what he said. What he suggested
is one way forward in the vast discussion. There
are many ways forward. Chairman Mao had a
phrase for it. I do not disagree in any way with
what Mr. Lagorce said, but it should be con-
sidered in the context of making progress.
Everything is up for discussion with regard to
the future. I should have thought that that was
how we should consider all proposals, even the
foolish one from Strasbourg that we should stop
the reactivation of WEU.

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

Mr. STOFFELEN (Netherlands). As 1 do not
speak as chairman of a group but as an indi-
vidual member. I shall continue in my own lan-
guage, that is to say, Dutch.

(The speaker continued in Dutch)

(Translation). — I should like very briefly to
make three comments and to draw a formal con-
clusion. My first comment follows on from the
concluding remarks made by Sir Geoffrey
Finsberg, whom I compliment on his report. It
would be stupid and irresponsible to get rid of
WEU. It would be stupid and irresponsible to
stop using WEU as the one instrument we have
in Europe that is genuinely formally competent
and useful. It would also be irresponsible to stop
reactivating WEU, because it is more useful
than ever as an instrument for security in
Europe.

There are two reasons for this. The first is a
formal one. As I have said, WEU is the one
institution with formal authority, the Brussels
Treaty. The European Communities are clearly
not in the same position. The Rapporteur has
rightly referred to the relevant provisions of the
Treaty of Rome, which rule out the possibility of
the Community concerning itself with European
defence.

There is a second reason. I would not mind
betting that there is a terribly complex debate
going on at the moment in all the national par-
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liaments, but more especially in the European
Parliament. It is generally noted that the Com-
munity takes a great deal of interest in economic
policy and too little interest in the environment
and the social situation of all those who are
sadly no longer able to work. This means there is
a debate on the further development of Europe.
Is it to develop into a federation or into an inter-
governmental structure?

Like many others, I am in favour of a devel-
opment in which more and more powers are and
must be transferred from the national govern-
ments and parliaments to the Commission
and the Furopean Parliament. Others think
otherwise.

This debate alone is extremely intensive and
takes up a great deal of time. One of the ques-
tions discussed is the precise meaning of EMU.
We know that in 1993 international frontiers
will disappear and that we will then have free
movement of people, capital and goods. This
means that not only will there be a European
central bank but there must also be some form
of common European monetary policy,
co-ordination of the main lines of economic
policy and means of preventing exchange rate
fluctuations from either distorting the condi-
tions of competition or leading to imbalance.

The Commission is currently engaged in
drawing up many hundreds of directives. As
some of you will know, I am the Chairman of
the Committee on Legal Affairs and Human
Rights in the Council of Europe, and as such I
have discussions with the Chairman of the
European Parliament’s Legal Affairs Com-
mittee. It would be foolish to think that the
Furopean Parliament can do more than consider
a few of these directives at the moment, which
means that many of them are being processed
without anybody taking a closer look at them.

This in itself takes so much time and effort
that 1 would go so far as to predict, although
others may disagree, that, quite apart from the
formal obstacles, the Community cannot pos-
sibly get down to discussing aspects of either
European security or European defence in the,
next five years.

My second comment may seem to contradict
the first, but it does not. I am firmly convinced
that the EPU will go on developing. There will
always be the spectacle of European leaders,
with or without their foreign ministers, con-
cerning themselves with almost every aspect of
Furopean security and with more and more
aspects of European defence. It is, to say the
least, quite conceivable that a new situation will
exist in four or five years’ time. We can already
see a change in the views of Ireland. Never-
theless, I agree with the Rapporteur that no one
can make a safe forecast. I think this is what
should happen. I believe it is quite conceivable
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that five years or more from now we will be
talking about a possible merging of WEU and
the European Community, but I cannot guar-
antee this, of course. I think it is something we
must bear in mind.

My third comment concerns the CSCE.
Anyone who considers the essence of the reso-
lution adopted in November will see that there
is certainty about the emergence of an assembly
of Europe, at least where the first two baskets of
the Helsinki agreement are concerned. As
regards the treatment of the security aspect, the
third basket, it would be very unwise to rule out
any of the options. It is quite conceivable that
WEU will be able to do some extremely useful
work in this context. I am not saying this is the
only option, but it is certainly one of many
options and must not be ruled out. It is pure
folly to write off WEU at this stage, as some
members of the European Parliament are doing
- and I say this with all due respect.

Mr. President, this brings me to my formal
conclusion. This report and recommendation
are rightly limited to an assessment of the
present situation and a description of WEU’s
position, now and in the foreseeable future.
With this in mind, I will say that this text has
my wholehearted support.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). -
I agree with Mr. Stoffelen’s comment that it
would be foolish to throw away what we have.
He said that perhaps, in five years’ time, Ireland
and other groups may have changed their views.
One possibility - I keep floating these ideas — is
that if it were decided in due course to subsume
the work of defence inside the Community, the
Community will delegate specifically defence
matters to WEU. That is one way of doing it.
There are so many possible ways that, if one
were to write a report to take account of all the
possibilities, it would be fifty pages long and full
. of ideas, 90% of which would never come to fru-
ition. All that one can do is to say: “Here are
many ideas. As time goes by, one may be able to
develop some into actualities.”

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

Mr. AMARAL (Portugal) (Translation). -
Thank you, Mr. President. I should just like to
make two small points, first to congratulate Sir
Geoffrey Finsberg for the excellent work he has
done and secondly to make a brief comment on
the questions asked today and Sir Geoffrey’s
enlightening replies.

It is always very difficult to talk about the
future. The Europe we envisage is in our minds
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and thoughts and thought can never be static ; it
is changing night and day.

It has been well said that Europe is “the
homeland of creative discord” and it is my belief
that, given the speed at which things are hap-
pening, we must find a precise formula or
concept for Europe as quickly as we can. Cer-
tainly concepts differ. The Communities, the
Council of Europe, and we in WEU all have dif-
ferent ideas about Europe of the future.

But despite these differences and the new
ideas that are constantly surfacing, we- are
hopeful and confident that before long we shall
be able to reconcile these differences which, in
any event, all stem from the principles under-
lying each of the international organisations I
have just mentioned.

As I said in my previous statement, all these
organisations have differing objectives. Because
they are different, they are bound to have dif-
ferent attitudes and positions regarding the
problems of the day and the forecasts they make

of the future in so far as such forecasts can be

made.

I think that your draft recommendation, Sir
Geoffrey, squares with future possibilities
within the context of present realities and
current thinking.

This being so, and particularly because the
attempt to amalgamate WEU, even in formal
terms, with another international organisation
of different aims and scope is not feasible, I
have to say that in my opinion the draft recom-
mendation you are putting forward fully meets
the criterion of looking at future possibilities
from the viewpoint of present realities. I shall
therefore support and vote for the draft recom-
mendation.

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). -
My answer to Mr. Amaral is, 1 agree!

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call the
last speaker on the list, Mr. Soares Costa.

Mr. SOARES COSTA (Portugal) (Trans-
lation). — Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, I
am gratified by the content, scale and scope of
the debate we have held today on the second
part of Sir Geoffrey Finsberg’s report, the more
so as it was I who raised the subject at the
October meeting of the Presidential Committee
of WEU. I am gratified because the proceedings
in some of the other Community institutions,
notably the Commission and the European Par-
liament, caused me some concern and con-
vinced me that it was necessary for our WEU
Assembly to state its position on this question. I
am also gratified because in this report the
Political Committee of the Assembly has been
able to express itself on this matter with much
greater clarity and wealth of detail than I was
able to do at our meeting in October.
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But my present contribution is motivated
mainly by what our Secretary-General and also
our President said a short while ago in the
opening speeches.

The Secretary-General stated here today that
WEU is one of the bases of the security
dimension in the building of Europe. And in
fact, as the report before us recognises, it is on
this basis that we are members of the only insti-
tution with specific authority to consider
defence in Europe, that is to say, it is the only
parliamentary assembly of its kind.

But our President has today presented us with
a big challenge concerning the effectiveness with
which this Assembly, during the present plenary
session, will be able to formulate our views and
position on the important issue of our rela-
tionship with the European Economic Com-
munity and the way in which we must make our
contribution to the construction of Europe.

As our President stated, it must be built with
pragmatism, a sense of responsibility and
realism. But what in fact do these three words
mean in relation to the problem before us today?

In the first place, said Mr. Pontillon, Europe
must be built with pragmatism. Well, I think
that “pragmatism” in defence has to do with
three fundamental questions. As was said in the
report that we approved here at our plenary
session last June and is repeated in the doc-
ument before us today, the first question has to
do with how far WEU may be considered as the
“European pillar” of the Atlantic Alliance. But
on that basis, some other things become obvious
— at least to me. These have to do with what
WEU can or should be in the future.

Thus, in the first place, we have to think about
the military alliances. After the events that have
occurred in Central and Eastern Europe, these
alliances have totally changed their meaning and
will have to change in attitude; and we are not
talking about the Warsaw Pact, since NATO
itself has stated that it is prepared to undergo
change and to adapt itself to the new circum-
stances.

But, beyond that, it is clear that many voices
in many European countries are beginning to
stress the need to build a new security order in
Europe. As I understand it, what is sought is a
new order based on co-operation now that the
area of confrontation between the blocs has
ended. And obviously, co-operation must
embrace the enlarged area which includes the
twelve countries of the European Economic
Community, the other Western European coun-
tries and the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe; and we know that at least some of these
countries have already indicated their interest in
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co-operating with Western European Union, for
instance as “special observers” with the same
status as observers in the Council of Europe.

This then provides a vision of Western
European Union which could in future become
a solid nucleus for an enlarged organisation to
serve as a practical channel for co-operation
with the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe in security as well as other things.

Lastly, a third idea also connected with this
pragmatic way of facing the problem is to con-
sider the challenges and risks facing Europe but
originating outside the European theatre. WEU
already has the flexibility and capability for
action out of area — something which, as we
know, the Atlantic Alliance and NATO do not
have. We would be in a position to develop a
strategy of European defence against out-of-area
threats.

The second matter on which our President
spoke was “responsibility”, and this is much
more worrying to me because when we are
thinking about building the new Europe we must
realise that it is unacceptable for the various
European institutions to use the present
moment to claim powers and responsibilities
which it is doubtful they could ever live up to.
At this time of transition we must not make mis-
takes — or at least not the old mistakes.

It appears to me that the proposals of which
we are aware, in particular those in Mr.
Romero’s report which was approved in the
European Parliament on 9th October, are an
attempt to remove powers and responsibilities
from an existing organisation — WEU. The
process of absorbing or deactivating an insti-
tution seems to me anything but responsible as a
way to go about building Europe as we wish to
do. It is very surprising in as much as the Com-
munities have, in fact, chosen to go along the
path of deepening rather than broadening their
relationship, and we know that this is a conse-
quence of the Single Act, which has to do with
economic and monetary union and with future
political union. The truth is that, as I see it, this
organisation is facing a very different situ-
ation.

WEU has no need to deepen its organisation,
but it may well need to widen co-operation to
include other parts of Europe.

Lastly, I should like to refer to the problem of
realism, and, on that score, of all the areas in
which countries are possessive about their sover-
eignty the most sensitive is defence.

This being so, how is it conceivable that the
countries which today constitute the European
Economic Community could agree to make sub-
stantial transfers of power in defence matters to
a supranational organisation of an integrated
nature such as the EEC is at present?
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Without question this is a crucial issue. I
believe that, as a number of members have said
today, it will take some time before this becomes
possible, if only because, as our Rapporteur also
points out, there are problems connected with
the fact that some members of the Twelve are
not members of WEU. Examples are Ireland,
which is neutral, Denmark, which is not a
member of WEU, and Greece, a particularly
sensitive case in the area of defence because
under its present constitution it has certain links
with NATO.

These therefore are questions that have to be
approached cautiously, step by step, and very
wisely lest they hinder progress towards our
basic objectives.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
I have two comments to make. First, I agree
with Mr. Soares Costa’s ideas about there being
yet another way to examine the situation. Cer-
tainly it was his item which came up at the Pres-
idential Committee and gave rise to this swift
report. Secondly, he is right that as the years go
on, the concept of peace and stability will
become much wider because it will embrace the
whole of Europe, as I said at the beginning. I do
not rule out the possibility of the Soviet Union
perhaps requiring help to deal with particular
problems within her territory. It must be in
everybody’s interests to ensure that we have sta-
bility throughout Europe if our peoples are to
progress.

I wish to express my warm appreciation to
Mr. Burgelin for the swift and efficient way in
which he put together many of these facts to
produce the report.

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

I call the Chairman of the committee, Mr.
Ahrens.

Mr. AHRENS (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, ladies and gen-
tlemen, I have only a few comments to make.
Relations between the Community and WEU
have been a matter of concern to this Assembly
for some considerable time. I can remember the
subject being discussed in this chamber sev-
enteen or eighteen years ago. It became a partic-
ularly urgent issue after the first direct elections
to the European Parliament, when the
momentum created by those elections led the
members of the European Parliament to believe
that they could not only discuss but also take
decisions on everything. We have been consid-
ering this subject since that time. Nothing has
really changed since then.
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If we decided to dissolve WEU today, it would
mean two things.

First, we would destroy the European pillar of
NATO. 1 do not think there is another
organisation that could take on the task of
bringing together European ideas and opinions
and putting them to our North American
partners and others. That would be particularly
inconvenient — as Mr. Soares Costa has pointed
out, and he is right — because NATO is also
undergoing change and because it would be
completely out of the question and unaccept-
able, in my opinion, for Europe’s voice not to be
heard in this debate.

Second, if we dissolve WEU, the matters we
discuss here would not be transferred to another
organisation but would revert to our national
parliaments. That would mean the
renationalisation of defence policy in Europe. I
believe that too would do great damage. At the
moment any discussion on this should result in a
clear “No” to the demand that WEU be dis-
solved or its restructuring and revitalisation pre-
vented.

Like any report, this one is merely a snapshot.
It can do no more than summarise the discus-
sions that can be held here and now. It does not,
therefore, contain any thoughts on what might
happen in five or ten years’ time. I want to
emphasise that. That is also the way we saw it in
committee. We said we could neither know nor
speak today about anything that might happen
in the future. I am personally convinced —~ I
share the optimism of my colleague, Pieter
Stoffelen — that, despite all the difficulties,
European union will come, and if it is strong
enough, it will take on the important task of a
European defence policy, but not for the
moment. In the meantime, we need Western
European Union. Just as we needed it yesterday
and the day before, we need it today and
tomorrow as well, or at least for a foreseeable
period. That is what is in this report, that is
what it is based on.

On the committee’s behalf I should like to
thank our Rapporteur, Sir Geoffrey Finsberg,
and especially Mr. Burgelin. They worked
together extremely well. I should like to thank all
the members of the committee, for playing a
very active part in this debate, and all those here
who have participated in the debate or at least
shown their interest in it through their presence
and perseverance.

I ask you to adopt this report.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — We shall
now vote on the draft recommendation in Doc-
ument 1250.

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

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

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

(A vote was then taken by show of hands)
The draft recommendation is adopted '.

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

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I propose
that the Assembly hold its next public sitting
tomorrow morning, Tuesday, 4th December, at
10 a.m. with the following orders of the day:

1. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council -
presentation of the first part of the thirty-

1. See page 20.
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sixth annual report of the Council, Doc-
ument 1247 ; Address by Mr. Dumas, Min-
ister of State, Minister for Foreign Affairs
of France, Chairman-in-Office of the
Council.

2. European security and the Gulf crisis; Con-
sequences of the invasion of Kuwait: con-
tinuing operations in the Gulf region (Pre-
sentation of and joint debate on the reports
of the Political Committee and the Defence
Committee, Documents 1244 and amend-
ments and 1248 and amendments).

Are there any objections?...

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

Does anyone wish to speak?...
The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 6.40 p.m.)
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The sitting was opened at 10.05 a.m. with Mr. Pontillon, President of the Assembly, in the Chair

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

1. Attendance register

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

2. Adoption of the minutes

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

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

3. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council -
Dpresentation of the first part of the thirty-sixth
annual report of the Council, Doc. 1247

Address by Mr. Dumas, Minister of State,
Minister for Foreign Affairs of France,
Chairman-in-Office of the Council

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next

order of the day is the presentation of the first
part of the thirty-sixth annual report of the

1. See page 23.
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Council, Document 1247; address by Mr.
Dumas, Minister of State, Minister for Foreign
Affairs of France, Chairman-in-Office of the
Council.

May I welcome you as Chairman-in-Office of
the Council. You have given us much evidence
of your dynamic activity and also your concern
to ensure a special quality in the relations
between the Assembly and the Council. This is
much appreciated by the Assembly, which
awaits your address with interest.

May I ask you to take the rostrum.

Mr. DUMAS (Minister of State, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of France, Chairman-in-Office of
the Council) (Translation). - Mr. President, as
the Chairman-in-Office of the Council I am
greatly appreciative of your words of welcome,
for which I personally thank you most cordially.
I am particularly grateful for your tribute to the
Chairman’s work during his period of office.

