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Pal'ILiament in 1974 which appears to have pro
vided the basis for intergovernmental discussions 
on this matter. 

10. Very serious obstacles stood in the way of 
this decision silliCe the number of seats and their 
attribution between the various member countries 
had to be recalculated. Secondly, it meant decid
ing whether the members of the European Par
liament would necessarily continue to be national 
parliamentarians or whether a specifically Euro
pean parliamentary system should be set up 
alongside the national parliamentary system. It 
is easy to imagine the difficulties raised by such 
a question in view of the risk of increasing the 
number of clashes between national and Euro
pean parliaments. Finally, the elections them
selves raised problems because of wide differ
ences between legislation and electoral tradition 
in the various member countries. 

11. The European Council took a bold step in 
deciding that elections by universal suffrage 
would be held as from 1978 without having 
reached agreement on the method of elootion. It 
was in fact left to the European Parliament 
which will be elected in 1978 to determine 
procedure governing its renewal. 

12. It should be noted, however, that ratification 
of the agreement reached by the nine govern
ments might encounter difficulties and opposi
tion in some of the national parliaments. It is 
not so much the actual principle of electing the 
parliament of the European Communities by 
universal suffrage which raises problems, since 
this was written into the Rome Treaty ratified 
long ago by the parliaments of the signatory 
countries, 88 the fact that an elected parliament 
is intrinsically destined to have aR-round res
ponsibilities. Indeed, in eeveral countries, fears 
have been expressed that the European Parlia
ment may seriously impinge upon and acquire 
a. legislative role in fields not covered by the 
!Wme Treaty or the ECSC and Euratom Treaties, 
at the expense of the authority of the natio 1 
parliaments or goverrunents. These countri s 
must the.refore be expected to surround the -
selves with every precaution to ward off wh t 
they consider to be possible encroachment 
their national prerogatives. 

13. If we now turn to the consequences whic 
these electioru:J may have for the WEU .Aasembl 
two aspects may be discerned. 

14. First, the composition of the WEU Assembl 
wiH be very different from the European Par 
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liament. It will continue to represent the national 
parliaments whereas the European Parliament 
will represent the electorate of the various coun
tries. It will be possible for members of the 
European Parliament to be concurrently mem
bers of a national p·ari.iament but not necessarily. 

15. Compared with the new European Parlia
ment, the WEU Assemb1y will· probably have 
less authority but it will have the advantage of 
continuing to ensure a clooe link between national 
and European parliamentary functions, which, in 
fields where member States retain full. sover
eignty, should provide a better outlet for its 
work on the foreign and defence policies of WEU 
member countries. Its role will obviously depend 
on the extent of the rights attributed to the 
European Parliament in terms of nine-power 
political co-operation. But in any event the 
Assembly will still retain its ~ential role of 
ensuring the application of the modified Brussels 
Treaty. 

16. Your Rapporteur believes that this consider
ation Largely meets the iwte in Mr. Tindemans' 
report where he mentioned the possible disap
pearance of the A~embly. At the present junc
ture, there is in fact no indication that another 
European assembly could take irt:s plaee in the 
near future. 

17. However, insofar as there are grooodB for 
anticipating that Europe wiLl in the future 
shoulder a Larger share of the problems of its 
own defence in the framework of the Atlantic 
Alliance, the way should now be paved for 
co-operation between the member countries of 
WEU and any members of the EEC in the 
Atlantic Alliance but not WEU who wish to take 
part in preparing this policy. Enquiries by the 
General Affairs Committee in Norway and Den
mark in 1975 showed that neither seemed pre
pared to be permanently associated with the work 
of the Assembly. Enquiries in Greece and Turkey 
in 1976 were more rewarding since authorities 
in both countries stated their interest in Euro
pean co-operation in the fields of foreign policy, 
defence and armaments production and announ
ced their intention oi examining the possibilities 
offered by WEU in these fields and playing a 
greater role than heretofore in the work of the 
Assembly. 

