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(b) Red Eye: Produced by General Dynamics 
(United States). Man-portable, fired from shou1-
der. Total weight : 13 kg. Range about 3 km. 
Passive infra-red homing, no IFF, receding 
targets only. Development since 1959. In service 
with United States forces, Australia, Sweden. 

(c) Stinger: Under development by General 
Dynamics (United States) since 1970, to replace 
Red Eye. More sensitive IR homing to engage 
approaching targets, fitted with optional IFF ; 
total weight : 15 kg. 

Anti-tank missiles 

Heavy, vehicle-borne 

(a) Swingfire: Produced by BAC (United 
Kingdom). Tank- or vehicle-carried system; the 
only missile that can be fired from behind cover 
(possible helicopter version under development 
would be called Hawkswing). Range: 4,000 m. 
Manual wire guidance with automatic guidance. 
Operator can be separated from launch point. 
Development since 1958 ; in service with British 
army since 1969, and with Belgian army. 

(b) Hot : Produced jointly by Aerospatia;le 
(France) and MBB (Germany). Tank- or heli­
copter-mounted system. Launch weight : 22 kg. 
Range : 4,000 m. Automatic wire guidance to 
optical line of sight. Development since 1964. Now 
in limited production for French and German 
armies. Said to have anti-heLicopter capability. 

(c) H arpon : Produced by Aerospatiale 
(France). A precursor of Hot, in service with 
France and Germany. Range: 3,000 m. 

(d) Tow : Produced by Hughes Aircraft (United 
States). Vehicle- or helicopter-mounted or 2-man 
portable. Total weight : 78 kg. Missile launch 
weight: 18 kg. Range: 3,000 m. Automatic wire 
guidance to optical line of sight. Development 
since 1962. In service United States army. Sold 
to Italy, Netherlands, Israel. 

Light-weight anti-tank missiles 

(a) Milan: Produced jointly by Aerospatiale 
(France) and MBB '(Germany). Man-portable, 
fired from tripod. Total weight : 12 kg. Missile 
1aunch weight: 6.7 kg. Range: 2,000 m. Auto­
matic wire guidance to optical line of sight. 
Development since 1963. Operational with French 
and German armies. 

(b) Sparviero : Developed by Breda Meccanicca 
Bresciana (Italy). Man-, vehicle- or helicopter-
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mounted. Total weight : 69 kg. Missile launch 
weight : 16 kg. Range up to 4,000 m. Automatic 
infra-red guidance to opticaL line of sight. Could 
be in production by 1978. 

(c) Vigilant: Produced by Vickers (United 
Kingdom). Man-portable or vehicle-mounted. 
Total weight : 22 kg. Missile launch weight : 
15 kg. Range : 1,300 m. Manual wire guidance. 
Development since 1956. In service with British 
army since 1963. Sold to non-NATO countries. 

(d) Cobra, Mamba: Produced by MBB (Ger­
many). Weight: 11 kg. Range: 2,000 m. Manual 
wire guidance. In service Germany 1972. To be 
replaced by Milan. 

(e) Mosquito: P.roduced by Contraves (Italy). 
Total weight: 22 kg. Missile weight: 14 kg. 
Range : 2,300 m. Manual wire guidance. In 
service with Italian army. 

C. Airborne missiles 

Air-to-surface -long-range 

(See also heLicopter-borne and other anti­
ship missiles, and helicopter-borne anti-tank mis­
siles, above.) 

(a) Martel: Produced jointly by Matra 
(France) and Hawker-Siddeley (United King­
dom). Weight: 550 kg. France produces only 
the anti-radar version with passive homing. 
United Kingdom produces TV guidance version 
guided from launching aircraft. Under develop­
ment since 1964. In service 1973 - anti-radar 
version in France, both in United Kingdom. 

(b) Otomat : (See anti-ship missiles above.) 

Air-to-surface - medium-range 

(a) AS.30: Produced by Aerospatiale (France). 
Range : 12 km. Weight : 500 kg. Warhead : 
230 kg. Manual radio command guidance from 
launch aircraft (automatic line of sight, radio 
command guidance in service with French air 
force). In service with French, German, United 
Kingdom air forces and non-NATO countries. 

(b) Bullpup : A range of missiles produced by 
Martin Marietta ·(United States). Range: 11 to 
17 km. Weight : 110 to 450 kg. Conventional or 
nUJClear warhead. Visual radio command guidance. 
Development since 1954. Operational since 1959 
with United States forces. Manufactured under 
licence by NATO Consortium under Kongsberg 



Vaapenfabrikk for Denmark, Norway, Turkey and 
the United Kingdom. 

(c) Sea Skua: (See anti-ship missiles above.) 

(d) Kormoran: Produced by MBB (Germany) ; 
jointly designed with A~rospatia:le (France). 
Anti-ship missilil ; range : 35 km. Weight : 580 kg. 
Inertial guidance and radar homing head. 
Development from 1964. Test firings since 1971. 

Air-to-surface - short-range 

AS.20: Produced by A~rospatiale (France). 
Weight : 140 kg. Range : 7 km. Manual radio 
command guidance. Produced by MBB (Ger­
many) under licence. In service France, Ger­
many, Italy. Used as training missile for AS.30. 

Air-to-air - medium-range 

(a) Super 530 : Developed by Matra (France) 
from earlier R530. Range : 18 km, operational 
over 10,000 m difference in altitude. Weight : 
200 kg. Semi-active radar homing. Mach. 4.5. 
Development launches for French air force sche­
duled from 1974 to 1977. 

(b) XJ 521 : Developed by Hawker-Siddeley 
Dynamics (United Kingdom) in co-operation with 
Raytheon (United States)- an improved United 
States Sparrow. Performance better than Spar­
row (see below). Semi-a:ctive radar homing. Speed 
over Mach. 3.5. Development since 1973. In pro­
duction. 

(c) Aspide: Developed by Selenia (Italy). S-A 
or A-A missile. Range : 15 km in S-A role -
operates from aircraft up to 30,000 m. Weight : 
220 kg. Semi-active radar homing. Deliveries 
expected later. 

(d) Sparrow : Produced by Raytheon (United 
States). Range : 44 km. Weight : 230 kg. Semi­
active radar homing. Also anti-ship capability, 
semi-active doppler radar homing. In service in 
United States, British and Italian air forces, 
and non-NATO countries. 

(e) Red Top : Produced by Hawker-Siddeley 
Dynamics (United Kingdom). Range: 11 km. 
Weight : 150 kg. Passive infra-red homing. 
Developed since 1957. In service with British and 
non-NATO air forces. 

Air-to-air - close combat 

(a) R550 "Magic": Developed by Matra 
(France). Range : 400 m-2 1/2 km or 10 km at 
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high altitude. Highly manoeuvrable up to 50 g. 
Weight : 80 kg. Passive infra-red homing. 
Development from 1968. Delivery to French air 
force expected shortly. 

(b) SRAAM : Developed by Hawker-Siddeley 
Dynamics (United Kingdom). P8B8ive infra-red 
homing. In 1975 United Kingdom ordered reduced 
rate of development only. 

(c) Sidewinder : Various versions produced by 
Philco-Ford {United States) and NATO Europe 
Consortium in Germany. Weight: 75 kg; range: 
1.1 km sea-level. Mach. 2. Passive infra-red 
homing. In service since late 1950s with many 
countries. 

D. Future developments for the 1980s and 1990s 

5. 9 The missiles described above are mostly in 
service or in a late stage of development. Most 
of the possible advantages of joint development 
and standardised production have already been 
lost. Looking ahead to missiles that would enter 
service in the late 1980s, it appears that at least 
one crucial decision about a future development 
programme may be taken in 197·5. 