Mr. President, Secretary-General and ladies
and gentlemen, France considers it a great
honour to be holding the chairmanship of the
Council of Western European Union at such an
exceptional time in the history of our continent.
I have already had the pleasure of speaking to
the Assembly in the past about my country’s
position and ideas. Hence it is a renewed
pleasure to have this opportunity of recalling the
achievements of the first few months of this
chairmanship and looking together at certain
future possibilities. Afterwards I shall be very
glad to answer your questions and thus deepen
the discussion in the usual way.
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The beginning of the French chairmanship
coincided with the crisis in the Gulf. Since I am
talking to parliamentarians who follow these
questions very closely I shall skip the details of
the positions adopted by the member countries
but I would, because it is important, recall
members’ unanimous condemnation of the
attack on Kuwait and their very firm determi-
nation that the United Nations resolutions must
be complied with.

Nor shall I go over the various steps taken by
the member states to co-ordinate their action in
implementing sanctions and exploring the
opportunities for co-operation in logistics. The
French Defence Minister, who will be speaking
here this afternoon, will certainly refer to this.

However, there are two essential lessons I
should like to draw. First, Europe, as such, is
present in the Gulf. Secondly, WEU, facing for
the first time a major international crisis — the
first major crisis of the new world order — has
shown itself capable of responding to the needs
of the moment.

I should like to mention first the speed and
quality of our co-operation. After the outbreak
of Iraqi aggression on 2nd August, and at only
very short notice, as you will remember, the
Ministerial Council met twice. The military
chiefs were able to agree a first outline for
co-operation in the days immediately following
the attack and effective co-ordination structures
were very quickly set up combining diplomats
and representatives of the armed forces.

Next I should like to say that the results
achieved are remarkable in many ways.
Co-ordination between the naval forces
deployed by the member countries to implement
sanctions is working excellently. This
co-ordination has ensured rationalisation of
effort in the various areas of action, and
effective and constant mutual support. I make
this point because I was able to see it for myself
on the spot when I accompanied the President of
the Republic on his visit to the area.

For the future, I draw two conclusions
regarding WEU’s ability to respond quickly and
launch the effective co-operation that I have just
described.

First, proof has been given - if such proof
were necessary — of the importance of the WEU
institutional framework. At the precise moment
when the institution is under debate, we must
remember this point in present and future dis-
cussions on European security.

Also, the member states have demonstrated
their ability to act jointly to uphold interna-
tional law and defend their interests. In these
matters WEU has its own responsibility that
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other organisations do not. Europeans should
therefore make the most of it. Would it not be a
mistake to try to build a strong European union
if this economic and political entity, developing
before our very eyes, was not able to defend
worldwide its interests and its peoples? United
Europe, in the form we see it, cannot be based
on reliance on others.

WEU must therefore take an active part in the
debate about what is being called the future
architecture of European security. At the present
stage this debate concerns the future of three
institutions, the European Community, the
Atlantic Alliance and the CSCE, and their
respective roles.

I shall begin with the last of these and refer
first to the importance of the recent Paris
summit that was held in a climate of remarkable
consensus and helped to turn a page in
European history. France is honoured to have
hosted this exceptional event, symbolising as it
did the end of the arbitrary division of Europe.
Major decisions were taken to wipe the past
from the slate: regular political meetings, the
continuation of talks on disarmament and confi-
dence and the beginnings of institutionalisation
in the form of a secretariat and a conflict-
prevention centre, all decisions that, in short,
will help to give wider scope to co-operation
between the member states of the CSCE, the
essential framework for the stability of our con-
tinent.

As for NATO, recent developments in Europe
and in East-West relations call for its adaptation
without challenging its essential purpose. Surely
it is now necessary to highlight Europe’s contri-
bution and achieve a stable, lasting and more
balanced transatlantic relationship.

Alongside this heightening of the European
profile, work on building the Community will
intensify. Obviously, in defence and security
matters, the process will be in stages, each stage
corresponding to an increase of stability. But
within this European framework, let us aiready
draw all the benefit we can from WEU: the
existing member states should be able to
increase their own efforts whilst developing
co-operation with their twelve partners
wherever possible on all questions affecting their
joint security interests.

I am thinking in particular of disarmament.
The agreement signed on 19th November at the
Paris summit was, as everyone agrees, an unprec-
edented and historic event. Its implementation
will bring about a situation of parity and stability
in military relations in FEurope previously
characterised by a confrontation of armed forces
and an overwhelming imbalance in favour of the
Soviet Union. Any surprise attack should now be
impossible, and instead of rhetorical discussion
blinded by ideology we shall now have dialogue,
openness and understanding.
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This does not mean that our work is over. In
fact it is only just beginning. Like it or not, the
agreement of 19th November is still tinged with
the sequels of the post-war period. But it is an
essential bridge towards further stages that will
strengthen stability and security in Europe. This
is the work we still have to do.

For the moment, talks are about to begin on
the strengths of the armed forces and prepara-
tions are to be made for the future negotiations
between all the CSCE participants to follow the
Helsinki meeting in 1992. During its period of
office the French presidency will do its best to
ensure that WEU makes an effective and
decisive contribution to the definition of future
negotiating positions.

I should also like to remind you of the impor-
tance that we attach to European co-operation in
implementing verification procedures. For real
disarmament there has to be confidence and
therefore verification. At the next ministerial
meeting of WEU it is intended that the ministers
approve concrete proposals in this respect. This
is one of the presidency’s main concerns and I
am sure that you are aware of its efforts to
launch a special co-operative programme for
exploiting satellite data. We were the first to
raise this subject even before taking over the
chairmanship. The French Defence Minister,
Mr. Jean-Pierre Chevénement, will be referring
to this matter this afternoon.

In conclusion, before moving on to questions
and answers and then travelling to Brussels where
the Foreign Affairs Council is meeting today, let
me raise the subject of the Institute for Security
Studies which has just been set up and which we
shall shortly be officially inaugurating. This could
not come at a better time. Since we have to go on
thinking about the subjects that I just referred to,
what better place could there be than this
institute? As you know, and I take no personal
credit here, it is the result of a French initiative.
Self-flattery is not the reason why I have reverted
to this subject, quite the contrary, I simply
wanted to say that in the minds of those who pro-
moted the idea, as with those who accepted it,
there were two essential tasks that we wished to
entrust to this institute, and for once current
events have proved their relevance.

The first of these tasks is to deepen our study
of European security. This is essential to the
debate on political union which is about to open
in the next few days in Rome where, as you are
aware, we shall be launching the two intergov-
ernmental conferences scheduled for 1991.

The second task for the institute is to develop
the dialogue between Western Europe and the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe. I am
pleased to note that this dialogue is already in
progress. At a time when the post-war security
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structures are being completely rethought, it
would be pointless for us “ Western ” Europeans
to be considering the future of our institutions
and our co-operative arrangements without heed
for the concerns of the new European demo-
cracies. Europe would be walking on one leg and
we know that this is not very satisfactory.

We are unlikely to find a quick and easy
solution to these new problems facing us, which
is all the more reason why we should start to
think about them as soon as we can. In any
event, work on dialogue and comprehension has
now begun, in particular within the framework
of our institution, so we should pursue it with
determination and resolution — that is certainly
what the presidency plans to do.

Ladies and gentlemen, before going on to
questions and answers, I should like to
emphasise the value, in the presidency’s eyes, of
the work that you are doing. This is not just an
oratorical flourish or polite compliment for I
believe that WEU will be called upon to play an
essential role in the years to come.

One reason is that you represent millions of
men and women who, as we know, are uneasy
about the vast upheavals taking place today and
who, in their heart of hearts, whilst feeling this
anxiety, nurture the hope of a Europe at peace.
That is what we are working towards. This gives
the measure of your contribution to the essential
point of discussion in the concluding years of
the century, namely, the future security of the
citizens of Europe.

Great progress has been made in this field
since the major upheavals at the end of 1989,
the high point being the CSCE summit in Paris.
But let us be clear: more progress still has to be
made and I urge you to go forward, inventively
where necessary but always forward, because
your role will be essential in the new age. I thank
you.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you
for these words of encouragement, especially on
behalf of those who believe in the future of this
institution. I should also like to thank you for
your expression of confidence in this Assembly
and your concluding words designed to stim-
ulate its vigour and imagination.

You said you were prepared in the time-
honoured way to answer questions from
members of the Assembly. There are several
who are particularly interested in your remarks
and will no doubt wish to ask questions.

I call the first speaker, Mr. Scheer.

Mr. SCHEER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Minister, I have a question on
the French position at the future disarmament
negotiations. We all know that the French Gov-
ernment has not wished to participate and has
not participated in the nuclear disarmament
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negotiations in Europe. Let me say straight away
that to consider French nuclear potential
without French involvement would not in prin-
ciple be acceptable or right. But it seems to me
that its active involvement will in fact be
essential in the future, given the fundamental
changes that have occurred.

In the 1970s and into the 1980s the French
specified from when and under what conditions
they might participate. Now there has been a
fundamental change in East-West relations in
Europe, and most of the conditions laid down at
that time have, in fact, been more than fulfilled.
The question is, therefore, when and on what
terms the French Government will begin to play
an active part in nuclear disarmament negotia-
tions, not only with regard to Europe, but gen-
erally., This seems very important for the
future.

My second question concerns the current Gulf
conflict. Why, in the Minister’s opinion, has
precedence not been given in recent weeks to the
idea of waiting a great deal longer for sanctions
to take effect before issuing an ultimatum? From
your view of the discussions at international
level — I am referring not only to the French
stance but to your own assessment, which I
would like to hear — why is there not a great deal
more talk about the European implications of a
possibly precipitate war — its effect on European
interests, in other words, and about the conse-
quences of such a war in general? I believe a spe-
cifically European view is needed here.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Do you
wish to answer each question or take them in
batches?

Mr. DUMAS (Minister of State, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of France, Chairman-in-Office of
the Council) (Translation). — In batches, Mr.
President.

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

Mr. CARO (France) (Translation). — I should
like to thank you for your efforts as Chairman of
the Council since the start of Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait. There is broad consensus, of course, for
finding peace but there is unambiguous firmness
that this has to be under the absolute terms
imposed by the United Nations regarding with-
drawal from Kuwait and the release of the hos-
tages. Looking forward to the future and to what
1 hope will be years of peace and stability I
should like to ask the Minister for his views on
having an organisation in the Near and Middle
East, possibly taking its cue from what we are
trying to construct for Europe and stability in
Europe, in order to contain the risk of any new
crisis similar to the one we are now going
through. Such an organisation, under demo-
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cratic control and taking due account of human
rights and, of course, the use of oil resources,
would prevent these resources becoming a
critical issue again and avoid the probability of
their being used to blackmail the industrialised
countries, with all the consequences that would
have for the countries of the south and the dra-
matic developments still facing us there. Could
we not have a kind of CSCE in the Middle East?

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

Mr. BEIX (France) (Translation). — My
question concerns what you referred to as the
future architecture of European security. The
need to develop links of solidarity in order to
improve European security is apparent and
involves the somewhat magic structure of CSCE.
But CSCE may have prolonged difficulties with
the enormous economic problems of the coun-
tries of Central Europe. These countries will no
doubt find it very difficult to cope with two
requirements, the economic adjustment nec-
essary for their development and self-defence,
i.e. the means of ensuring their own security.

So CSCE could well be a debating chamber for
decades with a kind of two-tier Europe: one con-
sisting of some fifteen highly-developed coun-
tries, and the other made up of ten or so others
lagging very far behind.

In this situation, how important, in your view,
is the role of WEU? Are we on the way to an
enlargement of the institution or towards greater
military co-operation? The questions facing this
institution include the numerical increase in
multinational forces and closer co-operation
between countries with nuclear weapons.

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

Mr. DUMAS (Minister of State, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of France, Chairman-in-Office of
the Council) (Translation). — Mr. President, I
shall answer now so as not to let the questions go
stale and while they are still fresh both in my
mind and in those of my listeners.

Mr. Scheer asked me about future nuclear dis-
armament and the position of France. I can be
very clear on this. France’s conditions for partic-
ipation in nuclear disarmament were set out in
1983 in a speech made at the United Nations by
the Head of State. It is not true that my country
refuses to take part in nuclear disarmament. It
has simply laid down a number of commonsense
conditions.

Why? First, because they take into account
the specific nature of France’s nuclear capa-
bility. Second, because they are based on a quan-
titative argument. Put briefly, France’s nuclear
potential, by comparison with that of the two
world superpowers, is in the order of 4%. So
France has not refused to take part in the dis-
cussion.
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The conditions laid down in 1983 still apply
in both their restrictive and encouraging aspects
and we shall await the results of the discussions
on strategic disarmament to see whether things
are moving in the direction that we hope — and
we really do hope. Depending on the results, for
which I understand, from both the Soviet and
the United States sides, we may not have too
long to wait, France will adjust its position.

The second of Mr. Scheer’s questions con-
cerned the Guif. He asked me about the
embargo and its effect on the passing of the last
resolution.

Should we go on waiting? When Kuwait was
invaded and this sovereign country, which is a
member of the United Nations, was annexed by
Iraq, the Security Council passed a number of
resolutions. These resolutions call for the with-
drawal of Iraqi troops, the freeing of hostages,
the rehabilitation of Kuwait as a sovereign state
and the restoration of the legitimate power.

Together with these principles, the Security
Council also agreed on a number of restrictive
measures including the embargo and economic
sanctions. The experts considered that a period
of five to six months would be necessary to see
the real effects of these sanctions. We are near
the end of this six-month period.

This, let it be said in passing, is one of the
reasons why France, at the last debate, felt that
the deadline for the Iraqis to evacuate Kuwait
should be 15th January rather than 1st January
so as to give the international community a last
chance for sanctions to be effective. So, as you
can see, we are roughly on time with the
deadline that the experts thought necessary.

Thus the policy of the international com-
munity, which France fully supports, is twofold:
to continue the embargo, which is beginning to
bite and will have even more effect during the
forty-five days between now and 15th January,
and — whilst hoping for the best but preparing
for the worst so that things are absolutely clear —
to pass without further delay a resolution pro-
viding for coercive measures and the use of force
in the event of the failure of sanctions or the
continued refusal to comply with the resolutions
of the Security Council.

There is therefore no contradiction in the
sequence of measures taken by the Security
Council and the international community; they
compliment each other.

This is the spirit in which they should be seen,
the idea and hope, of course, being that they will
make the Baghdad Government see reason and
that the preparedness to use force and coercion
will lead to a peaceful and diplomatic solution of
the Gulf crisis.
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I also think that I can say that the same
attitude prevailed in the minds of the countries
submitting the resolution and those who voted
for it, namely, to make provision for further
measures of constraint for a given date, but in
the hope that they would lead the Iraqi leaders
to agree to comply with the resolutions passed
by the Security Council since 2nd August.

In any event, the French Government does
not believe it is biased in favour of using force.
On the contrary, we prefer a peaceful solution
but we realise, in accordance with the time-
honoured formula, that we have to prepare for
war in order to keep the peace. This has been
said in very many ways, once in Latin, in the
past.

Also referring to Kuwait, Mr. Caro spoke
about unambiguous firtnness. That is indeed the
case, and I thank him for saying so. Looking into
the future he asked whether we supported the
idea of a CSCE formula for the Near East. I
agree that in view of the increasing number of
conflicts in this region of the world it is essential
that the international community, the com-
munity of nations, should one day do something
to bring about a global settlement of all these
crises. We certainly do not want, for the
moment, to link any of these conflicts with the
Kuwait problem - it would be handing argu-
ments to Saddam Hussein — but it is clear that
this zone of turbulence needs some special
approach. So when Mr. Caro asks why not have
a forum on the CSCE model dealing with human
rights and the use of resources, my answer is:
why not indeed? But I would add that the han-
dling of security issues in the region needs to be
included.

This is why, in the proposals set out by the
French Government on various occasions, we
have said we wanted an international conference
to be held that would take responsibility for
these various conflicts and look into the points
you have raised, namely human rights, the use
of resources, control of disarmament in all these
countries (we must not forget that, at the present
time, it is in this region of the world that there is
the biggest build-up of weapons of all kinds) and
finally rules for security. This is something
which, as we have often said, France would fully
support.

Mr. Beix, repeating the expression I have used
at this rostrum: “the future architecture of
European security ”, asked me about the rdle of
WEU. Part of the reply I gave in my address.
When we say Europe we have to be clear which
Europe we mean. 1 have the impression that
ideas are getting mixed up. It is too easy to say
Europe all the time.

What does this mean? It means, first of all,
that we have to settle the problem of building
the Europe of the Twelve within the framework

i

2 el it T

5 e T e




OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

EIGHTH SITTING

Mr. Dumas (continued)

of the European Economic Community: this is a
first definition of Europe.