JU. European union 

18. Information obtained about the informal 
meeting of the nine Ministers for Foreign Affairs 
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Draft Recommendation 

on European union and WEU 

The Assembly, 

Welcoming the decision taken by the European Council to elect the European Parliament by 
direct universal suffrage as from 1978 ; 

Regretting the European Council's slowness in considering and implementing the Tindemans report ; 

Recalling its Resolution 59 ; 

Considering that the decision taken by the WEU Council on 31st May 1976 can help to develop 
the activities of the future European union in the field of armaments industries ; 

Noting that this undertaking requires close co-operation between WEU and the European programme 
group; 

Considering that the co-ordination of European armaments industries can produce satisfactory 
results for the European economy and for the common defence in the framework of the Atlantic Alliance 
only if started without delay, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE COUNCIL 

I. Study at an early date the outline programme which is to be submitted to it by the Standing 
Armaments Committee in order to be able to determine that body's new tasks as soon as possible and 
at the latest at its ministerial meeting in 1977 ; 

2. Pay close attention to co-ordinating this undertaking with the work of the European programme 
group and have the latter's decisions communicated to it or be kept informed, through the international 
secretariat of the SAC, of the activities of that body in matters affecting the mandate of the SAC ; 

3. Report to the Assembly in the appropriate manner on the results of the studies conducted by the 
Standing Armaments Committee and the decisions it takes in pursuit thereof; 

4. Invite the signatory countries of the North Atlantic Treaty who are members of the EEC or 
associated with it under Article 238 of the Rome Treaty to take part in the study to be undertaken by the 
Standing Armaments Committee. 

--

2 
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Explanatory Memorandum 

(submitted by Mr. de Bruyne, Rapporteur) 

I. Introduction 

1. Following the publication of the Tindemans 
report your Rapporteur was instructed to submit 
a rep~rt on the future European union at the 
June 1976 session. In view of the fact that the 
Tindemans report seemed to call ill question 
the very existence of the WEU Assembly the 
Presidential Committee had ra.lready adopted on 
1st March •a resolution addres:;ed to the European 
Council recalling the need "to maintain at all 
events a parliamentary assembly with statutory 
competence for all aspects of the al?plication. of 
the modified Bru~el~ Treaty". ThiS resolutiOn 
was adOpted by the Assembly last June. 

2. The Assembly obvioll8ly decided to include a 
report on European union and WEU in its 
agenda for the December session ~ecause ~t 
expected the nine governments to contmue their 
study of the Tindemans report during the year 
and because it must voice its opinions on any 
decisions the Ministers may have reached already. 
There is every indication however that the 
report has not yet been studied in much detail 
and so far few decisions have been taken. The 
Tindemans report is admittoozy still on the 
agenda of the forthcoming meetings, of the Eur_o
pean Council, but the governments. slO\yness. m 
tackling the joint study and their discretiOn 
about their work give the impression that they 
are in no hurry to reach conclusions, nor per
haps do they even wish to. 

3. Only one real decision has been taken by 
the .nine Ministers, and ·that was on 20th Sep
tember 1976. It was the decision to elect the 
members of the European Parliament by uni
versal suffrage at one and the same time during 
the period May-June 1978. This decision was 
accompanied by a bill which it recommends 
the parliaments of the member Stat_es to adopt. 

4. Conversely, the Tindemans report was only 
given a first reading by the Mi~ers for Fore~gn· 
Mfairs of the Nine at ran informal meetmg 
in Beetsterwaag, Netherlands, on 11th and 12th 
September. Obviously such a meeting only served 
to prepare the next official meeting of the Min
isters on 29th and 30th November 1976. 

5. Finally, on the WEU side the Council acted 
on 31st May 1976: it entrusted the Standing 
Armaments Committee with the task of working 
out an outline programme for a study on Euro-
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pean armaments industries. This is a very modest 
step, but an assessment must be made of jts 
politicaJ. ll'epercussions and the possible impli
cations for the future European union. 

6. The fact that progress towards greater 
cohesion in the political and defence fields in 
Western Europe has been very limited is not 
surprising in view of the difficulties encountered 
by the European Community in the ooonomic 
field. The acute recession throughout the West 
in 1974 and 1975 slowed down the Community's 
progress and in many respects even reversed the 
process. The prospoots of economic and monetary 
union which seemed to be taking shape before 
the crisis are now becoming blurred. The decision 
to link the currencies of the various Community 
countries has been respected by only half of 
them and in view of the magnitude of the prob
lem now facing both strong and weak currencies 
alike, the outlook is not very promising for the 
immediate future. 