(a) Underwater-to-surface guided weapon 
(USGW) 

Hawker-Siddeley Dynamics (United King­
dom) with A~rospatiale and Matra (France). 

Hawker-Siddeley has a United Kingdom 
Government project definition contract for an 
anti-ship USGW which would be based on the 
Martel missile, designed to be launched from a 
submarine's torpedo tubes. The United States is 
also developing the Harpoon anti-ship missile for 
underwater launch, possibly ready by 1978. 

(b) Future anti-ship missile 

The NATO Conference of National Arma­
ments Directors (CNADs) (composed of govern­
ment representatives) is harmonising requirements 
for a single research, development and procure­
ment programme for a new anti-ship missile for 
the mid-1980s, the need for which CNAD has 
recognised. The NATO National Industrial Advi­
sory Group (NIAG) (composed of representatives 
of the arms industry) is examining a pre-feasibil­
ity study from multinational industrial groups. 
A~rospatiale (France) is interested in working 
with MBB (Germany) on a super Exocet MM.40 
with a range of 100 to 120 km and speed of 
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Mach. 2, and has also approached BAC (United 
Kingdom) in this connection. 

(c) Future anti-tank missile 

BAC (United Kingdom) is interested in 
developing a replacement for Swingfire, which is 
probably obsolescent compared with the Franco­
German Hot. It would be a "fire and forget" 
homing system, obviating any need for post­
launch tracking. A joint development contract 
could be awarded to British, French and German 
consortia. 

CNAD decided at the end of 1974 to 
encourage NATO countries to restrict immediate 
procurement to a very few specific models of 
anti-tank missiles in the 1,000 to 4,000 m range. 

CNAD is defining a single family of four 
future missiles in this range, requirements for 
which will be harmonised by the Army Arma­
ments Group. 

(d) Future long-range surface-air missiles 

In addition to an immediate choice on a 
short-range army system such as Roland or 
Rapier, CNAD air defence experts are looking 
for a single missile to replace Hawk, improved 
Hawk and Nike in the late 1980s. The United 
States SAM-D research and development pro­
gramme, based on a proper "track-via-missile" 
guidance system, will not complete tests of the 
associated controlled test vehicle until 1976. 
Engineering development is planned after that. 

E. Companies and their missiles 

5.10 France 

Aerospatiale '(Societe Nationale Industrielle Aero­
spatiale- SNIAS). 

A nationalised company exporting 50 to 
70 % of its missile production. 

Co-operates with MBB in the international 
consortium "Euromissile" on S-S and S-A mis­
siles. Wider co-operation envisaged with Hawker­
Siddeley for submarine-launched missiles. Turn­
over (tactical missiles only) : F.frs. 960 million 
in 1974, representing 20% of total Aerospatiale 
turnover. 
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Missiles 
Ship-borne 

Land-based 

Matra 

SSM SS 12M 
Exocet 1 

MM 40 1 

SAM Roland 2M 1 (with MBB) 
Helicopter AM 39 1 

SSM Pluton 1 

SAM Roland 1 (with MBB) 
Anti-tank Entac 

SS 11 and 12 
HarponJ. 
Hot 1 (with MBB) 
Milan a (with MBB) 

An independent public company ; control­
ling interest owned by Floirat-Chassagny Finance 
Group. 4,500 employees. 55 % military produc­
tion, 15-20 % space, 20 % cars, 5-10 % civil 
engineering. Exports 47% of missile production. 

Turnover {1975) (estimated) : F.frs. 1,000 
million (of which 550 million military). 

Misst"les 
Ship-borne 

SSM Otomat 1 (with Oto Melara) 
Ship/land 

SAM Crotale :t ;cactus 

Air-to-ground 

Air-to-OJir 
Martel with Hawker-Siddeley 

R.511 in Vautour aircraft 
R.530 in Mirage III aircraft 
Super 530 1 

550 1 

5.11 Germany 

M esserschmitt-Bolkow-Blohm 
Independent company owned by Blohm, 

Messerschmitt and Bolkow families. Boeing 
(United States) and Aerospatiale (France) own 
8.9% each. 

Missiles 
SAM Roland 1 with Aerospatiale 

Anti-tank 
Cobra and Mamba 
Armbrust;! 

1. Second-generation missiles. 



Hot 1 with Aerospatiale 
Milan 1 with Aerospatiale 

Air-to-ground 
Kormoran with Aerospatiale 
Jumbo 

5.12 Italy 

Selenia 

Controlled by government through IRI, 
the State-owned holding company which has 
interests in more than 130 industrial or utility 
companies. 

Selenia employs 5,200 persons. Turnover 
1975 : Ita:lian Lire 70 billion. 

Missiles 

Ship-borne 
SAM Albatross with Sparrow or Aspide 

Land-based 
SAM improved Hawk with Raytheon 
Spada with Sparrow or Aspide 

Airborne 

Air-to-ground 
Jumbo with MBB 

Air-to-air 

Aspide'1 

Oto Melara 
Part of the State-controlled EFIM Group 

which operates through five incorporated finance 
companies including Finanziaria Ernesto Breda 
(capital 50 % EFIM and 50 % private) which 
controls, among other companies, Oto Melara and 
Breda Meccanica Bresciana. 

Oto Melara is specialised in army and naval 
artillery, and in heavy and light tanks. Employs 
1,800. Turnover 1975: Italian l~re 45 billion. 

s.hip-borne 
SSM Otomat 1 with Matra. 

Breda Meccanica Bresciana 
Employs 750. Turnover 1975 : Italian lire 

15 million. Specialises in automatic anti-aircraft 
weapons and mulitiple rocket launchers. 

1. Second-generation missiles. 
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Ground-based 

Anti-tank 
Sparviero. 

Sistel 
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Owned 35 % by Montedison, 20 % Con­
traves Italiana, 20 % Finmeccanica, the latter 
being controlled by the State holding company 
IRI. 

Employs directly 243 on headquarters, 
management and design staff. Research, develop­
ment and production carried out by parent com­
panies. 

Misst1es 

Ship-borne 
SSM Sea Killer II 

Sea Killer III 1 

Grou~based 

SAM Indigo 1 

Airborne 

Air-to-ground 
Marte 1 

Air-to-air 
Airtos - project only. 

5.13 United Kingdom 

Note : The government, early in 1975, 
announced its intention to nationalise BAC missile 
division, and Hawker-Siddeley Dynamics, which 
will be merged. 

British Aircraft Corporation 
Capita1 : £21 million. 
Owned 50 % by GEC and 50% by Vickers. 
Guided weapons division, one of three divi-

sions of B.A!C, employs 8,100 people. 

Missiles 

Ship-borne 
SAM Sea Wolf 1 

Helicopter Sea Skua 1 

Land-based 
SAM Bloodhound 2 

Thunderbird 2 
Rapier 1 

1. Second-generation missiles. 



DOot1JilmT 671 

Anti-tank 
Vigilant 
Swingfire 1 

Helicopter 
Hawkswingl. 

H awker-Siddeley Dynamics 
Wholly-owned subsidiary of Hawker-Sid­

deley Group Ltd. Hawker-Siddeley Dynamics 
employs 7,500 people. Turnover 1975 : £40 million. 

Missiles 

Ship-borne 
SAM Sea Dart 1. with SSM capability 

Sea Slug II with SSM capability 
A/S Ikaral. 

Submarine-to-ship 
USGW1. 

Airborne 

Air-to-ground 
Martel with Matra 

Air-to-air 
Firestreak 
Red Top 

France 

Aerospatiale Matra. 