Then we need to look at what is happening in
the other Europe, which is also Europe, namely
Central and Eastern Europe. The countries of
this region, or most of them, want to move, and
are in fact moving, towards genuine democracy.
But they are also beset by political, economic
and social difficulties. They have not yet been
able to find their balance or harmony. Things
will no doubt develop differently in each of
these countries with their new-found freedom,
but we have to recognise that the European Eco-
nomic Community cannot continue to enjoy its
comfort and success without a glance at what is
happening on its doorstep, for one thing because
the way things develop may have its impact on
life in the European Economic Community.

Just suppose that these democratic move-
ments fail and destabilise the government in
these countries. You can easily see that this
would affect security in Europe. Just suppose
that their many serious economic difficulties get
worse; you can easily see that this would have
social consequences, e.g. a flood of immigrants
looking for a better life or just for work. The
European Economic Community would then
have to react in a disaster scenario, which it
would be better to prevent than cure. Hence the
idea that, with these eastern countries, we
should have a structure enabling meetings and
exchanges to take place in the years to come
between the Community and each of the coun-
tries concerned. This is the confederation idea
launched last year by the President of the French
Republic. So this is the second idea to have in
mind when Europe is on the table.

There is a third notion. When we talk about
Europe we also have to consider the security
that we wish to establish there. We speak about
a Europe at peace because Europe has been the
theatre of all the wars, and we hope to be
entering a new period which is one of
co-operation and peace; hence — security.

Security in Europe is at the moment assured
through the work of CSCE. CSCE includes
Europe, the United States and Canada. This is
how it should be, and, in the present situation,
alliances should continue because they help to
keep a balance. As you said, CSCE is a forum
which brings together the countries of Europe,
with the exception of Albania — although this
country attended at a small side table during the
discussions — Canada and the United States, the
latter re-balancing things in Europe.

Then there is WEU. WEU represents Euro-
peans, or some of them. It is here in WEU that
we have to think about our specific European
security problems, there being no incompati-
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bility with the Atlantic Alliance, which is essen-
tially a military alliance, or CSCE which keeps
the balance of security with our American and
Canadian allies. This compels us, as Europeans
in WEU, to think in depth about what we want
in the area of security.

This role is an essential one and it is not to
flatter the parliamentary Assembly that I say
this again today. At the present time I know of
no other organisation where we can discuss
these security problems. So let us go to work.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Minister. Let us now deal with the second series
of questions.

I call Mr. Soell.

Mr. SOELL (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Quoting experts is always a
problem. The Minister has said that experts
believe sanctions would take practical effect
after five to six months. Other experts, including
former American Secretary of Defence
McNamara, have said sanctions will be most
effective after twelve to eighteen months. They
believe that without supplies of spare parts the
value of the sensitive components of Iraq’s
weapons systems would be reduced by half,
especially in the climate of the desert. Conse-
quently, even should a military conflict be nec-
essary, the firepower of Iraq’s weapons systems
would become far less effective. This means that
here, too, we must take very careful stock and
not allow the pressure of time to affect us.

I want to follow this comment with a question
focusing on the debate on the future role of
Western European Union. From the ranks of the
Commission in Brussels we have a proposal for
the inclusion of an article on a common security
policy when the treaties of Rome are eventually
amended to make way for a political union. Ref-
erence is made in this context to Article V of the
modified Brussels Treaty, which requires the
member countries to assist each other as a
matter of course. What does the Minister think
of this proposal? Will there not also have to be a
change in the institutions, to enable the national
parliaments, which are not the only bodies with
the right to control the security policies of their
countries, to exert an influence at European
level, perhaps through the establishment of a
second chamber or senate?.

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

Sir Geoffrey FINSBERG (United Kingdom). —
May I go back to the Minister’s architecture of
Europe? He made no reference to the one
organisation that already covers what I call
Western, Eastern and Central Europe - the
Council of Furope. How does he see its role in
that architecture?
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Second, when the Minister talks about the
convergence of defence policies, is he saying that
France would be prepared to put her nuclear
power under the control or direction of the
Community? Does he think that the United
Kingdom would even contemplate that?

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
De Decker.

Mr. DE DECKER (Belgium) (Translation). —
In your address you stressed the need for NATO
to adjust to the radical East-West changes that
have taken place in Europe and you referred to a
more specific European rdle within the Atlantic
Alliance. As you are aware, NATO is currently
discussing whether it should one day modify its
geographical limits and be able to act outside
what is known as “ the NATO area ”. I should
like to know the view of the WEU Council of
Ministers on this point and whether you share
the feeling that such a process could hinder the
definition of a specifically European concept of
defence.

My next question concerns our presence in the
Gulf. You emphasised the importance of WEU’s
rdle, with particular regard to co-ordination of
the naval forces in the Gulf. You also mentioned
the fact that, naturally, our countries are present
both on land and in the air. However, it is clear
that there is a very great imbalance between the
strength of the American and European presence
on land and in the air. Do you not think that this
imbalance, in the event of conflict, could
weaken Europe’s independent power of
decision?

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

Mr. SPEED (United Kingdom). — You have
already referred, Mr. Dumas, to the transat-
lantic alliance. In terms of its credibility and the
burden-sharing argument, it is important that
the Americans are aware of the considerable
forces — maritime and otherwise — that WEU
has placed in the Gulf. Are you satisfied that the
various embassies in Washington and the infor-
mation services of France, the United Kingdom
and the other WEU countries are presenting in
as full a fashion as possible all the information
about what WEU is doing in the Gulf? I fear that
there is widespread ignorance about that in the
United States, which is not good for the alliance
or WEU.

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

Mr. DUMAS (Minister of State, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of France, Chairman-in-Office of
the Council) (Translation). — May I answer Mr.
Soell by saying that experts are experts. It is like
professors of law. We all know that we can
always find one professor of law to give you one
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legal opinion and that it is always very easy to
find another to give you exactly the opposite! It
is the first thing you learn in a profession which
I have exercised for a long time!

Generally speaking, the experts consider that
sanctions start to have an effect after six
months, but twelve months are better than six.
However, beyond twelve months a complication
arises relating to the climatic conditions in the
Gulf. If there were to be armed intervention, it
should take place within a given period of time
which, of course, would reduce the time allowed
to see whether sanctions would work. It is never-
theless true that most experts consider that after
six months we should have a clear and definite
picture of the results of sanctions.

It has to be pointed out that at present Iraq is
no longer selling its oil, that the resources it
draws from oil sales are falling and that it is
having difficulty in buying spart parts for its
military equipment. Admittedly, the current
sanctions are not altogether watertight and are
being circumvented with the complicity of
certain countries; however, on the whole, they
are achieving results. It is difficult to say what
the public attitude is, but we can consider that in
the first six months sanctions have already had a
real impact. This must inevitably be taken into
account.

Mr. Soell also asked me about political union
and Article V. The article is still perfectly valid,
but this is not where the difficulty lies! It is a
question of implementing this Article V in the
present context. This is one of the subjects for
you to ponder in your wisdom.

Sir Geoffrey spoke about the architecture of
Europe, rebuking me mildly for not having men-
tioned the Council of Europe. I did not mention
it because it goes without saying. The Council of
Europe is the oldest of the European institutions
and no one would dream, least of all the
Chairman of the Council, of denying the results
of its work, quite the contrary. That said, the
Council of Europe has no authority to concern
itself with security problems. Its specific role is
clearly defined both in the texts and in practice.
It has played, still does play, and will continue to
play, an important rdle in its own field, particu-
larly in human rights where, as a result of its
work, remarkable progress has been achieved,
contributing to the changes that have taken
place in the countries of the East.

The Council of Europe plays, and will con-
tinue to play, an essential role in welcoming in
some of these countries. This has happened only
recently and the countries concerned have found
their proper place in this eminent Assembly,
which is the oldest on the continent of Europe.
The Council of Europe is doing what it should
do and I think it will continue to play an
esse?tial role in our construction of Europe as a
whole.
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Sir Geoffrey also asked me a question about
the French nuclear force at the same time as he
had the audacity to ask me a question about
Great Britain... How embarrassing it would be
for me if I took this question as an opportunity
to reply on behalf of Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment ! I shall not take that risk.

What I can say concerns my own country. The
deterrent, as its name implies, was designed to
prevent war, not to wage or win a war. It is
therefore not conceivable that it should come
under community or collegiate control as the
final decision to use it rests with the head of
state. He alone would have to determine
whether, first, there was a major risk for his
country and, secondly, whether it was right to
press the nuclear button.

You will understand that these two condi-
tions, by their very nature, make it impossible
for such a deterrent to be placed under the
command of a collegiate group, which would
need to debate before making a decision, conse-
quently robbing the deterrent of its ability to
prevent war.

Therefore, whilst discussion on security or
even defence problems and common interests in
Europe can take place, it seems to me that
because of its very nature the control of a
deterrent cannot be transferred from one
person, the head of state, to a group which
would need to hold a debate — with all that this
entails — before contemplating its use.

Mr. De Decker asked two questions. Yes, I
believe in the part to be played by Europeans
and we are here, moreover, to debate this
matter, there being no incompatibility between
having a more specific role for Europeans and
the existence of the alliance. Some people see
Europe’s advancement within the alliance as
being in opposition to Europe’s own
advancement, believing that what is given to
Europe will be taken away from the alliance. I
hold the opposite view. The clearer Europe’s
vision of its responsibilities in security and
defence matters, the stronger the alliance will be.

Its geographical competence remained open to
discussion. I think it was at a NATO meeting in
Brussels that I said that France at present was
not in favour of any major change in the
Atlantic Alliance’s area of responsibility. The
alliance was born out of circumstances of history
that we all are aware of and it has a specific
vocation.

So I think it would be a mistake for the
alliance to become the policeman of the whole
world and involve itself in settling all conflicts
throughout the planet. This is not the view of
the French Government, although it remains
open to discussion about changes to the Atlantic
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Alliance in view of the recent events that we
referred to this morning.

Mr. De Decker’s second question obviously
concerns the Gulf problems. He asked me
whether the autonomy of decision-making was
not affected by the co-ordination there : well this
is very finely put ! We obviously have to choose
between the difficulties and we must know what
we want.

If Europe wants a say in security and defence
matters when its interests are involved it cannot
react in random fashion. There has to be a
minimum of co-ordination, which, as I said,
functioned very well in the Gulf crisis. I went
there personally and the information that we
received from the military strengthened this
conviction. But at the same time if you have
co-ordination there has to be some sacrifice of
individual control. A happy medium has to be
found. And we look for it somewhere in the
decision-making process which, in the present
state of affairs and of our relations with others,
is solely a matter for the sovereign states. Am I
going to the Gulf or not? It is a matter of prin-
ciple. Once this decision has been taken there is
the question of putting it into practice and
co-ordinating efforts, simply to avoid contradic-
tions, duplications, wrong tactics, but also to
increase effectiveness. This is exactly what is
happening.

France, for example, retained its power of
decision up to the last moment because the Pres-
ident of the Republic had recently stated that
there would be no automatic implementation in
the field of the resolution passed by the Security
Council. This was a decision taken at the highest
level. Once the decision has been taken there
must then be the best possible co-ordination of
the armed forces in the field. May I just point
out that this is going very well. On the one hand,
co-ordination within WEU is effective, and
co-ordination between the units from the WEU
countries and the forces of the United States is
also working very well.

In saying this I have partly answered Mr.
Speed’s question on the sharing of responsibility
between WEU and the United States. There is
good co-ordination at two levels: that of the
naval, air and ground forces in the area and also
at overall command level. There is frequent,
serious and effective contact between France
and the other countries concerned. In this
matter nothing further needs to be said.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — We shall
now move on to the last set of questions.

I call Sir Russell Johnston.

Sir Russell JOHNSTON (United Kingdom). -
I should like to ask the Minister two brief ques-
tions. First, I wish to press him further on the
question already raised by Mr. Beix and Mr.
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Soell about the future of our institution. Mr.
Dumas said that the European Community
intergovernmental conference in Rome will
undoubtedly discuss that, in particular the
absorption of WEU into the European Com-
munity. Some people have advocated that,
notably liberal leaders at their meeting in Berlin
on 23rd November, and others have discussed
it. What exactly are the objections to such a
course?

My second question is different. Mr. Dumas
referred to the concentration of weapons in the
Middle East when he discussed the Gulf. That
concentration is one to which his country and,
indeed, mine have made notable, although not
exclusive, contributions. What thoughts does he
have about the future control of the arms trade,
particularly to areas of political instability?

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

Mr. MARTINO (Italy) (Translation). — I have
the feeling, Minister, that Europe is plagued by a
syndrome of its time: new relations between
East and West and North and South seem to be
monopolising attention in our countries.

Even here in this Assembly where we are
debating reports concerning the Gulf crisis, the
serious problem of our future in terms of
security if not defence seems to be pushed into
second place.

After recent events it is my belief that the
United States will no longer want to be involved
following its decisive action in two world wars
and the present Gulf crisis to uphold freedom
and international law

In your view, Minister, are our countries fully
aware of the difficulty of solving this problem,
perhaps by means of operational and practical
changes to the United Nations to render it
capable of resolving the conflicts, difficulties
and tense situations which now exist?

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

Mr. STEGAGNINI (Italy) (Translation). —
You are certainly aware, Minister, of Italy’s
recent proposals for a conference on Mediter-
ranean security. May I ask you whether, should
this conference take place, you would support
the idea of WEU taking part as the sole and
supreme international body responsible for the
problems of European security?

Also, what would be the position of France
which traditionally has a highly important role
in North Africa?

To my mind such a conference would rep-
resent a second step after the launching of CSCE
and ought to attract close attention as it is pre-
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cisely the North-South confrontation which
raises the problems to which you referred
earlier.

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

Mr. CETIN (Observer from Turkey). ~ Mr.
Minister, as you rightly said, the Paris summit is
a big and historic step towards stability and
security in Europe, but recent events and the
crisis in the Gulf have shown that the world is
not just Europe and that peace and security in
Europe do not bring peace and security to other
parts of the world. What do you think is needed
in the long run to achieve security and to secure
peace and stability in the Middle East?

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

Mr. LAMBIE (United Kingdom). — Mr. Pres-
ident, I am a substitute for Mr. Ewing.

I should like to follow up the questions asked
by Mr. De Decker and Mr. Speed about the
European contribution to the alliance. The Min-
ister of State spoke with pride about the fact that
Europe was present in the Gulf. I put it to him
that, if and when war breaks out in the Gulf,
Europe will be present not militarily but in the
sense that every country fighting will be using
weapons ‘supplied by European nations -
Germany, France, the United Kingdom and
especially the Benelux countries. Whether it is
poison, chemical weapons, missiles, missile
sites, tanks or guns, every country, including
Iraq, will be fighting with European weapons.-

The Minister is kidding himself, but he is cer-
tainly not kidding me. He is being slightly hypo-
critical when he suggests that there is a
European alliance in the Gulf. How can he
justify being proud of the fact that there is a
European presence in the Gulf when there are
half a million American troops and thousands of
American planes in the area and Europe has
only a naval presence at sea, where there will be
no fighting? I put it to the Minister that, if there
is a war in the Gulf, it will be decided by the
United States, by United States weapons and
guns, and that Europe will have no say in when
that war starts and when it ends.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mrs.
Hoffmann. '

Mrs. HOFFMANN (Germany) (Translation).
— Mr. President, Minister, I have a question,
and I would like to make one comment on
another issue.

The Minister said that the aggressor, Saddam
Hussein, must, if possible, now be induced - this
is our common goal — to accept a peaceful
solution by the various measures that are being
taken. That goes without saying. But I feel there
has not yet been nearly enough discussion of.a
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very subtle question, which is undoubtedly
being considered at international level and in
the Minister’s own country: this aggressor,
Saddam Hussein, may have biological weapons
and probably nuclear weapons in the foreseeable
future. Should this not be taken into account at
the peace conference, to preclude the possibility
of his posing a far greater threat to us in two,
three or four years’ time?

The Minister has already given an answer
which I would just like to confirm with a brief
comment. I consider it absolutely essential for
there to be an international conference to
discuss the other craters of a volcano that has
existed in this turbulent zone, as you have called
it, for many years. These negotiations must be
followed by discussions on Lebanon’s problems,
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and other
issues.

Unless we tackle these two points together —
the threat posed by Saddam Hussein, with its
possible future developments, on the one hand,
and developments throughout the region on the
other hand - we shall not be able to arrive at a
long-term peace settlement.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Minister, it
is your privilege to draw conclusions from this
last set of questions. You have the floor.

Mr. DUMAS (Minister of State, Minister for
Foreign Affairs of France, Chairman-in-Office
of the Council) (Translation). — Thank you
Mr. President. We shall try to come to a con-
clusion. This means, perhaps, that I shall take
the questions out of chronological order because
some of them call for replies that lead more
readily to conclusions, others being more
factual.