7. Monetary tension has been largely respon
sible for making the settlement of economic prob
lems even more difficult. At present, the Nine 
are having a hard task reaching agreement on 
fishing zones and the agriculJtural common market 
is being constantly disturbed by variations in 
currency rates. Some of the association agree
ments signed by the European Communities are 
oot working properly, particularly the one with 
Turkey, because of the employment crisis and 
the difficulty experienced by the Western Euro
pean countries in finding the investment funds 
necessary for the Turkish economy. 

8. In short, your Rapporteur feels that the 
difficulties encountered by governments in the 
political and defence fields in their efforts to 
establish real European co-operation cannot be 
attributed solely to ill will. Today, therefore, 
attention must be paid to what might be done 
to maintain and develop such co-operation, albeit 
at a modest level at the present juncture. 

II. Election of the European Parliament by 
universal suffrage 

9. The decision taken by the Nine to elect 
the European Parlaament by universal suffrage 
as from 1978 meets a wish constantly expressed 
by the European tiSSemblies and particularly in 
a report by Mr. Patijn adopted by the European 



in Brussels on 20th September 1976 showed that 
no decisive progress was made in considering the 
Tindemans report on that oocasion. The most 
detailed discussions appear to have been on the 
chapter of the report dealing with foreign 
policy and the conclusion appears to have been 
reached that the work of the European Coun
cil should be extended further in this field. 
But the governments were not at all. inclined 
to give the Commission any right of initiative 
in this connection. Moreover, the idea of for
eign policy decisions being taken by majority 
vote seems to be exeluded, at least in the 
near future. The Council will therefore con
tinue to seek a consensus and it is quite evi
dent that it will be far easier to reach agree
ment on specific issues than on more general 
definitions of European policy. 

19. The Nine are reported to have agreed at that 
meeting to support the German proposal in the 
United Nations concerning international meas
ures to combat the taking of hostages, providing 
inter alia for the extradition of guilty parties 
and the creation of an international human rights 
tribunal. But this is a very limited step and there 
is no Hope of much progress being made with 
political union in the immediate future. 

20. A second informal meeting was to be held 
to study the Tindemans report on 30th October. 
It is underatood that most of the Ministers' 
time was taken up with other matters but 
allthough they were prepared to stop differenti
ating between meetings on the ap:plication of the 
treaties and meetings on political subjects not 
now covered by the treaties, they nevertheless 
have not changed the procedure for taking deci
sions by consensus on political questions. More
over, they are believed to have discussed the 
European Parliiament's "right of initiative", but 
no agreement was reached. 

21. The indications are therefore that the Nine 
are sti1l a long way from poLitical union and 
that their progress may be very slow in the 
coming years in view of the rate at which they 
appear to be advancing with their study of the 
Tindemans report and with structural decisions. 
This means that although several governments 
agree with Mr. Tindemans that it is Europe's 
duty to 'Organise its defence, it will be a long 
time before anything definite is done since they 
aU ap:pear to agree with Mr. Destremau aoo 
Mr. van der Stoel, who both told the Assembly 
last June that there could be no European 
defence_ policy without a common foreign policy. 
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22. Realism compels the Assembly to be very 
modest in its requests to the governments and 
WEU in defence matters. Measures which can 
be envisaged now are mainly concerned with 
conserving and appLying what exists, i.e. the 
modified Brussels Treaty, without trying to 
establish a true European defence system which 
no one now seems to want. It may at least be 
wondered to what extent WEU is adapting .itself 
to this situation. 

IV. The activities of WEU 

23. Only at its mooting on 20th October did 
the WEU Council consent to communicate to 
the Assembly the terms of the mandate given 
to the Sta:nding Armaments Committee on 31st 
May 1976. 

24. A perusal of the text leaves one perplexed 
that anything so innocuous, whose tenor was 
well known, could not have boon published ear
lier. The deLay obviously makes one wonder 
aboUJt the validity of the Council's oft-repeated 
affirmation of its eagerness to maintain good 
relations with the Assembly. So far, the indica
tions already available fu the parliamentarians 
had boon gleaned mainly from speeches to the 
Assembly at its session in June 1976 by Ministers 
from three member cauntries and in particular 
by the French Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affaarrs, Mr. Destremau, who preSented the 
twenty-first annual report of the Council to the 
As:lemb1y, and from replies to Reoommendation 
281 and Written Question 167. 