Ship-borne 

SSM SS 12M Otoma.t 
Exooet 
MM40 

SAM Roland 2M Crota.le 

Sub-ship USGW -
A/S - -
Heli-ship AM.39 

Land-ba8ed 

Army SSM Pluton -
Army SAM Roland -

1. Second-generation mill8iles. 

SRAAM1. 
XJ 521 1 

F. Future development 

(a) Present position of companies 

5.14 Most companies agree that international 
co-operation is essential for the development of 
the next generation of European missiles. Existing 
co-operation is as follows : 

Aerospatiale - MBB : e.g. Roland, Hot, 
Milan; 
H awker-Siddeley - Aerospatiale - Matra : 
e.g. USGW; 
Matra- Oto Melara: e.g. Otomat ; 
Matra - H awker-Siddeley : e.g. Martel. 
British, German and French companies 

seem to find co-operation relatively easy but all 
demand clear specification as to the type and 
capability for the European missiles required. At 
present there are ten basic types {excluding ICBM 
land and submarine and air nuclear) in which 
fifteen companies are involved as prime contrac­
tors. 

However, five companies carry out the 
majority of this work, as shown : 

Germany United Kingdom 

MBB BAC Hawker-Siddeley 

- - Sea. Dart 

Roland Sea Wolf Sea Slug II 

- - USGW 

- - Ika.ra. 

Sea. Skua. 

- - -
- Thunder- -

bird 2 
Bloodhound 2 
Rapier 
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France Germany United Kingdom 

Aerospa.tiale Matra MBB BAC Ha.wker-Siddeley 

.Army anti-tank Entac - Cobra. Vigilant -
ss. 11 Mamba. Swingfire 
ss. 12 Armbrust 
Ha.rpon 300 
Hot Milan 
Milan Hot 

.Airborne 

Air-to-ground AS.11 - Kormora.n Ha.wkswing Martel TV 
AS.12 Jumbo 
AS.20 
AS.30 

Air-to-air - R. 511 - - Firestre&k. 
R.530 Red Top 
Martel AR SRAAM 
Super 530 
550 

ToTAL 17 

A grand total of 46 different missiles out 
of a European production of 70 different missiles. 

(b) Intergovernmental planning 

5.15 NATO has made several attempts to achieve 
a general NATO-wide so1Iution to the problem of 
joint production. Earlier formulae have been 
abandoned. 

5.16 The present preferred solution is through 
the Conference of National Armaments Directors 
~CNAD), established in 1966 and supported by 
the Defence Research Group, the tri-service 
Group for Air Defence and the Industrial Advi­
sory Oroup. CNAD has had some effects on 
standardisation but members tended to be 
national- and service-minded and not enough has 
been achieved. There has, however, been a recent 
success in that CNAD decided in October 1974 
to harmonise requirements for the next generation 
of SSM with a view to a single research, develop­
ment and procurement programme for the mid-
1980s. They had also decided to persuade NATO 
countries to restrict procurement to specific 
models of anti-tank missiles in the 1,000 to 
4,000 m range and to define a single family of 
four missiles in this range for the next generation. 
This compares with the 13 different anti-tank 
missiles in the central region today. CNAD would 
then discuss the future generation of short-range 

7 

XJ. 521 

8 8 9 

SAM ground defence insta11ations and a large 
medium- and long-range SAM. 

5.17 Progress is being made by the NATO 
Assistant Secretary-General for Defence Support, 
Dr. Gardiner Tucker. A questionnaire asking 
about national projects in the field of short­
range surface-to-air missiles and anti-tank missiles 
has been sent out to governments and the replies 
are now being analysed. Assistance is also being 
given by the Advisory Group on Aerospace 
Research and Development (AGARD) in NATO 
in analysing future technologies available for 
missile production. 

5.18 NATO natioDa'l Defence Ministers are com­
mitted not to start to develop national equipment 
without first checking whether similar equipment 
from another NATO oountry exists or will be 
developed. This, however, is not always done 
and, in any case, does not go far enough. 

The companies require a clear basic design 
study but there are, as yet, no European facil­
ities to prepare such a study. At present the 
Military Committee of NATO could not under­
take this work. 

5.19 The key requirement appears to be the 
need for co-ordination at the top in order to 
achieve agreed basic design studies. The Com-
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mittee proposes that this should be initiated by 
the NATO staff and they should be given ade­
quate facilities and manpower. Companies on 
receipt of the design study would then form their 
own international consortia for development. 

As far as research and development is con­
cerned, the waste on duplication has been estim­
ated at 50%. This could be cheeked by each 
member country allocating 1 % of its proposed 
research and development expenditure to a com­
mon-funded NATO budget in a similar manner to 
the existing S.A!CLANT ASW Research Centre, 
the SHAPE Technical Centre and AGARD. 

5.20 A recent United States study has pointed 
out that the United Stat€8 spends $5 billion a 
year on weapons research and development, 
while NATO spends $2.6 billion. As all European 
research and development projects are duplicated 
at wast once over by United States projects, 
this represents a net waste in NATO of at least 
$2.6 billion a year, which could be far more 
effectively devoted to procurement. What is 
required is research and development and pro­
curement assigned on a NATO-wide basis, but 
this must not involve the loss of research and 
development capability in Europe - it may, 
however, mean certain European NATO countries 
specialising in particular fields of weapons 
research and development with actual production 
more widely shared. The recent United States 
decision to produce the Franco-German Roland 
SAM under licence is a sign of a new United 
States willingness to rely on European research 
and development. In his annual Defence Depart­
ment report for the financial years 1976 and 
1977, the United States Defence Secretary, Mr. 
Schlesinger, has stated : 

"Last year we had proposed to evaluate 
the results of United States-conducted pre­
liminary firing tests of three short-range 
air defence missile systems... the French 
Crota:oo, the German Roland II and the 
United Kingdom Rapier, with the view of 
selecting one of them for production under 
licence in the United States. We proposed 
this approach because a major improve­
ment in our low-altitude, all-weather, 
mobile SAM capacity for our forces and 
bases is urgently needed and the develop­
ment of these foreign systems had already 
been completed. 

The reaction of the Congress to this pro­
posal ranged from very favourable to very 
unfavourable. The conference report of the 
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House and Senate Armed Services Com­
mittees states explicitly that 'it is (not) 
necessary to procure a foreign developed 
SHORAD system ... (simply) because of the 
earlier availability of test firing data'. The 
SenaJte Appropriations Committee, however, 
stated that 'it will not tolerate a drawn­
out SHORAD research and development 
programme' and directed that 'the most 
economical and easily deployed system 
under consideration' be selected. To com­
plicate the problem further, the Congress 
in the Department of Defence Appropri­
ation Authorisation Act of 1975 {PL 93-
365) directed : 'The Secretary of Defence 
shall undertake a specific assessment of 
the costs and possible loss of non-nuclear 
combat effectiveness of the military forces 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
countries caused by the failure of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation members, 
including the United States, to standar­
dise weapons systems ... '. 

Let me say at the outset that I fully agree 
with the intent of the provision incorpor­
ated in PL 93-365. Given the ever-rising costs 
of defence, we and our NATO allies simply 
can no longer afford any unnecessary dupli­
cation of effort. While I certainly agree 
that key weapon systems used by our 
forces should be produced in the United 
States as a matter of prudence, I can think 
of no logical reason why we cannot pro­
duce in this country suitable weapon 
systems developed by our allies. Indeed, this 
is the one area where the greatest degree 
of mutual exchange and co-operative effort 
should take place. We have no monopoly 
on good ideas or inventiveness. Some of our 
allies, and it should be acknowledged, even 
some of our adversaries, are ahead of us in 
certain fields of military technology. It is in 
our interest, as well as in the interest of 
our NATO allies and the Alliance as a 
whole, to make maximum use of each other's 
inventiveness. And where feasible, weapon 
systems should be selected and standardised 
for use NATO-wide. Suitable arrangements 
can be made for joint production in the 
United States as well as in Europe. We 
have had such joint programmes in the 
past, and there is no reason why we cannot 
have even more of them in the future. 