Sir Russell Johnston again asked about the
future of the institution ; I have already given
my reply. He spoke about the opening of the
Rome Conference which is scheduled to begin
shortly. He asked me about some ideas which
are being mooted, namely whether WEU could
be incorporated into the European Economic
Community. Finally, he referred to the concen-
tration of weapons in the Near East.

On the first subject, I am tempted to say that
the difficulty is enough to make us give up. The
European Community represents twelve coun-
tries, one of which at least has a special status,
namely, Ireland. WEU, on the other hand, repre-
sents only nine, and two of the countries seeking
to join are members of the European Economic
Community: they are not yet in WEU and this
may be a short-cut for bringing them in directly.
I do not think, for the immediate future, that
there will be any-incorporation or a total
merger, but the intergovernmental conference
that will draw up its own terms of reference will
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determine the best way for WEU to become in a
sense what it already is today, namely, the
forum for debate, reflection and action on the
security problem.

On this question, and in conclusion, may I
briefly say that the Rome intergovernmental
conference will decide via the union what the
Communities’ common foreign policy will be.
Now there can be no common foreign policy of
the Community of the Twelve without in-depth
study and the formulation of conclusions on
security.

This is the problem that will face the negoti-
ators and an answer has to be found. France’s
position, which you know well since I have often
stated it, is that WEU should be used to achieve
progress in the sphere of security, that a special
link needs to be established — although this still
requires to be defined — between the Community
and WEU and that the instruments of rap-
prochement between the two institutions should
be so adjusted that WEU and the Economic
Community can advance in step with one
another.

The concentration of weapons in this region of
the world - I shall come back to this in a moment
in my reply to Mrs. Hoffmann - is clearly a
matter of great concern, and I think that if there
has to be an international conference it should
look at this problem, which will be one of the
most serious remaining after the Gulf crisis.

I shall keep my answer to the questions from
Mr. Martino and also from Mr. Stegagnini until
the end because they will enable me to con-
clude.

Mr. Cetin, representing Turkey, asked me the
following question on security: “Progress is
being made in East-West relations. But, in
Europe, is any progress being made in the region
that directly concerns Turkey? ” It is a question
that we ask ourselves too. I think it can only be
resolved through a major international con-
ference. 1 shall come back to this shortly.

In his vehement intervention, Mr. Lambie,
United Kingdom, pointed out that Europe was
present in the Near East in two ways: it was
present because it had sent troops to restore
order; it was also unfortunately present because
it had supplied weapons to most of these coun-
tries. What can I do about it? All I can tell you is
that 80% of Iraq’s weaponry was supplied by the
Soviet Union.

But I think there is some contradiction in the
question that he expounded at length. It is not
possible to criticise the countries of Europe for
having supplied weapons to these countries and
at the same time reproach them now for making
only a minimum contribution to the restoration
of order and want them to take a more active
role in the war when in so doing, in the end, they
would be increasing their profits in every way.
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I think that this situation must be looked at
very calmly, and with regret for the past. I
myself was one of those in France who were
critical of the arms contracts with Iraq. And this
is not something entirely new. But I should
really like to see every country make its con-
fession in this matter. We should all be able to
draw some lessons from this situation.

Coming to a more serious matter, we have to
determine what would be the part played by the
countries of Europe if war were to break out. It
is quite incorrect to say that these countries have
only sent naval forces and that, consequently,
they would not take part in any conflict. The
countries of Europe are present in the air, this is
in any event true of France; they are present at
sea — this is also true of Great Britain - and they
are present on land on the frontier between
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Reality cannot be dis-
torted for the sake of argument.

This gives me no pleasure. I am no trouble-
maker. I am not one of those people looking for
war. | hate war. I know that it represents human
losses, sorrow, death, misery and unhappiness.
But I also know that it is costly not to act in
time. I do not want to give any history lessons,
but all of us here have certain events in our
minds.

Mrs. Hoffmann brought up the question of a
peaceful solution. Of course we all agree with
this, and I am sure that this feeling is deeply
shared both by the Assembly and by public
opinion in all our countries. It is obvious, and
there is no need to repeat it.

But she also raised the problem of the con-
tinuing threat by the aggressor. This is a genuine
problem that leads me on to a conclusion and, at
the same time, a reply to Mr. Martino and Mr.
Stegagnini.

If the Gulf crisis is resolved as we hope,
namely by Iraq’s withdrawal from Kuwait, then
there can be genuine discussion on the problems
of the region, not only on the specific problems
of the Gulf crisis, but also on its causes, which
are clear but which we have somewhat forgotten
following the attack itself. So, starting from the
principle that no one individual or state has the
right to take the law into his own hands, it will
then be necessary to start to think about the
problems of this region.

But you are right Mrs. Hoffmann to say that
this solution can only be found through an inter-
national conference, which is an idea that is
gradually gaining ground. Such a conference will
need to propose solutions for the pacification of
Lebanon, where the efforts of the government
are out of all proportion with the results it
obtains, namely, disarmament of the militia and
the withdrawal of foreign troops — the Syrians in
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the north and the Israelis in the south. It should
aim to resolve the Israeli-Palestine conflict for
which no solution seems at present possible and
which is constantly getting worse, because the
conditions imposed upon the Palestinians are
daily becoming more unbearable and more
threatening; I am thinking particularly of what
has recently happened in Jerusalem or in the last
few days in the occupied territories. The con-
ference will also have to look at the Gulf crisis.

All these issues can be covered by an interna-
tional conference, with a number of special sub-
conferences on each of the conflicts that I have
just mentioned. Their objective — as I have just
said to Mr. Caro - would be to meet certain
essentials, namely, respect of human rights,
exploitation of resources, restoration of
democracy, respect for the sovereignty of states
- I have just mentioned Lebanon - and disarm-
ament.

Coming back to the question put by the repre-
sentative of the United Kingdom, whilst it is
true that foreign powers have been guilty of sup-
plying too many weapons in this particularly
sensitive region, it would be a fair compensation
for them to come to the conference table and
reduce these weapons to the minimum needed
for security. May I say that a number of major
countries are thinking of this, including the
United States, and that France intends to take
part in such discussions.

Thus the proper way ahead is to hold an inter-
national conference.

To conclude, let me say that Mr. Martino has
raised the fundamental problem facing us today,
a problem illustrated through the Gulf crisis.

He spoke about the question of compliance
with the law. He said at the beginning of his
remarks that the United States no longer wanted
to intervene. As I listened I was inclined to add
that that was the view of the Soviet Union too
which had also burnt its fingers in its various
excursions beyond its frontiers.

We are in a completely new situation which
contrasts with what is, or is about to be, behind
us. Up to now, the balance of the world
depended on the balance of the superpowers and
the sharing of responsibilities. But if both sides
no longer wish to police their area, we must
draw one of two conclusions: if the world is not
careful we shall move towards a system where
regional anarchies flourish, where there are con-
quests, invasions and the annexation of the
weak by the strong. Conversely, we can move
towards compliance with the rules and prin-
ciples of international law.

You rightly stated that, through the Security
Council, the United Nations can play a role that
it has probably not performed since 1945
because of the international situation that
developed after the war.
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Shall we then be moving towards anarchy, cre-
ating conflict, disasters and perhaps, in the end,
towards the risk of wider conflicts such as a world
war or, on the contrary, are we, through the
United Nations, moving towards a period of
respect for law and the rules of law, in which case
humanity may enjoy a period of relative pros-
perity, co-operation and peace?

But we must be careful. The Gulf crisis is
important because it involves these two prin-
ciples and not just because it is one of the
regional conflicts such as we know in other
regions of the world. There are, for example,
fourteen conflicts going on in Africa. This is a
reality, but it is not the only problem. What is
going to happen to oil resources in the region is
not the only problem. Whilst it is important I
believe that beyond these considerations — I
thank Mr. Martino for having asked the question
— there is a much bigger issue which is going to
dominate the coming years, namely, do we or do
we not want the principle of respect of national
sovereignty to prevail, or, on the contrary, do we
want the rule of force to prevail, a force which in
certain cases is relative: each one will choose his
victim, will annex, and do what he wants in his
area. We have to be careful. It is an issue which
goes far beyond the considerations arising out of
the present conflict, however serious that may be.
These are considerations for the future. France
would like to play its part along with other coun-
tries and ensure that law prevails over force and
that international law should henceforth be the
law governing the life of states.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I thank you
for your address and perhaps even more for the
answers that you have given to the questions
from members which have made such a contri-
bution to the debate we are about to have on
European security and the Gulf crisis and on the
future of this institution and the specific contri-
bution that it can make to European security.

The sitting is suspended.

(The sitting was suspended at 11.35 a.m. and
resumed at 11.55 a.m. with Mr. Soares Costa,
Vice-President of the Assembly, in the Chair)

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

4. European security and the Gulf crisis

Consequences of the invasion of Kuwait:
continuing operations in the Gulf region

(Presentation of and joint debate on the reports

of the Political Committee and the Defence Committee,
Docs. 1244 and amendments and 1248 and amendments)

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The next
order of the day is the presentation of and joint
debate on the reports of the Political Committee
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and the Defence Committee on European
security and the Gulf crisis and the conse-
quences of the invasion of Kuwait: continuing
operations in the Guif region, Documents 1244
and amendments and 1248 and amendments.

The joint debate will be continued this
afternoon and tomorrow morning and will be
followed by a vote on the draft recommenda-
tions submitted by the Political Committee and
the Defence Committee.

I call Mr. De Decker, Rapporteur of the
Political Committee.

Mr. DE DECKER (Belgium) (Translation). —
In opening my address I should first like to
thank Mr. Pieralli, Rapporteur on this same
subject, namely European security and the Gulf
crisis, for the help and assistance he has kindly
given me. In his report, Mr. Pieralli has thor-
oughly analysed the unacceptable act of
aggression by Iraq against Kuwait.

Iraq has violated all the rules of international
law by its attack on a sovereign state, taking hos-
tages, violating embassies and threatening the
use of chemical weapons.

After the end of the conflict of the blocs we
were not expecting to be faced so soon with a
crisis of such importance with such crucial
potential consequences for our security and our
economy.

As regards our security, it is very hard to
accept that a country of eighteen million inhabi-
tants, not yet equipped with nuclear weapons,
but already having chemical weapons, can
threaten our vital interests and defy the leading
world powers.

This situation should open the eyes of those
who believed or hoped that the demise of com-
munism and the ending of the East-West con-
frontation would open the door to a peaceful
universe from which armed conflict was perma-
nently banished. On the contrary, everything
seems to indicate that the new world we are dis-
covering will be shaken by a mounting number
of intensive regional conflicts and that collective
security will be all the more difficult to ensure
because a large number of irrational states will
soon possess nuclear weapons and long-range
missiles.

But our security will be even further compro-
mised if we lack the determination — now that
the period of the veto in the United Nations as
used by the major powers for the benefit of their
protégés is over — to insist on compliance with
international law and with all the resolutions of
the United Nations Security Council.

Failing that determination, whatever it costs,
the United Nations will meet the same sad fate
as the League of Nations and the world will be
like a giant western where the heroes will obvi-
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ously be those with the fastest trigger. What is at
issue in the Gulf crisis is, above all, the
supremacy of law and the triumph of the legit-
imacy of international law over the use of force.

Hence it is our Assembly’s duty to ensure that
law prevails over force, but at the same time to
be resolved to allow the use of force if that is
necessary for the rule of law to be victorious.

This does not of course mean that we should
allow ourselves to fall into the trap being set
with increasing skill by Saddam Hussein. When
he attacked Kuwait the lot of the Palestinians
was not in his mind at all. He invaded Kuwait to
grab its oil and plunder its banks. It is only as an
after-thought and, faced with the unexpectedly
determined and intense international reaction
that he made a play of linking Kuwait with the
problem of the territories occupied by Israel,
admitting in so doing the de facto illegality and
illegitimacy of his own aggression and occu-
pation.

So there can be no question of our countries’
falling in with Saddam Hussein’s wishes and
agreeing that the settlement of the Iraqi-Kuwait
crisis be linked with that of the difficult problem
of security in the Middle East, the Palestinians’
legitimate right to self-determination and
Israel’s right to ensure its own security.

This question will need to be settled by the
international community, but only after Iraq has
left Kuwait and freed the hostages. The Pales-
tinian question is nevertheless the one where
Europe has a specific rdle in this crisis. In the
eyes of all the Arab states, Europe clearly has
greater understanding for the unjust fate of the
Palestinians than the United States which only
seems to have thought of Israel’s interests
without sufficient consideration for the far-
reaching consequences of the blatant injustice of
which the Palestinian people are the victims
even if it is true that the Arab states bordering
on Israel are often guilty of a great deal of
hypocrisy in the matter.

However this may be, recent developments in
the Kuwait crisis and its management clearly
show that firmness and the solidarity and unity
of the international community are the only pos-
sible keys to a peaceful settlement of the conflict
with the withdrawal of Iraqi troops from Kuwait
and the freeing of the hostages.

The interview which Saddam Hussein gave to
the Franco-Belgian journalist Christine Ockrent
the day before yesterday shows that force is the
only language the Iraqi leader knows and under-
stands. His intentions are wholly evil and his
plan to turn the conflict into a cultural war is
particularly disturbing. Saddam Hussein sees
himself as the champion of the poor victimised
by the rich, whereas if he had not devoted most
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of his country’s resources to fighting wars his
people would be enjoying the same kind of pros-
perity as Saudi Arabia.

Saddam Hussein, who fought Iran under the
anti-religious banner, now projects himself as
the champion of Islam supposedly oppressed by
the international community - although the vast
majority of Arab countries and peoples dispute
his legitimacy.

From my travels in the Gulf region and Cairo,
I have been able to assess the determination of
the Arab countries of the region in the face of
the Iraqi President who is mainly felt to be a
threat and alone responsible for the tragedies
and misery that the invasion of Kuwait has
brought upon hundreds and thousands of Egyp-
tians, Palestinians and people from the Far East.

If time appears to be on the side of Saddam
Hussein in the United States and in Europe,
where public opinion seems less and less
inclined to see the need for a possible armed
conflict, it is not on his side in the Arab world
and the Gulf where there is mounting awareness
of the tide of tragedy that his crazy acts have set
in motion.

The international community has reacted
rightly by imposing sanctions through Security
Council resolutions, a tactic which, although not
totally effective, must surely sap Iraq’s vitality,
particularly in depriving the country of all
financial resources. But we should not under-
estimate Saddam Hussein’s ability to win back
Arab support through his pro-Palestinian propa-
ganda and we must also realise that this
manoeuvre will be all the more effective and
profitable if Saddam Hussein is able to hold on
to the prestige he gets because of the size of his
armed forces.

Nor must we ever forget that it will not be too
long before Iraq has nuclear weapons which
Saddam Hussein, as his past record proves,
would not hesitate to use whether against his
Arab or Israeli neighbours or against American
or European forces.

After the present conflict, therefore, there has
to be a general agreement to limit conventional
weapons and a treaty on the denuclearisation of
the region. Failing such agreement, and no one
underestimates its difficulty in a part of the
world so marked by bitter mistrust, any with-
drawal of western forces, even after the with-
drawal of Iraqi troops from Kuwait would leave
the countries of the region in an unacceptably
insecure position.

But to return to Europe. The Gulf crisis has
demonstrated the usefulness and increasing
effectiveness of WEU, but it has also shown how
nationally the countries of Europe react when it
is a matter of deploying their armed forces, even
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though they agree on objectives and know the
importance of solidarity. Relatively easy as it
was to give WEU the task of co-ordinating the
European naval forces responsible for enforcing
the embargo, it has proved almost impossible to
co-ordinate anything involving the presence of
European land and air forces in Saudi Arabia.

As regards land and air forces, France and
Great Britain have gone it alone. Your
Rapporteur has the strong feeling that France
would have liked the British Government to
agree to position its land forces alongside the
French, and this, as we know, has not happened.
This individualism of the European countries is
apparent to all. And Saddam Hussein has
already made use of it in his propaganda. In any
event, this individualism and hence this division
between European countries shows how tightly
responsibility for defence and security matters is
bound up with national sovereignty, how sen-
sitive an issue it is and how illusory it is, in the
short term to expect the countries of Europe to
surrender this responsibility to a supranational
European structure like the EEC.

The Gulf crisis, which has demonstrated that
no one European state, however powerful, could
have the slightest influence on this type of con-
flict, has also shown that at this stage only an
intergovernmental European organisation like
WEU could make any progress with a European
defence concept. There also needs to be the
political will to do so. Europe has specific
interests to protect and its sensitivities in
regional crises are sometimes different from
those of the United States, even though we share
the same values.

This is why your Rapporteur thinks it
essential, if we do not want Europe for ever to
have no other réle than to follow and support
American forces and policies, for Europe not to
delay in equipping itself not only with a satellite
observation agency but also with credible land
and air forces that can be transported long dis-
tances to contribute to the restoration of peace
in response to the appeals of the Security
Council of the United Nations.