25. Mr. Destremau spoke as follows : 

" ... bearing in mind the need to avoid 
any danger of duplication of effort or any 
interference with the work now being done 
in other organisations, the Council instructed 
the Standing Armaments Committee, as an 
immediate task, to submit a detailed plan 
for a study which, in the form of a descrip
tive analysis of the situation of rthe arma
ments industries in the member countries, 
would contribute to a better knowledge of 
the industrial and eoonomic im:plications of 
the standardisation of armaments. 

The Council will monitor the progress of 
work and instruct the Standing Armaments 
Committee, as may be appropria~.'~ 

26. Speaking subsequently on behalf of the 
French Government and not the Council, Mr. 
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Destremau explained his country's view of this 
mandate: 

"Although, in sound logic, there cannot be 
a unifioo European operational defence with
out there being a unified European polit
ical power, there is no reaoon why, to save 
time, we should not conceptuallise here and 
now the conditions for establishing such 
a defence. In this area and until such time 
as the strategic ooncept takes shape, the 
setting up . of a programme group for the 
standardisation of armaments designed and 
manufactured by Europeans might prove 
the desired trigger for developing a Euro
pean armaments industry. In the same pros
pect may be viewed the Council of Ministers' 
remit to the Standing Armaments Com
mittee of WED to conduct an in-depth sur
vey of our countries' armaments industries. 
This is being done at Belgium's instigation, 
firmly backed by ourselvea Moreover it was 
your Assemb1y which, on a report I had 
the honour to submit to it on 8th November 
1972, advocated reactivating the Standing 
Armaments Committee." 

27. Similarly, Mr. van der Stoel, Netherlands 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, gave his country's 
views: 

"I can very well imagine that at a certain 
pOint in time the whole complex of existing 
relations between the member countries of 
the Community will be translated into what 
will then be called a union, but that then 
at a later stage this union will be given 
powers that it did not poosess at the time it 
came into being. 

It does, indeed, seem to me to be a logical 
sequel to a constantly advancing process of 
European integration that uJ.timately de
fence, too, should be a matter for the u:nion. 
I have come across a nuJIDber of comments 
on this in the report by the Belgian Prime 
Minister, Mr. Tindemans. In answering Mr. 
Leynen my view was, indeed, that I c?~d 
not imagine how the European Commumties 
e<mld succeed, inside the union, in reaching 
a common defence policy so long as .there 
was no common foreign policy. The common 
defence policy must, in the end, be based 
on a common foreign policy. 

I think it would be interesting if we could, 
at the end of the year, and .in the light 
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of the progress made in the European 
programme group, show it to have given 
particularly valuable services, while the 
Standing Armaments Committee in .the 
WED sphere made an inventory of indus
tries dealing with armaments. I believe 
that these analyses and studies might co~ 
tribute usefu1ly to the continuing discussion 
on the building of European union." 

28. Finally, Mr. Schmidt, Parliamentary Secre
tary of State for Defence of the FederaL Repub
lic of Germany, said in reply to a question by 
Mr. Riviere on his government's attitude towards 
the mandate : 

"I did not mention {the Standing Arma
ments Committee) since in my address I was 
dealing primarily with the political matters 
that affect us in the Federal Republic in 
relation to the Alliance as a whole." 

29. The difference between these four replies, 
one given on behalf of the Council by Mr. Des
tremau and the others by three Ministers on 
behalif of their countries, call for some comment. 

30. First, the decision to give a mandate to the 
Standing Armaments Committee is not based 
on the same concepts in the various countries. 

31. Only Mr. Destremau, speaking of French 
J)ol·icy, placed the Council's move in the context 
of a European defence poliey, whieh implies 
that he considered its effect would be quite 
considerable, whereas the German Secretary of 
State clearly asserted that the reactivation of 
the Standing Armaments Committee was not 
among "the political matters that affect us in 
the Federal Republic in relation to the Alliance 
as a whole". · 

32. Mr. van der Stool's position does not link 
European union, which he admits will one day 
have responsibilities in the foreign policy and 
defence fields, with reactivation of the WED 
Standing Armaments Committee. The Seven have 
therefore agreed on technical measures without, 
apparently, being clear about their scope. 