The United States is pre-eminent in certain 
fields such as aircraft, but our allies have 



developed some outstanding guns, surface­
to-air missiles and armoured vehicles. 
Where these systems meet our needs it is 
sheer waste to duplicate the development 
effort in the United States, just as it is 
sheer waste for our a1lies to duplicate our 
development efforts." 

(c) Future European requirements 

5.21 The total numbers of types of missile in 
service somewhere in Europe 1, or projected, are 
as follows (see Appendix II) : 

European- Purchased 
from built United States 

Naval SSM fS.AM. IS 2 

Submarine ICBM 3 I 
Submarine anti-ship I I 
Anti-submarine 3 -
Helicopter anti-ship 5 -
ICBMfiRBM 2 -
Army SSM Tao Nuc I 3 

Army SAM IO 2 

Army anti-tank I6 I 
Air-to-ground I5 2 

Air-to-air 9 2 

TOTAL 84 I4 

5.22 While there must be some duplication, this 
is clearly excessive. The loss of available product­
ivity and increased oost must be eliminated. 

First categories should be standardised. The 
following suggested : 

Navy surface-to-surface Sea-skimming 
Underwater-to-surface 

Navy surface-to-air Area self-defence 
Point defence 

Army ground-to-ground Tactical nuclear 
Anti-tank 

Army ground-to-air 
Medium-range area self-defence 
Short-range - point defence 
Short-range - vehicle-mounted 

I. "Europe" here includes European countries not 
members of NATO (listed in Appendix II). 
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Air-to-ground 
Long-range- stand-off missile 
Short-range- anti-tank 

Air-to-ship 

Air-to-air 

Long-range- stand-off missile 
Short-range- anti-FPB 

Medium.J.ong-range- all-weather 
Short-range- dog fight 

In these categories your Rapporteur draws 
attention to the foLlowing missiles which already 
exist whose life could be prolonged for over 
ten years: 

Navy sea-skimming 
Exocet and developments ; Otomat 

Navy underwater-to-surface 
USGW or United States Harpoon 

Navy area self-defence 
Sea Dart ; Roland M 

Navy point defence 
Sea Wolf 

Army ground-to-ground 
Tac Nuc anti-tank ; Atlas ; United States 
Lance 

Army ground-to-air medium/short-range 
Roland/Rapier 

Air-to-ground long-range 
Martel 

Air-to-ground short-range anti-tank 
Hot ; Milan ; United States Tow 

Air-to-ship long-range stand-off 
Martel ; Otomat ; United States Harpoon 

Air-to-ship short-range anti-FPB 
Sea Sirna ; Exocet AM 39 

Air-to-air medium/long-range 
Super 530 

Air-to-air short-range dogfight 
550 

5.23 It would seem, therefore, that the :first 
requirement is to standardise on these existing 
missiles and to arrange for a European develop­
ment. Second, to decide in ·which category to 
purchase United States missiles and to make 
this conditional on United States purchase of 
European equipment. Thirdly, to give priority 
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to development of European missiles in the fol­
lowing categories : 

Army ground-to-air - Medium range ; 

Air-to-ship anti-FPB in which category 
some European projects already exist ; 

Ground-to-air - single man-portable mis­
sile ; 

Anti-tank - single man-portable missile. 

5.24 It is recommended that these suggestions 
be examined on a high priority and an approx-
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imate life of each missile selection estimated. 
Planning for the next generation of missiles 
must be performed at a high level and on a 
European basis in harmony with the United 
States (i.e. by NATO) and companies must be 
given basic design studies when they will then 
form their own international consortia for deve­
lopment and production, The objective should be 
to produce if possible only one European missile 
in each category, the development being control­
led by international consortia, appropriate sub­
contracts being shared by all NATO nations, 
particUJI.arly the small States. 
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CHAPTER VI 

Future organisation of European defence 
(submitted by Mr. Lemmrich, Rapporteur) 

A. Introduction 

6.1 The Committee last reported on the future 
organisation of European defence in November 
1971 :1, i.e. before the enlargement of the Euro­
pean Community had taken effect. 

It is necessary to review the situation at 
the present time, if only for the sake of com­
pleteness in a report devoted to the state of 
European security, but the many political uncer­
tainties in the Atlantic world at the time this 
chapter is drafted make your Rapporteur's task 
especially difficult. The long-term effects of the 
present tragedy in South-East Asia cannot now 
be foreseen. The forthcoming British referendum 
on the Common Market inhibits authoritative 
comment on British policy in this field. There 
are signs but little tangible evidence of a changed 
attitude in France to relations with NATO. Two 
members of NATO, Greece and Turkey, have 
been on the verge of hostilities, and are still far 
from settling their differences. The Committee 
believes it useful, nevertheless, to review the 
situation since the last report was adopted. 

6.2 At the beginning of 1973, the Americans, 
our partners in the Alliance, said that it would 
be the year of Europe. They were impressed by 
the prosperity of the countries of the European 
Economic Community which had increased over 
the years, though with a tinge of anxiety towards 
their unprecedented economic strength and com­
petitivity. Finally, they cherished the hope that 
the process of European political unification 
would be speeded up, which was far from a dream 
immediately after the Paris summit conference 
of October 1972, when a Europe with new dimen­
sions seemed possible. The United States had 
ample reason to proclaim 1973 the year of 
Europe, to quote the most famous American of 
the seventies, Dr. Kissinger. The North Atlantic 
Alliance, aware of the many new facts facing 
it in the next decade, was to have a new structure 
to revive it. There were great expectations of 
the creativeness of Europe, which was again 
called a real partner for sharing tasks in the 
framework of the Alliance. 

1. Document 557, Rapporteur: Mr. Boyden. 
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6.3 This was the position during the first half 
of 1973, but now, two years later, it is quite dif­
ferent. High hopes of the prospects offered by 
Europe's quick advance towards political union 
(hitherto almost uninterrupted) have subsided. 
Unfortunate incidents have arisen in relations 
between the United States and Europe through 
economic, monetary and political disagreements. 
Europe's paralysis during the energy crisis trig­
gered off by events in the Middle East and the 
return by some European countries to a deliber­
ately nationalist policy for reasons of "special 
interests", have certainly discouraged those who 
thought a European identity was close at hand. 
In the meantime, it has become normal to refer 
to the "stagnation of European unification", 
and rightly so, in view of the serious economic 
setbacks encountered. In the circumstances, one 
may well wonder how European unification can 
be pursued. 

6.4 The question of European defence comes 
immediately to the fore, since it depends on 
unification. The European defence identity, 
about which there has been so much talk (i.e. a 
European Defence Minister), is certainly the last 
stone to crown a politically-united European 
edifice. Therefore, it can but be the consequence 
- and not a precondition - of a joint European 
foreign policy. No one who considers the failure 
of the efforts in 1955 to set up a European 
Defence Community (EDC) -however promis­
ing at the outset - could think otherwise. Since 
then, calls for greater integration of European 
defence have certainly not diminished since 
everyone realises that it is necessary, but every­
one likewise knows that to entrust national 
defence to a supranational body means giving up 
a very special piece of sovereignty, which States 
are hardly prepared to do as long as they are 
independent. 

6.5 The fact that fully-integrated European 
defence is hardly possible without prior political 
unification and that there are still many obstacles 
to be overcome on the road to European union 
does not imply resignation of European security 
and defence policy. The security of Western 
Europe is a constant which must be taken into 
account, however adverse the situation. It was 
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therefore realised thaJt Western Europeans have 
to strengthen and improve their practical defence 
co-operation independently of organisational and 
institutional matters. This is both possible and 
necessary and must not await the unification of 
Europe. 