Setting up this mobile European force would
not involve any new investment because it
would be a matter of deploying mobile forces we
already have as circumstances require. Nor
would we have to form a European army as
such. It would simply mean having existing
national forces of the countries which so agree
operating together by means of common logistic
procedures and systems.

This modular mobile force which could, when
our countries felt this to be needed, be placed
under the authority of the WEU Council, would
considerably increase Europe’s credibility and
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influence. It would also contribute to the dura-
bility of peace and stability in the world.

Only WEU has the intergovernmental capa-
bility at present to achieve this objective, which
would bring us closer to political union. Let us
seize this opportunity and ensure that this
tragedy in Kuwait ultimately advances the cause
of peace and the construction of Europe.

This is why, with the support of members of
all the political groups in our Assembly, I have
tabled amendments to the draft recommen-
dation before us not only so as to allow for the
most recent events, and in particular the
Security Council’s adoption of Resolution 678,
but also in order to define more narrowly our
European objectives. 1 should be grateful if, in
this spirit, you would adopt this report.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you,
Mr. De Decker, for the excellent presentation of
your report and for the clarity of your statement.
You have made it very clear that what is at stake
in the Gulf crisis is the question of compliance
with international law. You have also made it
clear that it is the international community’s
responsibility to help solve the various problems
causing such instability in the Near East. But
this contribution from the international com-
munity depends on one condition i.e. that Iraq
leave Kuwait and free the hostages.

(The President continued in English)

I now call Mr. De Hoop Scheffer to present
the report of the Defence Committee,
Document 1248.

Mr. De Hoop Scheffer, you have the floor.

Mr. DE HOOP SCHEFFER (Netherlands)
(Translation). — Mr. President, ladies and gen-
tlemen, the report I have the honour to present
to you this morning, as Rapporteur of the
Defence Committee, is the twin of the report
that has just been very ably presented by my col-
league, Mr. De Decker.

The report is an updated version of a report
that was adopted on 20th September by the
Presidential Committee, acting under the emer-
gency procedure, on behalf of your Assembly
and mine. Basically, it covers two different
themes. Firstly, it analyses how in the current
Gulf crisis WEU has been able to do what we
felt had to be done as regards co-ordination and
co-operation, partly on the basis of the visit we
were able to make to the region under the lead-
ership of our President, Robert Pontillon.
Attention is focused on the WEU countries’
naval contribution in the Gulf, which, as Mr. De
Decker has said, is a far better example than
what is happening in the air and on land - and
one that may be further improved - of what can
be achieved in the way of co-ordination.

Another of the main thrusts of the report is
that it takes a first look at the future. It considers
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a number of the problems we are bound to face
once the Gulf crisis has been resolved — peace-
fully, as we all hope. What lessons are there to be
learnt from this crisis for our organisation?
What is WEU’s position in the European
political and military arena, with particular ref-
erence, of course, to the réle which WEU can
and must play? This applies to what are com-
monly known as out-of-area problems. The end
of my report in particular — I will discuss this at
greater length in a moment — considers this type
of problem and attempts to trigger a debate
which the Defence Committee feels must be
conducted within WEU.

When I look at the present situation as I seek
to explain this first part of my report, I find that
since it was written and unanimously approved
by the Defence Committee, the Security Coun-
cil’s adoption of Resolution 678 has shown how
important it is for the international community
and, therefore, WEU to remain involved and to
continue acting on the basis of the United
Nations resolutions. WEU is not neutral in the
military sense either, and is on the side of the
community of nations in this respect. That is
how it should stay.

Mr. President, when we look at what has been
achieved so far and what remains to be
achieved, we can see that some of the recom-
mendations made in the previous report I pre-
sented on behalf of the Defence Committee have
been followed up in the political sense, but that
there are still a number of things to be done. My
report urges that these things actually be done,
that discussions continue and that thought be
given to the possibility of better, integrated
command structures in addition to what has
already been achieved, because what has been
achieved has been based on a situation of tense
peace. As politicians we cannot afford not to
proceed, in our opinions and our thinking, from
a situation which is no longer one of tense peace,
but one in which other consequences may occur
in the Gulf and hostilities may break out unex-
pectedly — and I underline the word “ unex-
pectedly .

More can and must also be done with regard
to WEU’s naval presence in the Gulf region. A
great deal of importance must be attached to
WEU’s relationship with its major ally on the
other side of the Atlantic Ocean. The report
therefore emphasises the importance of getting
the message across, both to the public in the
United States and to our fellow representatives
on Capitol Hill, as to what WEU does in general,
and not only at this moment, during the Gulf
crisis. We must convince our allies that our con-
tribution serves the same purpose as their
own,

90

We can see that what has been achieved in the
Gulf so far has been reasonably successful, as
regards the enforcement, by the presence of
ships from a number of WEU countries, of the
sanctions announced by the United Nations
Security Council. That must be emphasised. As I
have just said, more must be done, but the
enforcement of sanctions has been reasonably
successful. More needs to be done, in particular,
about the co-ordination of air and land forces.
Here 1 agree with Mr. De Decker. The French
Foreign Minister, Mr. Dumas, made a few com-
ments on this. This Rapporteur also firmly
believes that more can be done, just as more can
be done as regards multinational contributions
in the WEU context. One of the recommenda-
tions in the report therefore puts forward the
idea of a hospital ship with a multinational
crew. During our visit to the Gulf we were able
to see that co-operation at sea — my report
explains how this proceeds — leaves something
to be desired in some respects and is satisfactory
in others. One unsatisfactory aspect is the pro-
vision of air cover for the ships of the WEU
countries that are in the Gulf. You will therefore
see an appeal to France, Italy, and the United
Kingdom, the countries with air forces in the
region, for a major improvement in co-
ordination with WEU in this respect too. There
must, for example, be more than agreements
among the Italian Tornado units on air cover for
Italian ships: it must also be possible for air
cover to be organised on a wider front and in a
WEU context.

Mr. President, when I speak of a situation of
tense peace, which may unexpectedly turn into
other situations, it is quite clear that more is
needed in political terms than a decision as to
the role the WEU countries’ ships will have to
play if the situation I have just described
actually arises. The Defence Committee realises
full well that a debate of this kind cannot and
must not be held in public. We also find that the
ministers have not yet taken sufficient interest
in such matters and that they will have to be a
permanent item on the agenda. They will cer-
tainly have to be on the agenda when the min-
isters meet on 20th December.

Passing from the present situation to the
political and military future, members will not
be surprised to find that once again - I regret to
say — my report emphasises the importance of
crisis prevention and satellite observation. As
this has often been discussed at length in this
Assembly, it is disappointing that it should have
to be raised again in a report. Your Rapporteur
and the Defence Committee feel that the Gulf
crisis reveals the relevance and political impor-
tance of the recommendations that have been
made.

Mr. President, I also have this to say about the
future. During the discussion with French

'i
|

ot e 7 2

- e T

B el A e R -



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

EIGHTH SITTING

Mr. De Hoop Scheffer (continued)

Foreign Minister Dumas we heard what he
thought of the future of this organisation, partic-
ularly on the assumption that after the thaw in
East-West relations the threats to Europe now
and in the future will be more numerous and
more varied than the threat we have been accus-
tomed to in the last forty-five years. It is abun-
dantly clear that the sound of this threat will be
quite largely out of area, from regions that we
have traditionally referred to as out of area. In
the context of the report I have presented this
morning, we will therefore have to consider the
rdle to be played by our organisation, WEU,
when it comes to out-of-area threats.

My report includes a recommendation to
study the idea of doing more for naval
co-operation. Marshalling national resources
and considering some form of European rapid
deployment force is not something about which
the Defence Committee will say: “ We will have
that tomorrow ”. That is not the case. Hence the
wording of this recommendation.

I will dwell on this a little longer, because
amendments have been tabled to this recom-
mendation, which I consider to be extremely
important. We cannot evade this issue if we
want to talk about the lessons WEU can already
learn from this Gulf crisis. Even arguing from a
negative angle, it must be obvious that, for
reasons with which we are all familiar, the North
Atlantic Alliance cannot take action out of area.
Some people may say that it must take action,
but your Rapporteur agrees with what the
French Foreign Minister said about this this
morning. A distinction must be made between
what is desirable and what is possible for the
North Atlantic Alliance in this context. If it can
also be said that, as the integration of foreign
policy continues, the Europe of the Twelve will
certainly be unable to avoid problems connected
with the integration of security policy — two
aspects that are inseparable — your conclusion
must be, whatever you think about it, that this
will be a long drawn-out business. This is not
something that can be settled overnight. Even if
you adopt a negative approach, which I do not
subscribe to, this brings you to WEU, where
matters of this kind will have to be considered,
if only because there is no other forum.

In conclusion, my report includes a passage
concerning the defence budget cuts being made
in many countries. It is, of course, for the
national parliaments and governments to decide
what they spend on defence. I feel it is our
responsibility as parliamentarians gathered in
this Assembly to urge our political leaders to
prevent this from happening in an unco-
ordinated way. When shaping future European
defence structures, which is something else we
face when we talk about lessons to be
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learned from the Gulf crisis and its implications,
“ think before you act ” should be our motto. We
must first consider what structure the military
forces in Europe should have, and then, your
Rapporteur believes, it may be possible for
further cuts to be made in defence budgets in a
co-ordinated way. Let me make myself clear: I
totally reject the suggestion that there can be no
cuts in defence, but I believe we must consider
this problem if we are justified in claiming to be
an organisation that has a part to play in the
shaping of a future European defence structure.
That is why my recommendation, to which
amendments have been tabled, says that the
WEU Ministers must continue to play a part.
That is the view of your Rapporteur and the
Defence Committee.

Members of the Assembly will find an infor-
mation document attached to my report. It gives
a chronological account of the military develop-
ments, in particular, between the outbreak of the
crisis in the Gulf and the presentation of my
report. The Defence Committee thought it
would be useful for this chronological account to
be attached to the report.

When we talk about the Gulf crisis, we are
talking about the political aspects, the associated
military aspects and the Security Council resolu-
tions, of which there are now a considerable
number. President Saddam Hussein is being
asked to do what he should have done long
before. I will finish with a comment on a
human, rather than a military aspect. Amidst all
the other distress, political and military, we
must not forget that the hostages in Iraq are in
an extremely distressful situation. There are rel-
atives of these hostages living in a number of our
countries, and they are in an equally distressful
situation. I just wanted to make a personal ref-
erence to this.

I will not trouble you further with my intro-
duction, because it is the debate, not the
rapporteurs, that will be important in the next
few days. I hope the report I have presented on
behalf of the Defence Committee contains suffi-
cient material for discussion in the Assembly
and will provide guidance as to how, along with
future political lines, other lines can — and must
— be plotted, more in terms of military
co-ordination, which could give WEU the place
in Europe it deserves.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). ~ Thank you,
Mr. De Hoop Scheffer, for that presentation of
the report on behalf of the Defence Com-
mittee.

There are already thirty speakers on the list
for the joint debate on the Gulf crisis. I therefore
propose to the Assembly, in accordance with
Rule 32 of the Rules of Procedure, that speeches
in this debate should be limited to five minutes
for each speaker, with the exception of the com-
mittee chairmen and rapporteurs.
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May I remind you that, under Rule 32, the
Assembly votes on this proposal without
debate.

Is there any objection?...
It is agreed.
I call. Mr. Ward of the United Kingdom.

Mr. WARD (United Kingdom). — Thank you,
Mr. President. As the first speaker from the
floor, may I compliment our two Rapporteurs
not only on the detail they have included in their
report, but on the speed of their reaction to the
events. Their report is extremely helpful to those
who want to take part in the debate.

I understand and sympathise with those col-
leagues who want to use the example of the
action taken to deal with Iraqi aggression in the
Middle East as a model for action by WEU to
protect European security in the future. It is
unlikely, however, that future crises will neces-
sarily have the same characteristics of blatant
aggression, a major threat to regional stability
and a threat to the international community
politically and economically. In other crises it
may not necessarily be possible to resolve them
by international intervention. Therefore it
would be unwise to plan future structures
designed to protect Europe based on the present
action in the Gulf.

It would be unwise to assume that the United
Nations will always act as promptly and in such
a co-ordinated fashion as it has on Kuwait. In
common with many others, I hope that we can
look forward to a period of international
co-operation at the United Nations, but we must
also consider other scenarios.

All the allied nations are committed to
ensuring the withdrawal of Iraqi forces from
Kuwait. We must also ensure that a lasting
solution is found to the. problems posed by the
invasion of Kuwait and the Iraqi possession of
chemical and biological weapons and their pos-
sible future possession of a nuclear weapon.

We all hope, even at this late hour, that a
peaceful solution can be found. There must be
no weakening of the United Nations’ stated
position that Iraq must withdraw completely
from Kuwait and unconditionally release all
hostages. However, that is not enough. Iraq
must be made to make full reparation for the
damage done in Kuwait and pay compensation
to the relatives of those killed, tortured or
imprisoned by the Iragis.

The latest initiative by President Bush may be
the last chance for 'a peaceful solution. I hope
that he will convince us, his allies, and Saddam
Hussein, that there will be no retreat from the
United Nations position and that any discussion
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will end by 15th January 1991, when the latest
United Nations resolution becomes operative
and force may be used.

Many people, including prominent Amer-
icans, are concerned that Saddam Hussein sees
further talks as a sign of weakness. That can be
prevented if any meetings are used solely to
explain to the Iraqgis in the simplest terms and
with the widest publicity that this is their last
chance to comply with the United Nations reso-
lution, on which there can be no negotiation.

I approve of the tactic of building up over-
whelming military power in the- Gulf while
seeking a peaceful solution at the same time,
The penalty for not resisting aggression is
written in large letters in recent European
history.

The best chance for peace in the Middle East
is to convince the aggressor that, whether the
conflict is in words or weapons, he will ulti-
mately lose.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you
Mr. Ward for your contribution to the debate.

I now call Mr. Fassino.

Mr. FASSINO (Italy) (Translation). — Mr.
President, ladies and gentlemen, let me say at
once that I agree with the two reports and that 1
too congratulate the Rapporteurs for the clear
and concise picture they have given us of both
the military and the political situation. In par-
ticular, however, I am pleased to see reaffirmed
the crucial and highly positive role of WEU with
regard to a crisis which, although in an area
outside Europe, has a considerable impact on
our continent, now on the brink of an exceed-
i‘ngly difficult period in the economic and other
ields.

It is for these reasons — in addition to those
referred to a short time ago by the French Min-
ister for Foreign Affairs — that 1 feel that the
Middle Eastern problem has to be solved
quickly because it is extraordinarily difficult to
grapple with a military and an economic chal-
lenge at the same time. Europe in particular,
confronted as it is by a grave economic crisis
and the need to help the Eastern European coun-
tries in the serious difficulties they are experi-
encing, will have to take firm and swift decisions
in the military and other fields, if and when this
becomes necessary — though we hope that this is
not required. The eighteenth resolution of the
United Nations, which contains an ultimatum
and a deadline, creates a state. of alert. Even
though we want peace and not war, we still have
to do everything necessary to prepare for the
latter. This morning the French Minister for
Foreign Affairs, adapting an old Latin dictum,
used the words “ prepare for war if you want
peace ”.
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The recent apparent overtures by the Iraqi
régime and the — more than apparent, we hope -
possibility of a direct dialogue between the two
chief adversaries must not divert us from our
serious pursuit of the path of firmness, without
which Europe would be weakened just when we
want it to remain strong.

While we all certainly pray that the forth-
coming meetings will result in a diplomatic
solution as hoped by the United Nations,
nothing should be left undone in our endeavour
to defend ourselves at the diplomatic level and,
more especially, on the other level where struc-
tures are still inefficient and above all dis-
jointed. I have pondered on what the
Rapporteur said this morning about the lack of
co-ordination but in my view this has to be
attributed not to the attitudes of individuals but
to the physical lack of co-ordination between the
forces working together in an effort to safeguard
peace and to prepare, should it be necessary, for
war.

We therefore await with hope the outcome of
this unexpected, and we trust fruitful, break in
the clouds between President Bush and Saddam
Hussein. I fear that the latter will be reluctant to
give up his pan-Arab leadership, and we should
therefore be prepared for fresh outbursts of
intolerance, fanaticism and irrationality to
darken the sky again.

As the Rapporteur, Mr. De Decker, pointed
out this morning, it is good to note that demon-
strations in favour of Hussein in Arab countries
have diminished. The Arabs are becoming aware
that the threat of poverty to their countries is
caused not by the West but by the person who
wishes to become the leader of what is called
pan-Arab civilisation. This is important because
it may persuade many people to change their
minds. Also it illustrates the power of
democracy and the weakness of autho-
ritarianism - an historical, philosophical and
political lesson.