33. The nature of the mandate in the light of 
statements maoo by the CounciL or by its mem
bers should therefore be examined. First of all, 
it was a Cotmcil decision taken in the frame
work of its organic decision of 7th May 1955 in 
application of Article VIII of the Brussels 
Treaty and setting out the role of the Standing 
Armaments Committee. This role would thus not 
be in any way changed or eurtaiJed by the Coun-



ell's new decision which is merely to be seen as 
a measure in implementation of the 1955 deci
sion. 

34. Second, at the moment it only seems to be 
of limited scope. The Standing Armaments 
Committee has merely been asked to prepare an 
outline programme for a st-u.<zy and the Council. 
has yet to decide whether it should lead to the 
study itself. 

35. Third, it would appear that the governmenta 
intend to avoid overlapping between the Stand
ing Armaments Conunittee and the European 
programme group, but at the same time they 
a11owed for no organic link between the two 
bodiE'I!. Consequently, it is for the governments 
to ensure co-ordination between the two bodies, 
one of which is permanent whereas the second 
is only an ad hoc group with no legal status. 
It might however seem reasonable for the Euro
pean programme group, to which aLl the WEU 
members belong, to be asked to report in one 
form or another to the WEU Council in order 
to ensure co-ordination or for a system of reci
procal information to be established, in partic
ular through the international secretariat of 
the SAC. This would be notlring new since 
NATO communicates to the Agency for the Con
trol of Armaments the information it needs to 
fulfil its role, sends observers to meetings of 
the SAC and receives observers from the SAC 
at the conferenoo of national armaments direc
tors. 

36. Fina1Jly, it should be pointed out that 
although the Standing Armaments Committee 
is to submit its outline programme for a study 
to the Council before the end of 1976, no time 
limit is given in the Council's decision for the 
possible implementation of the outline pro
gramme, which considerably restricts the scope 
of the Council's initiative. 

37. Regarding the political aspoot of the Coun
cil's decision, at least two courses emerge. 

38. Mr. Van Elslande'a speeches to the .As:!embly 
in December 1974 and May 1975, the press 
conference given by Mr. Van Elslande at the 
close of the meeting of the Council of Ministers 
on 31st May 1975, · Mr. Destremau's speech to 
the Assembly in June 1976 and the Council's 
reply to Recommendation 281 seem to indicate 
that at least two member governments were con
cerned about organising European defence and 
that they intended to Leave open the possibility 
of the organs of WEU playing a role in this 
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field sooner or later. Their view seems to be 
that WEU might provide the defence element of 
a future European union. 

39. This view does not emerge from the state
ments by Mr. van der Stool and Mr. Schmidt 
in June 1976. 

40. The nine Ministers will inevitably have to 
discuss this matter during their study of the 
Van Elslande plan. While at the present juncture 
defence questions are to be excluded from the 
European union, the study Ullldertaken by the 
Standing Armaments Committee consists of "a 
descriptive analysis of the situation of the arma
ments industry in member countries" to "gain 
a clear insight into the industrial and economic 
implications of the standardisation of arma
ments", i.e. it comes under the he.a<ling of eco
nomic activities of member countries and conse
quently concerns the European Economic Com
munity. 

41. The study which the Standing Armaments 
Conunittee is to prepare does not in fact appear 
to concern the equipment of armed forces but 
the armaments industry rather. It is thus far 
more economic than military and is a matter 
of drawing up an inventory of such industries 
and considering their structure and links, which 
probably implies that it will not be able to 
overlook commercial matters. It therefore differs 
fundamentally from the work of the European 
programme group which deals with the require
ments of the armed forces and is, so to speak, 
the second part of a task which is quite obviously 
aimed at preparing a European armaments 
policy baaed on the now very widely shared 
view that standardisation is necessary and ration
aaisation of European ·production essential if 
Europe wishes to maintain an ind'llStry in this 
sector capable of holding its own in the world 
market. 

42. Considering the size of the armaments in
dustry in several member countries, ita share 
in exports and the jobs it provides, its survival 
seems essential in a period of economic recession 
with empl<lyment in jeopardy everywhere and 
the trade balances of many European countries 
seriously in deficit. There must be lower cost 
prices for military equipment if Europe is to 
maintain and improve its defenoo capability 
without too heavy a burden being imposed upon 
the countries' finances. 