6.6 If we do not manage in years to come -
whether in the short or in the long term - to 
improve co-operation between the European 
members of the Alliance and hence maintain 
and strengthen its defence posture, European 
security will run up against serious difficulties. 
The tremendous defence effort made by the 
Warsaw Pact may disturb the balance in Europe, 
with consequent repercussions on the stability 
of European security. Those who speak of detente 
and its results - for instance, in the framework 
of the mutual and balanced force reduction talks, 
the conference on security and co-operation in 
Europe, the strategic arms limitation talks - to 
justify a relaxation of European or NATO 
efforts have not understood the position. Every­
one expects positive results from efforts to 
achieve a detente, but results must first be 
obtained if they are to be taken as a basis for our 
security policy. It is rightly stated in paragraph 
2 of the declaration on Atlantic relations 1 that : 

"The allies share a common desire to reduce 
the burden of arms expenditure on their 
peoples. But States that wish to preserve 
peace have never achieved this aim by 
neglecting their own security." 

B. Requirements 

6. 7 Thoughts on European defence co-operation 
and its organisational aspects must take account 
of the following basic requirements : 

(i) The Atlantic Alliance is the basis of Euro­
pean security. Member countries' security 
depends on the combined and harmonious action 
of the North American and European partners. 
According to the declaration on Atlantic rela­
tions, members of the Alliance consider their 
common defence to be one and indivisible (para­
graph 3) and the United States states its resolve, 
together with its allies, to maintain forces in 
Europe at the level required to sustain the cre­
dibility of the strategy of deterrence and to main-

1. Declaration agreed to by the North Atlantic Council 
in Ottawa on 19th June 1974 and signed by the Heads 
of State in Brussels on 26th June 1974. 
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tain the capacity to defend the North Atlantic 
area should deterrence fail (paragraph 7). 

It is thus certain that in this respect Europe 
cannot turn its back on the United States in its 
co-operation in the military field. It would be 
presumptuous and rash to think that Europe 
might be able to a'Ct alone. 

(ii) To guarantee the soourity of the whole 
Alliance, large numbers of American troops must 
be stationed in Europe. Only in the framework 
of the talks on mutual and balanced force reduc­
tions could troop levels possibly be cut, other­
wise there would be doubts about the credibility 
of our strategy of deterrence. Here, too, the 
declaration on Atlantic relations is unequivocal 
(paragraphs 5, 7 and 9). 

(iii) Since NATO's strategy of deterrence 
accords the same importance to tactical and 
strategic nuclear weapons as to conventional 
weapons, the American nuclear shield will con­
tinue to be important for Europe. Two European 
NATO countries (Britain am.d France) admittedly 
have their own nuclear strike forces which are of 
value as a deterrent but not enough to offset 
Soviet means. European contributions cannot 
replace the United States' nuclear umbrella. On 
present knowledge, this will also be so during 
the period after European unification, even if 
then - and only then - there were to be Euro­
pean co-operation in the nuclear field. 

6.8 This report therefore covers the period 
during which the political unification of Europe 
is also expected to be developed. Parallel to 
efforts to achieve European union, other efforts 
are being made to protect Western Europe's 
external security. These military efforts call for 
practical co-operation with an eye to integration 
and which can be effected in a variety of fields. 
The main aims of such co-operation are to 
strengthen the Western European pillar of the 
Alliance, and thereby strengthen the whole 
Alliance. 

6.9 Consideration will now be given to the 
practical conditions for co-operation and the 
opportunities which are or should be taken. 

6.10 The conditions are mainly determined by 
three factors : 

- the threat from the potential enemy ; 

- national budget restrictions on troops 
and armaments in periods of inflation ; 

- cuts in troop levels. 



The threat 

6.11 In the German Democratic Republic, the 
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, Poland and the 
three western military regions (Baltic, White 
Russia and Carpathians), the Warsaw Pact has 
90 divisions of land forces ready to intervene at 
short notice. These divisions, of some 8,000 to 
12,000 troops each, have about 22,300 tanks. In 
Denmark, the Federal Republic of Germany and 
Benelux, NATO land forces consist of 28 2/3 
divisions 1 with 6,200 tanks. The Warsaw Pact 
also has more air forces in Europe than NATO. 

6.12 The enormous development of the Soviet 
navy in recent years has made it a very powerful 
instrument constituting a considerable threat. 

6.13 Soviet weapons have also increased. Admit­
tedly, the Soviet Union is also facing the pressing 
need to increase civil production, but the thirst 
for consumer goods in the Warsaw Pact countries 
is not so strong as in the West, where it is in 
danger of getting out of hand. This allows the 
Soviet Union to earmark 10% of its GNP for 
defence 2

, which is high compared with the aver­
age of 5.6 % for NATO as a whole and 4.4 % 
for the European NATO countries. 

6.14 Thus, the military capability of the Soviet 
Union and the other members of the Warsaw 
Pact produces a strong defence posture and 
allows them, when necessary, to use this power 
at least to back up their overall policy. 

The financial position 

6.15 One must learn to live with the price 
explosion in the West. Claims on the national 
budgets come from all sides. They compete with 
each other and each one is more important than 
the others. In this battle defence expenditure 
is easily the loser on the grounds that it is no 
longer necessary at a time when the policy of 
detente is so prominent. Personnel costs are 
continually rising in every field, including 
defence. They have gone past the 50 % mark 
or even 60 % in countries with a professional 
ar~y. Conversely, in the Soviet Union, expen­
diture on personnel amounts to only 25 % to 
27 % of the total defence budget. The situation 
is still worse where investments for the develop­
ment of materiel and weapons are concerned, and 

1. NATO divisions have from 7,000 to 17,000 men. 

2. GNP for the Soviet Union is calculated differently 
from western GNPs. 
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no significant improvement can be expected in 
the immediate future. No country will vote for 
any great increase in defence expenditure. 

Strengths 

6.16 In his report on foreign policy, President 
Nixon pointed out that by 1980 all the allies 
would be confronted with enormous costs for 
the maintenance of 'Complex armaments, and 
would also have to face personnel costs and main­
tain a high level of operational readiness, while 
compulsory military service would have been 
largely abolished or the period of service reduced. 

6.17 What is implied in this statement, i.e. the 
impossibility of maintaining force levels and 
consequent cuts in combat force levels, makes 
one wonder how the same fighting strength can 
be maintained with fewer troops. There is admit­
tedly some truth in the reply so often given that 
quality compensates for quantity, but improved 
quality, thanks to progress in armaments tech­
nology giving greater technicality and mechanisa­
tion of the armed forces, means that the best 
possible use must be made of the means available 
in view of budgetary restrictions. 

C. Closer co-operation 

6.18 Two requirements make closer co-operation 
inevitable. Rationalisation and standardisation 
are magic terms, which should and could be the 
hub of co-operation and which would solve many 
of our troubles. By these means, the maximum 
economic use can be made of limited resources. 

6.19 The armaments sector is a case in point. 
The European members of NATO, like all the 
members of the Alliance, are sovereign States 
with their own economic requirements, plans and 
achievements. This has led, for instance, to a 
widespread proliferation of weapons systems 
which are perhaps all good in themselves but in 
the long run neither in quantity nor quality 
can they be maintained at the level required by 
the Alliance to offset the military capability of 
the Warsaw Pact and consequently maintain the 
balance of forces in Europe between East and 
West. This matter has been dealt with in the 
study by General de Maiziere 1 and in another of 
the Committee's reports 2• 

1. Study on the rational deployment of forces on the 
central front, Document 663. 

2. Application of the Brussels Treaty, Document 673. 
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The specific question of tactical missiles is 
dealt with in Chapter V of the present report. 
A few examples will suffice to illustrate the 
problem raised by the lack of standardisation. 