In the light of these principles I therefore
endorse the position embodied in the recom-
mendation which, in any case, draws on the
United Nations resolutions. I believe that per-
manent consultation between the chiefs of
defence staffs is desirable and that the idea that
WEU should be consulted as one of the actors in
this crisis is sound. It is also desirable that there
should be a recognition procedure between the
western naval and air forces deployed in the
Gulf for safety reasons and to avoid incidents
between friendly units — as has already hap-
pened and must not occur again.

I attach special importance to the estab-
lishment of a liaison office to ensure stable rela-
tions with the United States — in the words of
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the report: “to convince the United States
Administration that direct dialogue with WEU
is possible and to be welcomed, particularly at
present ”. This must constitute an important
point of reference, and this latter view was reite-
rated several times this morning by Mr.
Dumas.

The draft recommendation therefore urges the
Council to make every effort to ensure recog-
nition of WEU as the European pillar of the
Atlantic Alliance. This principle must also be
reflected in the implementation of effective
solutions in terms of military technology
including the crisis management centre, the
observation satellite agency and the creation of a
European military force.

I will conclude, Mr. President, by stating that
the vital principle and central objective are
those of a vision of WEU fulfilling an essential
role as the European pillar whose task, in the
present case, is to promote security throughout
the Middle East. We consider that WEU must
carry out an effective inspection of armaments
in the Middle East, just as it did before in
Europe.

I shall conclude with the hope that, to develop
our strength, to encourage the spirit and idea of
a specifically European defence and to reinforce
the unity of Europe which could become one of
the aims of the coming decade beyond present
boundaries, these ideas of ours will succeed in
creating the kind of Europe which we have so far
failed to do for so many years.

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

I now call Mr. Scheer of Germany to take the
floor.

Mr. SCHEER (Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — Mr. President, I have to say
that, unlike the previous two speakers, I do not
agree with the general tenor of the draft recom-
mendation. I would like to plead for a strictly
peaceful resolution of the Gulf crisis, not a mil-
itary one. And I do not need anyone — I will say
this straight away - to tell me what to think of
Saddam Hussein. Two years ago, after Saddam
Hussein had used chemical weapons, and vio-
lated international law and human rights: after
he had perpetrated an act of aggression, and not
for the first time, I called on my party’s behalf
for international measures, including sanctions
and condemnation of Saddam Hussein as a war
criminal. Sadly, there was absolutely no political
reaction at that time, and so our governments
went on supplying him with equipment and now
share the responsibility for the situation in the
Gulf. There is no denying this. But it also means
that we have a political duty to our own people
to seek a strictly peaceful solution, so that our
men will not be shot down with weapons sup-
plied to Iraq by our governments in the past.
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But that is not the only reason for avoiding
military action. It is absurd — to be absolutely
frank — not to rely on the effect of sanctions.
Given the implications of military action, it
does not matter in the least whether these sanc-
tions continue for another six or nine or twelve
months. When you begin making comparisons,
it is obvious that sanctions are bound to work:
Iraq, with a population of seventeen million, is
economically half as strong as Belgium, and it
faces a community of nations that is enforcing
these sanctions with the United Nations. To
have no faith in them is a sign of political
weakness and nothing else.

The consequences of war are obvious: burning
oilfields would cause an ecological disaster on an
unprecedented scale, a drastic reduction in
worldwide oil supplies would result in a dra-
matic rise in prices, making the price rises of the
1970s look insignificant by comparison. This in
turn would increase the danger of a world eco-
nomic crisis and the total collapse of the third
world, which would then most definitely be
unable to pay the rising oil bills, seeing that
those countries were not even able to pay the
bills resulting from the oil crises of the 1970s.
The consequences throughout the Arab region
would also be incalculable. Every attempt to
find a political solution to the Palestinian
problem and other problems, Europe’s entire
relationship with the new Arab identity, now
described as Islamic fundamentalism, all this
could be shattered for a long time to come. War
simply leads to more tensions.

Any attempt to give preference to military
solutions to problems which can only be solved
politically, and which have not been adequately
and appropriately solved in recent years, can
only lead to chaos. That is why we must and I -
along with others — shall oppose any attempt to
seek a military solution rather than sanctions.

Second, the WEU treaties, which are sup-
posed to give WEU its legitimacy, contain
nothing to justify out-of-area operations in the
future. WEU is concerned with defence in
Europe. It must, of course, take an interest in
political developments as regards security issues
elsewhere. But to respond by forming a military
unit would mean changing the purpose of the
provisions governing Western European Union
and would be just as wrong, as I have already
said, as military intervention in the Gulf. This is
the wrong approach.

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

I now call Mrs. Roe of the United
Kingdom.

Mrs. ROE (United Kingdom). — First, I con-
gratulate Mr. De Decker and Mr. De Hoop
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Scheffer on their excellent reports relating to the
Gulf crisis.

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait has rightly attracted
the revulsion and condemnation of the rest of
the world. Saddam Hussein’s annexation of that
small and virtually defenceless country was
wholly contrary to international law and every
tenet of civilised conduct. When he failed to
achieve his territorial and political ambitions by
bullying and threats, Saddam Hussein resorted
to the use of force finally to achieve his aims.
This is simply a case of unprovoked aggression
and it throws into jeopardy the fragile peace of
the Middle East. There is no doubt that Saddam
has brought the region to the brink of war by his
ambitions. The only way to avoid that war, with
the terrible loss of life and destruction which it
might bring, is for Iraq to end its illegal occu-
pation of Kuwait.

Saddam’s bizarrre hope that the Arab world
and the western world would acquiesce in his
aggression has come to nought. How could the
other threatened countries of the Gulf, from
Saudi Arabia to Syria, possibly turn a blind eye
to an act of aggression which puts their security
into grave doubt? How could the western world
possibly stand by and watch international law
being flouted, a friend and ally annexed and a
militant superpower threaten the whole of the
Gulf region?

In an almost unprecedented show of unity, the
United Nations condemned Irag’s occupation
and called on Saddam Hussein to withdraw his
troops. 1 am surprised that Irag has failed to
meet the legitimate demands of almost all the
nations of the world. History has, however,
shown that dictators are indifferent to interna-
tional law and wholly oblivious of condem-
nation.

In invading Kuwait, Saddam Hussein made a
massive error of judgment. He believed that the
rest of the world would indulgently ignore his
conquest. He thought that the other Arab coun-
tries had neither the will nor the means to resist
him. He thought that the Community and WEU
countries would ignore the threat he posed to
some of the West’s staunchest allies in the Gulf.
He was very wrong. With almost 500 000 troops
from round the world in place in Saudi Arabia,
he must be aware that he can no longer continue
his occupation of Kuwait. At sea, an interna-
tional armada is enforcing the blockade. The
world reaction to the invasion has proved tan-
gibly that Saddam’s illegal annexation cannot be
allowed to stand.

Although Saddam has had time to withdraw
his troops, all he has done is reinforce his occu-
pying armies and taunt the West with the
obscene spectacle of hostages. Sanctions have
clearly begun to bite, yet they have not as yet
persuaded Saddam Hussein of the seriousness of
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the opposition that he now faces. The new
United Nations resolution sets a firm deadline
for Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait. I am con-
vinced that it is right to give Saddam Hussein
until the new year to pull out of Kuwait, because
it is clear that a war in the Gulf is in no one’s
interest and it is right that the allies should do
all that they can to head off the risk of war. Ulti-
mately, if Iraq tries to call the allies’ bluff, it will
be forced out of Kuwait, because it is clear that
the army now gathering in Saudi Arabia is not
some elaborate hoax designed to frighten but
incapable of acting. I have no doubt that the will
exists in the nations that have committed forces
to the area to use those forces should the need
arise.

I am no expert on military power, but I know
that the quality and sheer size of the forces com-
mitted to the Gulf by the Americans, the British,
the Syrians and the Egyptians and by many
other countries - thirty in all - have the capacity
to root Iraq out of occupied Kuwait. There is no
question of an American president or a British
prime minister and other political leaders
sending their forces to war in pursuit of an
unwinnable goal. If they have to go into action,
Saddam Hussein should understand that they
will win decisively.

Iraq’s leaders made a monumental error in
seizing Kuwait, yet even now that error can be
reversed. My earnest hope is that Saddam
Hussein will do so and save the region from war.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you
very much for your contribution, Mrs. Roe.

(The President continued in French)

(Translation). — I call Mr. Caro who is the last
speaker this morning.

Mr. CARO (France) (Translation). — I should
like to thank the Political Committee and the
Defence Committee and the eminent Rappor-
teurs, Mr. De Decker and Mr. De Hoop
Scheffer, for two excellent reports which it was
right to put together in this debate. They are
indeed inseparable just like the two Rapporteurs
who make a very good pair.

Obviously, I should like to see a very thorough
follow-up to these reports. I am thinking in par-
ticular of all the data they give about the Gulf
crisis and the military efforts of WEU countries
in the context of the action envisaged and
authorised by the resolutions of the United
Nations Security Council.

When we refer to defence, we also mean car-
rying out national decisions in the WEU
framework. Here, though within the framework
of the United Nations resolutions, we are con-
cerned essentially with national decisions by the
member states of WEU which have agreed,
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under the modified Brussels Treaty, to
co-ordinate their efforts in the application of
those decisions through the Council, to which 1
pay tribute, and all the bodies which work with
the Assembly, not to forget the inestimable con-
tribution of the Secretary-General.

In this connection I should like our
Rapporteur to tell us, at the purely military level
of co-ordination, whether greater emphasis
should not be placed upon the value of meetings
of chiefs of staff of Western European Union
member countries’ armed forces. I take this very
particular case — there are many others —
because our debate today on the two reports
raises two problems.

First, as a result of the crisis caused by the
“ Anschluss ” of Kuwait and all that is now
going on - rejection of the disaster of war with
the proviso that war will be waged if necessary —
the need for a stronger political organisation of
Europe’s defence and security becomes clear in
our minds. We have our plan ready. The WEU
Assembly has an unchanging doctrine in this
respect and the address that you heard this
morning by the Chairman-in-Office of the
Council shows that the path that we have
marked out is steadily being pursued; perhaps
we shall be able to translate this very shortly into
reality. I must say, especially after listening to
Mr. Scheer, that as regards the catastrophic
results of an armed conflict, we are all able to
picture its terrible results both for man and his
environment. War, alas, brings destruction and
misery. There was a time, the second world war,
when men were prepared to lay down their lives
in equally apocalyptic conditions. The purpose
of that war, too, was to enforce the law. This
morning on the radio I heard statements by well-
known European political figures who are
beginning to say: the fight over there is not really
for us Europeans. From Mr. Scheer’s words I
think I understood — Mr. Scheer will forgive me
for taking him to task since others are using the
same arguments — that we have to make a
careful distinction between what we call the
WEU area, the NATO area and out of area.

As democrats attached to the principles of
law, it is right for us to say that when interna-
tional and human rights are under threat from
totalitarian governments, there are no in or out-
of-area distinctions.

In what they are doing, the member states of
WEU, the Atlantic Alliance and the United
Nations are acting within their area of responsi-
bility to defend human rights and the right of
countries to live under the democratic régimes
which we have encouraged them to acquire. The
rule of law knows no barriers and I ask the com-
mittee to call upon the Assembly as a whole to
affirm it, so as to cut short this attempt to trap
us in this dualism, through the hope of a nego-
tiated settlement.
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We have a right to hope for negotiation
because, as Mr. Dumas said, we all hate war, but
we have no right to allow ourselves to be
trapped: it is not because war is unthinkable that
we should not be prepared to fight. What is
required above all is that we and our institutions
should defend what is right.

WEU would gain even more in stature by
claiming its right to have its part in the discus-
sions on the organisation of peace and security
in Europe, and doing all in its power to ensure
that the future institutions, in which we wish to
play an important role, are consistent with this
political option which we have always advocated
and which, because of, or perhaps thanks to, the
Gulf crisis, we can portray to the whole world
with much more credibility than before.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you
Mr. Caro for your words and particularly for
pointing out again that the rule of law is never
out of area.

(The President continued in English)

It is now time to adjourn this joint debate. It
will be resumed this afternoon and again
tomorrow morning, when we shall vote on the
draft recommendations presented by the
Political Committee and the Defence Com-
mittee.

5. Changes in the membership of committees

The PRESIDENT. - The Italian Delegation
has proposed the following appointments as
alternate members of committees to fill vacant
seats: Mr. Colombo to the Political Committee,
Mr. Manzolini to the Technological and Aero-
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space Committee, Mr. Manzolini to the Com-
mittee on Budgetary Affairs and Adminis-
tration, Mr. Andreis to the Committee on Rules
of Procedure and Privileges, Mr. Colombo to the
Committee for Parliamentary and Public Rela-
tions.

Is there any objection?...
The changes are agreed to.

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. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council -
presentation of the first part of the thirty-
sixth annual report of the Council,
Document 1247; Address by Mr. Chevé-
nement, Minister of Defence of France.

2. European security and the Gulf crisis; Con-
sequences of the invasion of Kuwait: con-
tinuing operations in the Gulf region
(Resumed joint debate on the reports of the
Political Committee and the Defence Com-
mittee, Documents 1244 and amendments
and 1248 and amendments).

Are there any objections?...

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

Does anyone wish to speak?...
The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 1.05 p.m.)
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The sitting was opened at 3.20 p.m. with Mr. Pontillon, President of the Assembly, in the Chair.

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

1. Attendance register

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

2. Adoption of the minutes

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

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

3. Chairmanship-in-Office of the Council -
presentation of the first part of the thirty-sixth
annual report of the Council, Doc. 1247

Address by Mr. Chevénement,
Minister of Defence of France

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — The first

order of the day is the presentation of the first
part of the thirty-sixth annual report of the

1. See page 25.
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Council by the Minister of Defence of France,
Mr. Chevénement.

Once again, Minister, let me say how pleased
we are to welcome you to this Assembly,
although in the circumstances this may be
somewhat pointless since you already know the
building well. We have already had much infor-
mation, clarification and detail from you before.
Today you are here as French co-Chairman-in-
Office of the Council. This morning we were
addressed by Mr. Roland Dumas, who replied
very fully and to everyone’s obvious satisfaction
to the many question he was asked, and I know
that you yourself have agreed to reply to ques-
tions after your address. May I therefore thank
you once again for being here and without
further ado invite you to take your place at the
rostrum.

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — Mr. President, Secre-
tary-General, ladies and gentlemen, it is only a
few days since the Paris summit of the
thirty-four member countries of the CSCE came
to an end. As many heads of state, as well as the
President of the French Republic, have pointed
out, this summit will probably go down in
history as the symbolic end of an era: that of the
cold war and Yalta, which had divided Europe
into two opposing blocs dominated by the two
Superpowers.

The Gulf crisis also belongs to a new world
which does not fit into the bipolar pattern
either, but shows the need for regional crises to
be managed in a multi-polar context. Like many
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current events in Europe, including the collapse
of the Soviet fortress, the crumbling away of the
Warsaw Pact and the re-union of Germany, the
Gulf crisis is a consequence of the crisis in the
Soviet Union, a point we can come back to
shortly if you wish during question time.

The events of recent months are alive in all
our minds: the democratisation of the countries
of the East, German unification, recently
accented by general elections for the whole of
the united country, the upheavals that have not
yet settled down and the big question marks
hanging over the future of the Soviet Union.

All these upsets directly impact institutions
designed to fit a strategic context that is now in a
process of radical change: we have to face up to
the fact that one chapter in European history has
closed and another has opened. Examples are
the new impetus in the process of European uni-
fication with political union its declared aim,
the new dimensions now planned for the CSCE,
particularly in the sphere of pan-European
security co-operation, the imminent demise of
the Warsaw Pact, and the increasingly apparent
need for adjustment and fundamental change in
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, all
developments arising out of events occurring in
the past year.

Finally, there is the issue of the possible
co-ordination of European action outside the
NATO area in a context where the East-West
approach and its implicit solidarities no longer
necessarily apply.

It is within this radically new context and
against this background that I should now like to
set what I have to say about WEU’s possible
contribution to the future security of Furope.

As you just said, Mr. President, Mr. Roland
Dumas conveyed to you this morning how
strongly the French Government felt that WEU
had a positive part to play in writing this new
chapter of European history.

As regards Europe, the challenge facing us can
be summarised quite simply: a gradual tran-
sition has to be made from a balance of confron-
tation dominated by the United States-USSR
strategic equation to a situation where stability
will be more a matter of continental balance in a
context of co-operation.

For forty years the opposition between the
blocs has made equilibrium in Europe part of,
and a consequence of, the global East-West stra-
tegic balance and for forty years the Europeans
have greatly enjoyed the benefit of the United
States commitment. At all events it has been a
great comfort to them. Today the American mil-
itary presence in Europe is going to change, first
for budgetary reasons and, second, because it is
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increasingly difficult to justify it to American
public opinion for which the defence of Europe
was primarily part and parcel of the global con-
frontation with the Soviet Union. Today, that
has all gone. How thinking has changed in one
year!