43. There is therefore every justification for 
making an analysis of the particular position 
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of each oountry's industry since, in this field, 
legal status, economic capabiUty, the proportion 
of State ord€rs, the role of international co
operation and technical capabilities vary con
siderabLy. This study will probably bring out the 
weak points of the various industries and show 
in which fields real European co-operation, or 
even European organisation of industries and 
markets, is necessary, desirabLe or pOS!!i:ble. But 
first and foremost a diagnosis of the European 
armaments industry must be expected. 

44. The f~t that the Council made the Standing 
Armamen1:8 Committee resporunble for a study of 
industries shows that it realised that defence 
matters -alone were not the only basis for a 
European armaments policy and that aooount 
had to be taken of economic, legal and industrial 
aspects. Thus, if it so wishes it can pursue 
the movement it has started by instructing the 
Standing Armaments Committee to effect the 
study for which it is preparing the outline 
programme with an eye to oo-ordi111aJtion, eo
operation and distribution of production, failing 
which the limited outlets offered by Western 
Europe's national armed forees would quickLy 
result in the European firms no longer being 
capable of competing on the world market and 
in the long run they wouLd be swallowed up. 

45. Evidently there was no need for the Seven 
to agree on the prospects of a European defence 
policy before contemplating this study in the 
industrial field. Nor is such agreement necessary 
for starting it, nor is there any need for supra
national terms of reference before conducting 
it. The Standing Armaments Committee, com
posed of government representatives assisted by 
an international secretariat, will. be able to carry 
out its task on the basis of information provided 
by governments. 

46. Thus, the undertaking is a modest one in
voking none of the principles which might a•rouse 
differences ·between member countries. It sets 
up no new institutions but has the merit of 
using lliil existing body whose raison d'etre was 
being called in question by the formation of the 
European programme group. Nevertheless, it 
must be carried through to a oonclusion and this 
d~pends essentially on the Council : in view of 
Europe's present economic difficulties and what 
is to be expected of the European programme 
group in the standardisation of armaments, 
WEU must act without delay, i.e. the outline 
programme which the Standing Armaments Com
mittee is soon to submit must be studied iinme
diate1y and the decision to carry out the study 
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proper must be taken forthwith sinoo, as the 
Council said in its reply to Written Question 
167, "this study could also be useful for the 
work to be done by the European programme 
group". Whether this is a serious move or merely 
a limited step to allay the Assembly's concern 
about the Council's inaction will be demonstrated 
by the Council's wiLlingness to act without delay. 
The time-limit for the Council's decision should 
nol"llUllJ.y be its next ministerial meeting at the 
beginning of summer 1977. 

47. Finally, it is to be hoped that the Council 
. will be more diligent in informing the Assembly 

of its decisions than it was in informing it of 
the May 1976 mandate. 

V. Conclusions 

48. To be realistic, it must be admitted that the 
eoonomic recession in the West since 1973 raises 
new and serious obstacles to the establishment 
of the European union sought by the Nine and 
has made governments cling more firmly to their 
sovereignty than heretofore. Simiolarly, no spec
tacular progress can be expected in the near 
future. It is some consolation to note that the 
governments have agreed on a not too remote 
date for electing the European Parliament by 
universaJ. suffrage, but the full consequences of 
this decision must not be drawn until it is 
seen what reservations the parliaments of -cer
tain countri€8 may make in adopting legislation 
to implement this decision. Likewise, further 
progress must be made in the European Council's 
stmdy of the Tindemans report before assessing 
its impact. 

49. The fact that during this periodof waiting 
the WEU Council has taken a step which might 
lead to an undertaking of concern to the Euro
pean armaments industry and, perhaps, a future 
European defence policy seems to indicate that 
the governments, like the .Assembly, believe that 
WEU should pursue its activities until such time 
as it can be included in a European union with 
responsibilitieS in defence matters. This is a 
welcome step, but attention should be paid to 
ensure that the Council does not just stop there. 
T·he first indication of the meaningfulness of the 
decision taken in May 1976 will be given when it 
is time to pass from the first stage - the out
line programme for a study being prepared by 
the SAC - to the study proper. The aoope of the 
study will then have to be assessed and con
sideration given to the decisions it •leads up to . .. 
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