- Air forces have no common system for 
friend or foe identification. In air defence, such 
systems involve the use of radar images repre­
senting friendly or enemy aircraft allowing anti­
aircraft defence weapons to be deployed quickly 
and effectivel;y. 

- In the navy, the number of types of 
combat units is increasing ; there are, for 
instance, more than 100 classes of ships of 
destroyer-size and above. There are 36 different 
types of radar installations for directing fire and 
40 models of heavy artillery, which means 40 dif­
ferent sorts of munitions. 

- Similarly, mention must also be made 
of excessive requirements regarding modification 
of existing or planned weapons systems. On 
delivery, buyers generally start converting them 
to meet German, Netherlands, Italian or other 
requirements, thus involving further expenditure 
which could be avoided. Good management means 
above all buying equipment which is compatible 
with national logistic systems. 

6.20 Well-thought-out standardisation by the 
Western European partners of the Alliance 
means the participation of national industries 
and their views must be taken into account in 
compromise solutions, which is difficult, Indus­
tries in all countries are mainly concerned with 
making as much profit as possible. Sufficient 
attention has not yet been paid to finding hal­
lanced solutions and making international 
co-operation attractive. As Mr. Leber said at the 
last Eurogroup ministerial meeting in June 1974, 
nations and their industries should be brought 
to admit that a joint project which meets only 
85 % of a nation's requirements is preferable to 
a national project meeting its requirements 
100%. 

6.21 In this connection, consideration must be 
given to sharing weapons production out among 
the European partners, making one country 
responsible for the requirements of all the others 
in a given sector of production. This would 
undoubtedly involve difficulties at the outset. 
The question of employment in a country which 
was to give up a branch of weapons production 
would raise problems which could be solved only 
in the event of greater European integration 
in all fields. 

252 

6.22 In this connection, standardisation in 
Europe should always be viewed from the stand­
point of strengthening the Alliance. Co-operation 
with the North American partners must not 
therefore be forgotten. A balance of armaments 
procurement between Europe and the United 
States and vice versa must be guaranteed. 

6.23 Another field is closely linked with arma­
ments, i.e. logistics (supplies and stockpiling), 
with which General de 1\faiziere deals at length 
in his study~. Like armaments, logistics is a 
purely national matter which each State organises 
in accordance with different plans and systems. 
This means that allied armed forces which, for 
instance, would have to carry out integrated 
operations on German territory in the event of 
war, could not draw on German depots failing 
interchangeability and ability to co-operate 
between different national elements. Integration 
of logistics is a means of increasing fighting 
strength while lowering costs. 

6.24 Finally, training is an area in which 
co-operation can be tested with a view to achiev­
ing rational results. General de Maiziere has 
devoted a semion of his study to this matter 1 • 

Joint training of soldiers of various nationalities 
with the same tanks and weapons should give 
tangible shape to a modern European defence 
system. 

6.25 Another possibility for practical co-opera­
tion between the Western European partners is 
the harmonisation of strategic and tactical con­
cepts with particular regard to long-term arma­
ments planning. So far, each country has followed 
different national principles for the command 
and deployment of armed forces in the event of 
war. Thus, military requirements for weapons 
and mat~riel differ from one country to another. 
If joint concepts could be agreed to, perhaps 
only in certain sectors at the outset, such as 
anti-tank defence or the conduct of air operations, 
a decisive step would be taken. In the event of 
war, armed forces could then be deployed with­
out incident and joint long-term armaments 
plans could be co-ordinated from the outset and 
the action of troops integrated subsequently. 
Joint tactics presumes agreement on military 
requirements which should constitute a guide­
line for weapons technology. 

6.26 Rationalisation by task-sharing between 
countries - specialisation is recently being dis-

I. Document 663. 



cussed more and more. Thoughts on this matter 
are at least an attempt to plan the future organ­
isation of the Alliance's forces and hence Euro­
pean defence from a more economical standpoint. 
Without mincing words, this means that States 
must pay growing attention to essential tasks 
in order to make the best use of the means 
available to them. General de Maiziere studies the 
possibilities in detail ·1 • 

6.27 Specialisation also has a definite impact 
on each country's sovereignty, however. It requi­
res greater military integration. The political 
repercussions of greater integration depend on 
the tasks earmarked for specialisation in the 
conventional and nuclear fields and hence the 
weapons systems adopted. Specialisation and 
integration must be decided on in conjunction 
and as far as possible be developed in a balanced 
manner. Everyone will benefit from this, parti­
cularly the smaller States, which find it totally 
out of the question to cover the full range of 
necessary tasks. 

D. Options 

Options available in organising Western Euro­
pean defence co-operation 

6.28 So far, the requirements of future Euro­
pean defence have been described. Concrete means 
of making European defence dynamic and effec­
tive have been set out. It is obviously quite impos­
sible to overlook the institutionalisation of Euro­
pean defence efforts any longer. However, it 
mU!St not be concluded that problems are easier 
to solve when studied in a formal and bureau­
cratic organised framework. 

6.29 European forces need to be merged, but 
the kind of organisation is of secondary impor­
tance. It is more important to recognise that 
independent national defence is an anachronism. 
Ever greater integration - first limited and 
subsequently total - should in the long run 
lead to the merging of economic, military and 
political interests and tasks. 

6.30 There are groups which, from the outset, 
have adopted a pragmatic approach : 

(a) Eurogroup 

1. Document 663. 
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(i) This is an unofficial group consisting of 
the Ministers of Defence of the European members 
of NATO except France, Portugal and Iceland. 
It has no fixed framework, little bureaucracy, 
no statute and no costly administrative hierar­
chy. This allows Ministers to commit themselves 
personally and directly when a particular project 
has to be dealt with quickly. 

(ii) It works on four levels : 
- Ministers, who usually meet twice a 

year (in the spring and December) ; 
- permanent representatives of the Euro­

group countries to NATO in Brussels; 
- Staff Group, a working group of the 

military and political advisers of the 
permanent representatives in Brussels ; 

- sub-groups responsible for specific pro-
jects for practical co-operation. 

(iii) The aim of Eurogroup is to strengthen the 
whole Alliance by means of a greater European 
contribution. At the start, this aim stemmed 
~inly from the 1ri.sh to help the United States 
Go~rnment to maintain troops in Europe. 
Demonstrating an increase in European defence 
expenditure was a concession to the American 
request for burden-sharing. 

(iv) In December 1970, Eurogroup drew up a 
three-part European defence improvement pro­
gramme (EDIP), a five-year programme involv­
ing expenditure of about $1,000 million. This 
additional expenditure for the Eurogroup mem­
bers was mainly earmarked for NATO infra­
structure. This programme is practically com­
pleted but European expenditure is continuing 
in other fields. Since December 1971, such expen­
diture has been set out in Europackage and is 
published as an appendix to the communiques 
issued after ministerial meetings. 

(v) An important aspect of Eurogroup's work 
is the practical co-operation between its members. 
The aim is to make the maximum joint use of the 
means available. The sub-groups referred to 
above are active in this field, and particularly : 

(a) Euronad : a group of Eurogroup 
national armaments directors ; 

(b) Eurolongterm : a group responsible for 
working out joint tactics and strategy 
prior to joint long-term armaments 
planning; 

(c) Eurotraining : a sub-group for 
co-operation in respect of training ; 
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(d) Eurolog : a sub-group responsible for 
co-operation in respect of logistic sup­
port for troops assigned to NATO. 

6.31 For some time, these sub-groups have been 
dealing with rationalisation, standardisation, 
harmonisation and specialisation, particularly in 
respect of armaments, training, long-term plan­
ning and logistics, as referred to in Section C. 
Success does not come overnight. Obstacles con­
tinually needed to be removed. These obstacles 
largely stem from the fact that States are not 
yet ready to pass from nationalism to supra­
nationality. There is considerable political will, 
but more is needed. 