However, the United States-USSR détente is
not going to correct the strategic imbalance in
Europe implicit in the presence of a military
superpower in continental Europe. This is the
truth and there is a risk in the fact that the
reduction of the United States’ rble in the
defence of Europe and the relaxing of our own
defence effort, if we are not careful, may lead to
a strategic void in a fragmented Western Europe
failing to assume responsibility for its own
defence.

First, I should like to look at the problem of
strengthening European co-operation in defence
matters, because that would be an essential guar-
antee of the continent’s long-term stability. At
the same time, this strengthening of European
co-operation would be part of the logic of
Europe’s progress towards unity.

The strengthening of FEuropean defence
co-operation should help to strengthen the
alliance and maintain links with the United
States, a key element in European equilibrium.
Some people have talked about a San Francisco/
Vladivostok equilibrium. This is the whole
question of setting up of a new transatlantic
partnership in which Europeans would play a
new rdle implicit both in progress with
European unification and in the shouldering of
essential responsibility for their own defence.

Speaking to you on what I think is at least the
third occasion, I shall not repeat what I have
said at other times, but clearly 340 million Euro-
peans cannot go on for ever depending on 250
million Americans for their security. That is
obvious. But we need to be aware of this for us
to make the necessary arrangements in time.

Let me also add that in my view facilitating
and encouraging this development is in the alli-
ance’s interest too. We must not cling to the
past.

Greater responsibility for defining and pro-
viding their own defence is a necessary con-
dition for Europeans to assume more of the
burdens and risks and, if I have understood cor-
rectly, this is what we are being asked to do.

In my opinion, Western European Union has
always had an essential part to play in this nec-
essary reorganisation of defence solidarities
between Europeans and Americans. I have never
ceased saying this here and elsewhere and today
the truth is more obvious than ever.

The Brussels Treaty provides the necessary
legal framework for the achievement of
European agreement on defence questions for
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the organisation of specifically European
co-operation at the military level compatible
with the maintenance of a changed form of
transatlantic co-operation.

It is in this spirit that we proposed to our
partners to set up an agency for evaluating sat-
ellite data which should, in my view, be the first
step towards the creation of a European satellite
observation capability. The point here is that,
whether for verifying disarmament agreements
or studying crisis situations, satellites play a
unique rdle by providing an autonomous obser-
vation capability not subject to overflight or vis-
iting agreements that would not necessarily be
respected in a crisis, i.e. just when observation is
absolutely vital.

It seems to me that this opens up a vast oppor-
tunity for rational European co-operation for
the benefit of security and disarmament which
would itself serve the cause of peace in Europe.
By combining our European resources we could
have observation facilities providing us with the
minimum of autonomy we need by comparison
with the other space powers.

We should never forget that the Soviet or
American effort is often ten, fifteen or twenty
times what we are capable of as Europeans. And
for the future of this space observation capa-
bility — I am thinking in particular of radar or
infra-red observation satellites — we need to pool
our resources and efforts.

This is not an aggressive position; it is one
serving European interests which are peace and
surveillance of disarmament agreements, and we
must have the courage to go forward towards it.

On that score let me warn against making
Europe part of an electoral platform if we are
not prepared to make a number of practical
arrangements to make it come true. How
European we are can be measured by the yard-
stick of political will. This political will is either
there or not there. We hope it is, and that this
will give Europe a chance to become a fact.

I also welcome the news that the principle of
the meeting of the chiefs of staff of our countries
is now agreed. The first meeting is to be held in
spring next year where, among other things,
there will be an exchange of ideas on military
developments in Europe, something that is very
necessary now the Paris agreements have been
signed.

The essential point remains that defence soli-
darity has to be based on a common perception
of the way in which that defence is to be
ensured. I am sorry to dwell on the obvious, but
questions of doctrine and strategy are funda-
mental to any reorganisation of our defence
system. Otherwise we could well fabricate an
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empty solidarity within which narrow national
approaches would remain or even grow stronger
or make the development of the defence of
Furope dependent on imported and inappro-
priate theories ultimately inconsistent with
the responsibility connected with the defence of
a country’s or of a community’s security
interests.

And as there is no more serious requirement
than to ensure the long-term security of our
countries and of Europe, we need to know how
we are going to prepare to cope with situations
that, by definition, are evolving, changing and, I
would add, unpredictable.

Western European Union can and must be
part of the framework when this joint concept of
European defence in conformity with European
interests is developed.

Our long-term visions are not far off, as is
clear from our adoption in 1987 of a joint decla-
ration on European security interests and in the
discussions held in the groups organised by this
institution.

Of course, you will say, much has happened
since 1987. This is true, but the relevance of a
defence doctrine which can only be a long-term
doctrine may be judged by the fact that the far-
reaching changes that we have witnessed have
not outdated its raison d’étre. In the final
analysis this seems to me to be true.

In my view, Western European Union also has
a future because the Brussels Treaty provides for
solidarity of outlook in the face of all those
forms of aggression that are the reasons why the
signatories to the treaty jointly consider how
they should organise their defence in the per-
spective of the political union of the member
countries of the Community.

This relates more particularly to the nuclear
deterrent necessary to guarantee a stable balance
of security in Europe. We also confirmed this
principle in The Hague security platform.

Nuclear weapons, not least because of the role
that they were said to play in the alliance
strategy, are often considered by public opinion
as theatre weapons, with the result that their role
in the prevention of conflicts and maintenance
of stability is not always clearly perceived.
Wrongly, of course! But have we always made
the necessary effort to explain this? The truth is
that we have been running a practical exercise
for forty years and we now need to show that it
has been a complete success.

The deterrent achieved what it was meant to
achieve; we won this cold war which is now a
thing of the past because the deterrent showed
itself to be effective, because in the final analysis
it prevented war, because it guaranteed peace
and because it made possible these great
changes, which are now reality, through the



OFFICIAL REPORT OF DEBATES

NINTH SITTING

Mr. Chevénement (continued)

signing of the treaty on the reduction of conven-
tional weapons and on confidence and security
measures in Europe — the Paris charter for a new
Europe.

To meet the problems implicit in its vulnera-
bility in the face of this conflict, Europe needs to
be able to rely on an adequate nuclear deterrent
for its defence. You have only to think of the
immense conurbations, the countless industrial
installations and the dozens of nuclear power
stations there are to picture the devastating
effects of a conflict in Western Europe, even
limited to conventional weapons. The Soviet
Union and the United States with their vast
open areas are vulnerable in a different way. It is
this specific fragility, due to its small territorial
size, density of population and degree of devel-
opment and to the very nature of its society
which means that Europe’s objective can never
be to fight a devastating and deadly war but only
to prevent war. The nuclear deterrent with the
threat of destruction that it holds for any
aggressor is the only way to discourage any
attempt at aggression by proving that the
political and military mathematics of such
aggression would be an absurdity.

The deterrent outdates war as a political
instrument for settling conflicts, and with the
ending of the cold war nothing would be worse
than for us to go back to the Clausewitz logic
}hat war could be politics as usual but in another
orm.

The presence of four nuclear powers on the
continent of Europe has the strategic effect of
locking out any possibility of large-scale conflict
in. Europe, and a dampening effect on possible
crises.

We feel that the deterrent must be on the
minimum scale : the purpose is not to win a war
but to prevent one breaking out. Over-capacity
designed for purposes of waging a nuclear war
would be both unjustified and dangerous
because it could be used or.perceived as a threat.
A minimum deterrent, however, has a stabilising
effect because its use can only be envisaged to
defend the vital interests of the countries sharing
the same defence space and linked by the indis-
soluble ties of geography, as is our case.

Our objective must therefore be to make the
doctrine of a country like France and that which
appears to be emerging from the discussions of
our allies complementary to one another. I am
thinking in particular of the London conference;
whilst it is clear that the doctrines there are not
wholly in line, the question is: can they be made
complementary? It is in this direction that our
thinking should be aimed.

That brings me to the second solidarity forum
in security matters, namely the CSCE.
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Solidarity in security matters among the
thirty-four countries of Europe forms part of the
history and geography of the continent, and,
now that the artificial barrier between the East
and West has come down, the CSCE should be
the vehicle for strengthening and developing this
solidarity.

The continent of Europe must maintain peace
and stability and the collective interests of all
the peoples of Europe should take precedence
over individual interests. But even if the mil-
itary balance essentially related to the presence
on European soil of the Soviet Union ~ which in
any event will remain a major military power -
is still an essential condition for maintaining sta-
bility and peace, pan-European consultation and
agreement should bring about the concerted and
co-operative management of the military ele-
ments that ensure this balance. This is the prin-
ciple underlying the disarmament agreements
and, on these grounds, they represent a success
and a hope for Europe as a whole.

Indeed, the fact that the twenty-two member
countries of the two alliances reached agreement
on levels of armaments involving big reductions
and that they will set up jointly a verification
system and transparency measures gives positive
hope for the establishment of new military rela-
tions between Europeans, based on trans-
parency, trust and co-operation. WEU has its
rle to play in these relations, in so far as the
Europeans have specific interests to uphold, par-
ticularly in the areas of verification and com-
pliance.

Perhaps I should, at this point, draw your
attention to the fact that there has already been
a case of non-compliance east of the Urals where
the Soviets have placed an impressive quantity
of weapons. We also know that many countries
in the West and in Central Europe are far from
complying with the theoretical ceilings assigned
to them. The measures that we see them taking
in successive budgets do not point to such com-
pliance with the result that there is some risk of
imbalance, on which we have to keep a careful
watch. But I do not want to play the pessimist.
There have been sufficient major political
events — the collapse of the Soviet fortress, the
break-up of the Warsaw Pact, the unification of
Germany, the withdrawal of Soviet troops back
to the USSR - for it to be considered that the
one, to some extent, offsets the other. But we
still need to be watchful about compliance with
these agreements. We must not allow strategic
imbalances and vacuums to develop, which
could prove disastrous temptations. We should
remember that the best guarantee of peace is our
own vigilance.

At the same time, the decisions to organise
regular political consultation among the
thirty-four and to set up a conflict prevention
centre shows a joint determination to promote
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the means of ensuring stability and preventing
and limiting such crises as may arise in Europe,
which is a dangerous continent, as the past has
shown. While this dialogue is primarily political,
consideration of the military conditions of
long-term stability is also implicit. Here again,
WEU can contribute to this process with a view,
more particularly, to the next seminar on mil-
itary doctrines in 1991.

As you are aware, the two extraordinary WEU
ministerial meetings in August and September
were an opportunity for us to state our common
views on the measures to be taken in response to
the Iraqi attack on Kuwait.

Here is a situation report on co-ordinated
action since the first ministerial meeting on 21st
August. First there was a common ministerial
directive on co-ordination of measures by WEU
countries to enforce the embargo at sea. It was
the first of its kind and was adopted at the end
of August after the meeting of the chiefs of staff
of our armed forces. '

Next there were the naval “ points of contact ”
meetings which defined the specific areas of
co-ordination and enabled all the necessary
information to be exchanged to ensure that the
deployment envisaged by each of our various
countries was coherent with the other. There is
thus a unit monitoring the situation of “ WEU ”
warships operating at naval headquarters in
Paris and relaying information to the head-
quarters of member countries.

Finally, there is local co-ordination through
the “ conferences of commandants in the zone of
the naval forces of the WEU member countries ”
which are held about once every month. It is in
this framework that patrol sectors have been
defined for our ships operating in the zone
extending either side of the Strait of Hormuz.
This has made it possible to organise a rota of
member countries’ ships so as to ensure a vir-
tually permanent presence and particularly that
of a logistic support ship in the area.

We are therefore very pleased with the various
decisions that have been taken, which show that
the co-ordination structures set up are playing
an effective role. Six WEU countries are now
permanently present in the crisis area. In total,
for this embargo enforcement mission alone, our
countries have deployed nineteen fighting ships
and some twenty support, supply and auxiliary
ships with the same embargo enforcement
mission.

As for the deployment of land and air forces,
after the ministerial meeting on 18th September,
the ad hoc group set up to implement the minis-
terial directives concluded that co-operation
between WEU member countries could chiefly
be done in the logistics field. While some would
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have liked to have gone a little further this was
nevertheless what was agreed: there would be
assistance with air and sea transport from the
home countries to the potential theatre of opera-
tions, participation in the security of such trans-
portation; escorts in the Mediterranean and Red
Sea; technical, air transport and medical support
in the crisis zone, etc.

At the practical level, a network of military
points of contact has been set up similar to that
of naval points of contact. Four meetings of the
military points of contact have already taken
place and the organisation of co-operation in
logistics is making progress: the structures have
been set up and there is a monitoring unit oper-
ating in the country of the chairmanship.

Finally, on the basis of the lists of needs sub-
mitted before the meeting by the British and the
French, a number of areas of logistic
co-operation have been identified and there
have been many co-operative actions in these
areas.

This list of WEU joint actions highlights the
progress achieved in terms of specific co-
operation between Europeans. At the same time
it reveals how much remains to be done in pro-
viding the countries of Europe with the means of
contributing collectively and effectively in the
diplomatic and military fields to the stability of
regions like the Guif which are of crucial stra-
tegic importance to Europe. It requires us to
pool our thoughts about the aims and instru-
ments of European co-operation in defending
our essential security interests both in Europe
and elsewhere.

This is a major task and it is there for us to do.
Many practical measures have already been
taken. I have listed them, but much remains to
be done. What we have done so far is a measure
of both your will and ours to go forward so that
this European security identity, to which I have
often referred, can advance still further in the
months and years to come.

I thank you, ladies and gentlemen.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you
for the wealth of information and news of
projects in your address and its clear illustration
of the agreement there is between the Minis-
terial Council and the parliamentary Assembly
in their hopes for the future.

Thank you also for agreeing to answer the
questions of some of our members. Perhaps you
would like to answer the questions in batches or
possibly you would prefer to answer one
question at a time.

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). I would prefer to answer
one question at a time.
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mr.
Scheer.

Mr. SCHEER Federal Republic of Germany)
(Translation). — I would like to ask the Minister
if, when discussing the problems in the Gulf, his
government considered the possibility that the
pressure of time now under discussion may
simply be due to the excessive deployment of
troops now taking place in the Gulf. The daily
costs are enormous in financial terms and too
great a physical strain may be imposed on troops
and weapons when the desert storms begin in
the spring. So might the pressure of time be due
solely to this, and not to any doubts about the
sanctions working? It would be quite possible to
wait longer than the deadline of 15th January
for sanctions to take effect. As we have heard
and read that the French Government has been
highly sophisticated in its approach to this
question — more sophisticated than many other
countries — I would like the Minister to tell me,
if he can, what discussions of a sophisticated
nature have taken place in France.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — What
about these shades of opinion, Minister!

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — My reply will be very
simple. Although there are always many shades
of opinion when governments are debating,
there cannot be any when action is required.

The embargo strategy was defined last August.
As we know its effect can only be gradual but
troops with an essentially defensive and
deterrent role have been deployed at the same
time.

Now that the United Nations resolution has
been passed authorising recourse to further mea-
sures after 15th January, one may rightly
wonder what will happen. Having sent 400 000
troops into the zone, the United States has indi-
cated clearly that there is not really any question
of them spending another summer in the region
in such large numbers. So it seems that the
countdown has in fact begun. But this is part of
situation logic. Consequently, it is within this
period that Iraq has to move and agree to go
back on its annexation of Kuwait.

In a speech to the United Nations on 24th
September, which is still perfectly valid today,
the President of the French Republic called
upon Iraq first to indicate its intention to
withdraw from Kuwait and, secondly, to free the
hostages.

Thereafter, in a second stage, the United
Nations would be prepared to guarantee the
withdrawal of the Iragi troops, the setting up of
an interim Arab force in Kuwait and the holding
of free elections in that country, once the demo-
lgrelllphic balances had been naturally re-estab-
ished.
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Thirdly, the President of the Republic said the
problems of the region ~ a veritable tinder box —
would be considered. A few moments ago, I
referred to the implications of the crisis in the
USSR not only for Europe but also for this part
of the world. It is clear that Israel hoped in some
way to take advantage of the circumstances to
consolidate its presence in Transjordania. Simi-
larly, Iraq wanted to be in a position of strength
to play a leading and decisive rdle within OPEC.
Unfortunately, to do so, it violated the funda-
mental role of the sovereignty of states and in
particular that of a state that is a member of the
United Nations organisation, which is not
acceptable.

A violation of the law is not acceptable on the
grounds that the law is not universally applied.
If it were, what would we do? In any civilised
society one crime cannot be an excuse for
another. So it is not acceptable to make the fact
that certain United Nations resolutions have not
been applied, whether they concern the occupied
territories or Lebanon, an excuse not to comply
with other resolutions. Without making these
into global issues, as Saddam Hussein would like
to do, we feel, as Mr. Dumas said this morning,
that we now need to call an international con-
ference to consider all the problems of the
region, both the political problems and the mil-
itary problems connected with a certain balance
of armaments.