(b) Western European Union (WEU) 

6.32 This organisation has seven member coun­
tries, including France, which are all members 
of NATO (the six members of Eurogroup plus 
France) and of the European Communities. Not 
all the European members of NATO belong to 
WEU (particularly the flank countries), nor do 
all the members of the enlarged European Com­
munity. The exercise of its military responsibili­
ties was transferred to NATO a long time ago. 
Its specific activities are mainly the control of 
armaments and work carried out in the frame­
work of the Standing Armaments Committee 
(SAC). 

6.33 During President Pompidou's term of 
office, France tried to root European defence 
co-operation in WEU. It sought to reactivate the 
SAC to make it the forum for European co­
operation in defence matters, starting with arma­
ments. The other Eurogroup partners showed 
little enthusiasm. Armaments co-operation in 
Eurogroup and the SAC might have drained 
Eurogroup of its substance or led to overlapping, 
both of which had to be avoided at all costs. 
Ways were sought of linking Euronad and the 
SAC on the grounds that France might thus be 
induced to co-operate in joint projects, but to no 
avail. 

Because of government changes in France 
and Britain, work is again at a standstill. 

(c) The enlarged European Communities 

6.34 The Nine - eight European members of 
NATO plus Ireland, or the seven members of 
Eurogroup plus France plus Ireland - are the 
nucleus of attempts at European unification. The 
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summit conferences in Paris in October 1972, 
Copenhagen in December 1973 and in Paris again 
in December 1974 marked the course of the Nine's 
aims in terms of Europe's identity. 

6.35 For a long time, the EEC completely 
refrained from dealing with security and defence 
policy. It confined itself to economic, monetary, 
social and industrial integration and security 
policy remained in the hands of NATO. Only 
since the abovementioned summit conferences has 
it shown interest in fields linked with security 
policy, due to the fact that, since then, political 
questions in general, and particularly those 
relating to foreign policy, have been discussed in 
greater detail by the Ministers for Foreign 
Affairs with a view to drawing up guidelines 
for all relations between the EEC countries up 
to 1980. In the meantime, European political 
co-operation through "travelling" Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs has become well-established, i.e. 
ministerial meetings are held in turn in the 
respective capitals of the nine countries. In this 
framework, discussions have been held, inter alia, 
on preparing the conference on security and co­
operation in Europe and the implications for 
European unification of the talks on mutual and 
balanced force reductions, i.e. matters directly 
relating to security policy. 

6.36 Addressing the Assembly on 5th December 
1974, Mr. Van Elslande, Belgian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, said : 

"But transcending these studies, projects 
and cogitations, a common armaments policy 
soon comes to imply that decisions must be 
taken at the political level... Undoubtedly 
the proposed European union bears within 
it a political design. It must be woven 
around the existing institutions of the Com­
mon Market and of political co-operation. 
It is therefore undoubtedly at this level 
that the centre of gravity of a European 
armaments policy should be situated. Of 
course, European union is only in a rough­
hewn state and European defence is in the 
clouds, but among the Nine there is a 
political orientation aimed at incorporating 
all Community and inter-State relations. A 
European armaments policy, therefore, 
forms an integral part of this design. In 
addition, such a project is by its nature 
closely associated with substantive issues 
that fall within the competence of the Com­
mon Market. But the Treaty of Rome 
excludes armaments from common policies. 



It remains true that any attempts at inte­
gration, because of its consequences in the 
economic and industrial fields, and in that 
of exports, can only be conceived as closely 
related to the European Economic Com­
munity. To sum up, at the moment when 
we shall proceed to implement a genuine 
plan of standardisation, and independently 
of the sectoral activities which are mainly 
pursued within Eurogroup and which 
should continue to receive our full support, 
we must act in as close association as pos­
sible with the political activities of the 
Nine. It is there that the focus of political 
decisions regarding unification, including 
military integration, will normally be 
situated." 

E. Consideration of the options 

(a) Eurogroup 

6.37 This group has never claimed to be a model 
for identity in European defence. Its political 
(external policy) basis is not sufficient for that 
and this was intentional since there was no 
question of Eurogroup being an organisation in 
the legal sense. Now as in the past, its aim is 
to strengthen the Alliance by improving the 
European contribution. One advantage of Euro­
group is that Ministers of Defence in person 
meet twice a year in this framework. Pragmatic 
action is its motto, as is testified by the Federal 
German Government's statement of 18th January 
that: 

"The Federal Government will endeavour to 
strengthen the European pillar of the 
Alliance ; Eurogroup is a realistic starting­
point for this." 

6.38 The abovementioned aim of Eurogroup has 
not changed. In this group, practical measures 
for European military co-operation must be pur­
sued and intensified pending a better solution. 
Should the occasion arise, there would be no 
difficulty in merging Eurogroup, whose links are 
loose, in another form of organisation. Since it 
has no official stamp, it is no obstacle to parallel 
action or other forms of organisation which might 
emerge at a later date. However, fruitless over­
lapping must be avoided in the security and 
defence policy field. 

6.39 The great weakness of Eurogroup is that 
France is not a member. Without France, Euro­
pean efforts are difficult and incomplete. France 
is most important for Western Europe in the 
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security policy field, in view of its geographical 
situation (lines of communication and supply 
routes with the Atlantic), its military potential, 
including nuclear capability, and its important 
armaments industry. French co-operation would 
be an advantage, even if at the outset it related 
to only some of Eurogroup 's activities. The 
Euronad sub-group should also be quite inter­
esting for France, whose excess armaments pro­
duction must be used. 

6.40 Armaments, moreover, are likely to be the 
hub of European defence co-operation. Here are 
the greatest requirements and the most striking 
possibilities of effective co-operation. All the 
States are interested for perhaps selfish but 
understandable reasons. A flourishing armaments 
industry spells the well-being of industry as a 
whole. Better use must be made of these factors 
to increase co-operation in the field of armaments, 
which should be a nucleus extending to other 
fields leading to wider co-operation (logistics, 
training). It has therefore been suggested on 
several occasions that the Euronad sub-group 
should be institutionalised as a European arma­
ments agency. Such a pool might be organised 
in two ways: 

- the agency might become a supranational 
body in which decisions are taken by 
majority, or 

- member States might take decisions 
unanimously in the framework of multi­
national co-operation. 

6.41 Only the first alternative would have an 
obvious advantage, since it would allow joint 
solutions to be defined through majority deci­
sions which each State would accept. 

Conversely, the second alternative is but 
another form of the present situation, coupled 
with what would certainly be a more costly 
administrative and bureaucratic system. The 
introduction of a system of common funding 
would make little difference. Difficulties might 
arise from the unanimity rule for choosing arma­
ments to be manufactured or procured. If there­
fore the first solution cannot be adopted since 
there is not yet sufficient political will for such 
full integration, the present situation should be 
maintained. A good start has been made, from 
which further progress is possible. 

(b) WEU 

6.42 The fact that WEU has transferred the 
exercise of all its military and defence policy 
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responsibilities to NATO - apart from arms 
control and the definition of methods of arma­
ments co-operation in the SAC - and that it 
includes only seven of the thirteen European 
members of NATO limits its poBBibilities for prac­
tical European co-operation in security and 
defence matters. In this respect it must be 
emphasised that the States situated on the flanks 
(Turkey, Greece, Norway and Denmark) are not 
members, although they are obviously important 
for the security policy of Western Europe's 
defence. However, WEU is still of political impor­
tance for the future, because of its secretariat 
and Assembly, which for the time being is the 
only European parliamentary assembly dealing 
with security and defence matters, and because 
of the assistance commitments embodied in the 
treaty. The full importance of these facts may 
be felt when the institutionalisation of European 
defence seeks official guidelines. 