One possibility would be for Israel to under-
take not to make first use of nuclear weapons; in
exchange, naturally, the Arab countries — which
are all still at war with Israel, with the exception
of Egypt — would recognise Israel, while Israel
itself would undertake to recognise the right of
the Palestinian people to have a homeland and a
state. This could not be done in a few weeks or
months, perhaps not even in a year. But it seems
reasonable to see it as part of a long-term peace-
ful settlement, which we hope is still possible.

However, France is not master of the world, a
fact that no one regrets, ourselves included. We
think that a dialogue is necessary, as far as pos-
sible, in this case to achieve a peaceful solution
because we realise what a war and its conse-
quences would mean. At the same time, we
cannot just do nothing. We are caught between
these two equally uncomfortable constraints.
Faced with this apparent contradiction it is not
possible to globalise the matter because one
cannot make one act of aggression the excuse for
another. Moreover, the law must obviously be
the same for all. Two-tier justice is no justice, it
is injustice.

c The PRESIDENT (Translation). - I call Mr.
aro.

Mr. CARO (France) (Translation). — My
question to the Minister relates to the
organisation of the defence of European security
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Mr. Caro (continued)

in which we are nearing the end. The Assembly
has always had a very firm doctrine in this
matter. To personalise its identity it has always
sought to have the foreign and defence ministers
of the member countries working together. This
is legitimate in the sphere of public international
law for international organisations. Since reacti-
vation in 1984, this has become a reality which
gives us great satisfaction. It took the Pershing
crisis and the installation of these missiles in
Europe in 1981 to bring the governments to the
realisation that WEU was useful and should be
reactivated.

Then there had to be the Gulf crisis for
another of the Assembly’s requests to bear fruit,
namely that the chiefs of staff of our armed
forces should meet as frequently as possible.
You have already referred to the unit at naval
headquarters and, although they have been
irregular, we have had meetings between chiefs
of staff. In the future there will be a CSCE
organisation within which WEU, thanks to the
unparalleled advantages of the modified
Brussels Treaty, intends to play its full part. This
morning, the Minister of State, Chairman-in-
Office of the Council, confirmed how advisable
it would be to have such an organisation.

Can this identification of our organisation,
with all the advantages it would present in terms
of co-ordinating defence, armaments and the
strategy to be applied in a crisis, be upheld in the
negotiations on the institutionalisation of the
CSCE?

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

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — I am tempted to answer
by saying that WEU will be what we make of it.
It is our responsibility at all times. It is the suc-
cession of our actions that decide what is
done.

As you mentioned, we have had the Pershing
crisis and the Gulf crisis. Now there is the CSCE
and the great question of balance in Europe.

It is fairly clear that in order to balance Soviet
or, if you like, Russian power — nobody knows
what the future will bring — there has to be a suf-
ficiently permanent defence bulwark in Western
Europe for confidence to reign on our continent.
Imbalance in fact generates mistrust. It is
balance that creates confidence and permits
co-operation. The concern for this peaceful
balance has to be our guide and prompt WEU to
take initiatives to ensure that it is not disturbed.
From this point of view, the meeting of chiefs of
staff and the exchange of information on our
respective defence policies will allow us to judge
whether we carry enough weight, forgive me for
the pun.
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I note that Germany will not reach its theo-
retical ceiling; nor will Italy; nor will France for
many areas. Several countries have been allowed
considerable entitlements: Poland, Bulgaria,
Greece, Turkey. These entitlements will
probably not be reached and will remain theo-
retical. Conversely, under the rule of sufficiency,
the Soviet Union will keep a little over a third of
its military potential in the zone running from
the Atlantic to the Urals. Large quantities of
weapons will be transferred east of the Urals.

Will the balance be maintained? It is difficult
to be certain. In 1918, Marshal Foch said: “ Now
that I am head of a coalition I admire Napoleon
much less 7. We should not forget that there are
thirty-four countries on the continent of Europe
and that the Soviet Union represents a good
third. We have to make sure that there is a rea-
sonable balance between the interests of the
Soviet Union and of Europe and those of all-
Europe.

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

Mr. ANTRETTER (Federal Republic of
Germany) (Translation). — I would like to ask
the Minister a question that is not connected
with the Gulf. The day after tomorrow the par-
liamentary Assembly will be debating Mr.
Tummers’s report on conversion in Soviet mil-
jtary industry. For many years Mr. Tummers
has been successfully promoting relations
between the parliamentary Assembly and the
USSR.

Against this background I want to ask the
Minister if he can imagine supporting initiatives
in our part of Europe — in WEU and in his own
country — to promote efforts similar to the con-
version of the Soviet armaments industry, which
we now endorse.

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

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — First we have to reduce
the asymmetries I have just mentioned. If we
look at numbers of tanks, the Soviet Union is
credited with 51 000. At the present time it has
declared 24 000 between the Atlantic and the
Urals and admits having transferred 8 000 to
10 000 east of the Urals, which it has agreed to
destroy or convert. Germany has just over 4 000
tanks if we include those from the former
German Democratic Republic in the Federal
German total. France has 1 300. Italy has a theo-
retical entitlement of about 1 000 if I remember
correctly. You can see the orders of magnitude
that we are dealing with. When we have reduced
the asymmetries we shall see what the situation is.

As far as my country is concerned there will be
no difficulty in getting below the agreed number:
it already has.
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We are also ready, for any WEU study or
initiative, to supply all the data it needs to
further its knowledge of the problems so that we
genuinely feel we are contributing to greater
security by co-ordinated, methodical, simulta-
neous reduction of weapons, as between East
and West, and between the various powers of
Europe in a way that avoids the creation of
imbalances and the temptations they rep-
resent.

More specifically, you asked if we were con-
templating converting our tanks. Obsolescence
is the best way to disarm and we already have a
fair stock of equipment in depots which we
could no longer use.

There has never been disarmament agreement
on cross-bows and arquebuses, and yet these
weapons are now out of use. I would also point
out that we had 7 800 aircraft in 1918 but only
450 today. It was not a disarmament agreement
that brought about that spectacular reduction.

Life is a more powerful force than anything
else and, in reality, it is life that is going to cause
us, using our reason, to opt for lower levels of
armament, provided of course that security is
guaranteed.

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

Mr. STEGAGNINI (Italy) (Translation). —
Minister, January next year will see the expiry of
the United Nations ultimatum to Iraq and the
possible transition to the military option. If this
undesirable situation comes about, what will
become of our WEU?

So far the ad hoc group has, as you reminded
us a short time ago Minister, been very suc-
cessful in co-ordinating the various naval and
air forces in the Gulf, both at the operational
level including the patrolling of the area, and
also at the logistics, data-transmission and tele-
communications levels. But this activity is con-
fined to monitoring the embargo and per-
forming a deterrent rble or, more simply,
adjusting to a hostile, desert environment. To
conduct an offensive operation, however, a joint
and unified concentration of forces and, above
all, integrated action by the military command
would be required. Such conditions do not apply
at the moment, nor can they apply with WEU in
its present form. Since the United Nations has
no real command structure those European
countries wishing to implement the United
Nations resolution would have no alternative
but to place their own forces under American
command and control.

What is your view of this eventuality, Min-
ister?
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The PRESIDENT (Translation). — A frank
question for no doubt a no less straight-forward
answer.

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — This question was
raised at the last Ministerial Council of WEU. 1
recall having proposed that the world “ land ” be
added after “forces ” and it was your Foreign
Minister who was against this amendment.

So it was the WEU Council of Ministers
which decided to limit WEU’s participation to
the forces required for enforcing the embargo,
namely essentially naval forces. Certain coun-
tries have sent air force units. To the best of my
knowledge only two WEU countries have land
forces in the area and they, of course by com-
parison with what the American forces are now
and, above all, will be in a month’s time, can
only be called supplementary potential. Thus,
with no political will to do so, as was clear at the
last WEU Council, I cannot really see any like-
lihood of our setting up a WEU headquarters. It
would probably be desirable had we had the
political will, but we have to admit that it has
not been forthcoming.

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

Mr. STEGAGNINI (Italy) (Translation). —
What, then, is the conclusion? From 1st J anuary
WEU will cease to perform the function which
has to date been confined to monitoring the
embargo. For military operations we have
neither the equipment nor the capacity to
proceed in the manner which might be requested
by the United Nations Security Council.

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

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — Now that we have a
United Nations Security Council resolution
authorising additional measures as from 15th
January, I ask this WEU parliamentary
Assembly what it thinks. Should WEU act in
this connection to enforce the application of the
Security Council’s resolution, which potentially
implies a change of strategy as compared with
the strategy of sanctions? But, ladies and gen-
tlemen, it is not for me to replace the Assembly
which is surely grown up enough to state its own
views.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I think
your plea will be heard, Minister. An
amendment has been submitted by several
members asking the Council of Ministers to be
precise in its behaviour and attitude on this spe-
cific point.

I call Sir Dudley Smith, Chairman of the
Defence Committee.
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Sir Dudley SMITH (United Kingdom). -
Many of us who are not Frenchmen have a
warm regard for the Minister. He has rightly
stressed the importance of the United States
continuing to have a presence and influence in
Europe, if not necessarily a military one. Does
he believe that it is extremely important that the
United States should continue to support the
concepts of Western European Union being the
European pillar of the alliance?

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

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — Yes, I think that that is
perfectly desirable. The United States has in fact
made it known that WEU could be a useful
framework. Now we have to look at the practical
arrangements. What will actually happen both as
regards the organisation of command and the
organisation of the forces? This is something we
could try to think about.

However, as my colleague, the Minister for
Foreign Affairs, said this morning, we should
like WEU to be the security dimension of the
European Community and the instrument used
to give substance to the European pillar, the
European defence bulwark. Of course, this
implies big changes and to bring these changes
about we have to evaluate the events which have
occurred in Europe over the last year and a half.

The alliance clearly needs fundamental review
and change. And, as I said earlier, Europeans
must have greater responsibilities in this alliance
if they are to take on a greater share of the
burden. One possibility is that the WEU Council
could have a similar role, with regard to the
defence of Europe, to the Atlantic Council.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Thank you.
I call Mr. De Hoop Scheffer, special Rapporteur
on the problems of European security in relation
to the Gulf matter.

Mr. DE HOOP SCHEFFER (Netherlands)
(Translation). — Mr. President, if the French
Defence Minister is right in saying that Europe
cannot go on depending on America for ever,
what, in his opinion, should be the rdle of
nuclear weapons in Europe, as European inte-
gration continues? I refer in this context to the
intergovernmental conferences beginning in
December and particularly to the conference on
European political union. The French Minister
has discussed this at length. Are we now talking
about a continuing role for American nuclear
weapons, about European nuclear weapons,
about European decision-making powers, or
about a Europe with French, British or Franco-
British nuclear weapons?

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

105

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — Thank you for this
opportunity to revert to this question — a funda-
mental issue for geographical reasons which a
look at the map of the world makes obvious.

Europe is a relatively small, urbanised, highly-
populated and highly sensitive area where
modern warfare, even conventional, cannot be
contemplated. The only appropriate strategy for
Europeans is that of the deterrent, the strategy of
prevention. Hence the need for a nuclear
force.

What form should it have? There are the
American nuclear weapons, but they are the
product of an American concept — which could
itself change — ranging from a theory of flexible
response to that of use as a last resort. Whilst
this may have been politically relevant at a given
point in European history, it now seems hardly
logical as the right military response to what is
possible in the way of new threats on the
horizon. One can hardly contemplate using
nuclear weapons after all others have failed. In
any event this is not France’s doctrine.

France’s doctrine is strictly one of deterrence,
the object being not to raise the nuclear
threshold too high and thus prevent a possible
aggressor from thinking that he could deploy
conventional forces and gain considerable
success on the battlefield before being con-
fronted with the nuclear possibility.

The United Kingdom has an intermediate
position in line with its geographical situation.
This is why, being realistic, I just said that our
doctrines were complementary rather than over-
lapping. I do not, for example, think that the
United States would be prepared to move
towards the French doctrine to the extent of
guaranteeing absolutely the security of Europe.

The question you have asked goes further: can
we, in the long term, talk about a European
deterrent? It would presuppose the achievement
of, or at least considerable progress towards,
political union and, in any event, the emergence
of a shared feeling about security whereby all the
nations of Europe would feel under attack if any
one were attacked. I can tell you that this is the
attitude that we see ourselves taking for the
future.

The fact is that we think it possible to define a
non-aggressive European concept of deterrence.
But, as I say, we are not trying to establish some
sort of posture with the aim of changing the bal-
ances in Europe. These are now established
because the agreements signed in Paris have,
once for all we hope, drawn a map of Europe at
least in terms of its political balances and fron-
tiers. Naturally, life will go on; many more
things will happen. But if changes do come
about, it will not be by force, only by mutual
consent.
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Consequently, we have to position ourselves
in the context of co-operative management of
pan-European security to define what would
constitute a minimum deterrent in Western
Europe capable of balancing the Soviet deterrent
which, I would remind you, is formidable:
12 000 strategic nuclear warheads now or 8 300
once the START I agreement has been signed
and applied, tens of thousands of tactical
nuclear warheads and 1 800 launchers.

In other words, there is an arsenal. Without
levelling any accusations at the Soviets, because
I am sure their intentions are peaceful, I feel we
have to take these facts for what they are,
namely objective factors in our decisions: no
one can control the future. We cannot be sure
what will happen — whether it be for the best or
the worst.

We think that we should maintain this suffi-
cient, or if you prefer, minimum deterrent which
even Mr. Gorbachev has recognised as a per-
fectly acceptable hypothesis from the Soviet
point of view. But there is still some way to go
on both sides to achieve this minimum and emi-
nently political deterrent with the guarantee it
offers of long-term stability on our continent
and lasting peace in Europe.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — Both this
morning and this afternoon it has been our priv-
ilege and pleasure to have with us a delegation of
three members of the European Parliament.
May I welcome them on your behalf. At a time
when we are all trying to define the contribution
that our various institutions can make within a
dynamic balance towards the promotion of a
European defence identity, the presence of an
important delegation from the European Par-
liament is most welcome.

Ladies and gentlemen, I welcome you on
behalf of the Assembly.

Mrs. Castellina, who is a member of this dele-
gation, would like to ask you a question. We see
no reason why not. I hope you will agree to reply
to a parliamentarian who, although a stranger to
this Assembly, is a member of the large
European family.

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — With pleasure.

The PRESIDENT (Translation). — I call Mrs.
Castellina.

Mrs. CASTELLINA (Member of the European
Parliament, Observer) (Translation). — On behalf
of our delegation I thank you, Mr. President, for
giving one of us the chance to speak. We are
very pleased to be with you at this meeting.

Listening to you speak about the European
and French nuclear capability, it seemed that
the conclusion could be drawn that if Kuwait
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had also had a viable atomic bomb it would
have been able to deter Iraq. Should we con-
clude that a proliferation of nuclear weapons on
the grand scale would be the answer to our
nightmares?

This was not, however, the question that I
wanted to ask you; it was simply a remark in
reaction to your words.

(The speaker continued in Italian).

The American Defence Secretary has told the
Senate that President Bush requires no further
authorisation from the United States Congress
to engage in war.

I would like to ask you, Minister, whether the
ships, aircraft and in some cases European
troops sent to the Gulf to enforce the embargo
could also be used for another purpose, namely
armed intervention, without this being voted on
in their respective parliaments, just as the Amer-
icans can?

From what you have said it seems to me that
you are suggesting that this Assembly should
take a decision on this matter and, frankly, that
would strike me as being constitutionally
doubtful.

1 should further like to ask you what practical
relevance any decision of this sort would have,
whether it were taken by WEU or the national
parliaments, in the event that it proved different
from that taken by President Bush, seeing that
European ships and aircraft would both be
involved in the case of an American decision on
the Gulf.

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

Mr. CHEVENEMENT (Minister of Defence of
France) (Translation). — You referred to the
unfortunate fate of Kuwait: we have no desire to
experience the same, which is the very reason
why for several decades we have tried to have a
credible defence force.

We have reason to believe that this defence
strategy has been effective, because there has
been no major war in Europe. We have to ask
why things have developed the way they have, Is
it not because the prospect of a major war was so
terrifying, so destructive, that it forestalled any
kind of political gamble by those who might still
believe that a war could still be advantageous
and be an instrument of politics in another
form? I think we ought to pursue the ideal, and
maybe that ideal is a world without nuclear
weapons.

But staying with reality, as I mentioned a few
moments ago, means remembering that even
after the implementation of the START I agree-
ments, the United States and the Soviet Union
will still have 8 300 strategic nuclear warheads,
to say nothing of their tactical warheads. This is
the reality.
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Here, we are in Europe and you belong to the
European Parliament. So we have to concern
ourselves with the future of Europe, its security
and its margin of freedom. It seems to me that
the existence of small quantities — a few hundred
w