(c) EEO 

6.43 An ideal solution would be for the EEC 
to become a federal European political union. 
Europe would thus find its identity, including 
a defence identity represented by a single Euro­
pean Minister of Defence. 

6.44 The North Atlantic Alliance would still be 
necessary and would consist of : 

- the European federal State ; 

- other European States, members of the 
Alliance but not of the EEC ; 

- the transatlantic partners. 

The structure of the Alliance should be 
re-examined. Integration of the armed forces of 
the European partners, on the one hand, and of 
the North American partners, on the other, 
would not be in the present NATO form, where 
there is still an American Supreme Commander 
of the Alliance's integrated forces. With a federal 
European State, including France, which would 
emerge as a "new" member of the Alliance, this 
would no longer be automatic. 

6.45 Close to the federal solution would be a 
European structure allowing political sovereignty 
and integration in certain fields (confederation). 
Should foreign and security policy be transferred 
from the States to the confederation, the practical 
consequences for defence would be virtually the 
same as in the federal solution. A confederation 
without federal responsibility for foreign and 
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security policy would be little different from the 
present situation where defence is concerned. 

6.46 Despite many recent setbacks in the EEC 
compromising its original high aims, matters 
relating to the organisation of Western European 
defence will also be discussed in this framework. 

6.47 It is already being said that, apart from 
political consultations between the Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs, there should be European co­
operation on defence policy in which the Min­
isters of Defence would take part. Apart from 
organisational problems - lack of permanent 
secretariat and fixed headquarters - there are 
other problems : Denmark is not particularly 
anxious for questions of this kind to be discUBBed 
in the framework of the Nine ; Ireland is a 
member of the EEC but not of NATO. The 
interests of States on the flanks and their impor­
tance for European and Atlantic defence must 
be borne constantly in mind. The Cyprus crisis 
and its pOBBible repercussions on western security 
are evidence of this. 

F. Conclusions on the future organisation of 
European defence 

6.48 These may be summarised as follows : 

6.49 The creation of a European defence identity 
is a worthwhile aim. It increases the importance 
of Europe's contribution to western defence and 
should be a decisive improvement, but much 
ground still has to be covered. 

6.50 Parallel to aJttempts to achieve this in the 
evolution towards European political union, a 
practical approach to the Alliance's policy and 
military matters must shape Western European 
defence co-operation according to the following 
criteria: 

- as far as possible, all the European mem­
bers of NATO should take part; 

- nothing should prejudice the future 
institutionalisation of European defence. 

6.51 Eurogroup amply meets these conditions 
in the interim pending the development of the 
European Community. 

6.52 The Committee therefore recommends (i) 
that the Council again draw the attention of all 
members of WEU to the importance of Euro­
group as the most appropriate organ at present 



in which to arrange that closer practical Euro­
pean defence co-operation that is now essential 
- especially in the fields of joint production and 
standardisation of armaments ; common logistics ; 
common training ; and specialisation by countries 
in certain defence tasks. Recalling that Mr. Tin­
demans, the Belgian Prime Minister, has been 
invited by the Nine to collate the views of the 
governments, the organs of the Community and 
other interested parties, and to prepare before 

9- I 
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the end of the year a report on European union, 
the Committee recommends (ii) that the Council 
instruct the Secretary-General to submit to Mr. 
Tindemans, before the end of June, the views 
of the Council on the place of the Brussels Treaty, 
and its mutual defence obligations, in the Euro­
pean union into which "the whole oomplex of the 
relations of member States" is to be transformed 
by 1980 "with the fullest respect for the treaties 
already signed" 1 • 

1. Words of the summit communique of the Nine, 
Paris, 21st October 1972. 
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VU. Conclusions 

7.1 The Committee's chief conclusions are set 
forth in the draft recommendation. For ease of 
reference, the various chapters of the explanatory 
memorandum are numbered to correspond with 
the paragraphs of the preamble· and of the oper­
ative text to which they refer. 

Preamble 

7.2 First paragraph. The introduction (I) of the 
explanatory memorandum recalls the previous 
comprehensive report of 1961, comparing it with 
the present report. The remaining paragraphs (ii) 
to (vi) introduce the various proposals emanating 
from the corresponding chapters of the explana­
tory memorandum. 

Operative text 

7.3 Paragraph 1. The introduction (I) compares 
the world of 1975 with that of 1961, reaching a 
short conclusion in paragraph 1.6. 

7.4 Paragraph 2(a). The prospects for the con­
ference on soourity and co-operation in Europe 
are described in Chapter II, paragraphs 2.5, 2.6 
and 2.15 ; the need for cohesion in the Alliance 
in the face of Soviet power is stressed in para­
graph 2.16. 

7.5 Paragraphs 2(b) (i) and (ii). The lack of 
real progress in the MBFR negotiations is men­
tioned in Chapter II, paragraph 2.5, the need 
for reductions, to be acceptable to the West, to 
be asymmetrical, in paragraph 2.15. 

7.6 Paragraph 2(b) (iii). The problem of theatre 
nuclear weapons is discussed in Chapter III; the 
possibility of introducing them into the MBFR 
negotiations is mentioned in paragraph 3.21. 

7.7 Paragraph 3. General de Maiziere's impor­
tant study ·1 (to which reference should also be 
made in connection with paragraph 3 of the 
recommendation), and the particular problems of 
the central front are discussed in Chapter III. 
(a) The conclusions of that study concerning 

1. Document 663. 
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deployment are largely supported, but with dif­
ferent emphasis, in paragraphs 3.16 to 3.19. 
(b) Warning time is mentioned in paragraph 
3.17(a) (iii). (c) Logistics are dealt with by 
General de Maiziere in Document 663, paragraphs 
355 to 386. (d) Tactical nuclear weapons are 
mentioned in paragraphs 3.20 and 3.21 of the 
explanatory memorandum. (e) Specialisation is 
mentioned in Document 663, paragraphs 339 to 
353. 

7.8 Paragraph 4(a) (i). The problems of the 
flanks are discussed in Chapter IV. (a) The parti­
cular problems of isolation and means of over­
coming them are discussed in paragraphs 4.2, 
4.16, 4.19 to 4.21 and 4.28 ; the problem of the 
supply of armaments in paragraph 4.10 (ii) ; the 
differences between Greece and Turkey are dis­
cussed in paragraphs 4.17 to 4.24. (b) The prob­
lems of aviation in the Aegean are described in 
paragraph 4.19. 

7.9 Paragraph 5. The problems of standardisa­
tion and joint production of tactical missile sys­
tems are described in Chapter V of the explana­
tory memorandum. Pa,rticular choices concerning 
tactical missiles are discussed in paragraphs 5.9 
and 5.22 to 5.24. (i) Responsibility for the Military 
Committee and NATO staff is mentioned in 
paragraphs 5.19 and 5.24. (ii) The 1 % proposal 
is mentioned in paragraph 5.19. 

7.10 Paragraph 6. (a) The value of Eurogroup 
at the present time is described in paragraphs 
6.30, 6.31, 6.37 to 6.39 and 6.49 to 6.51. (b) The 
importance of European union in the future 
and the collective defence commitment of the 
Brussels Treaty are mentioned in paragraphs 
6.32 to 6.35, 6.42 to 6.49 and 7.52. 

7.11 The report as a whole was adopted by the 
Committee by 8 votes to 4 with 4 abstentions. 
Members unable to support the report included 
those who objected to references to Spain in 
Chapter IV, paragraphs 4.2'6 and 4.27, those who 
felt that in Chapter VI too much emphasis was 
placed on the United States contribution to the 
defence of Europe, and also those who objected 
to the European Community referred to in the 
same chapter. 
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APPENDIX I 

RECOMMENDATION 69 1 

on the state of European security 2 

The Assembly, 
I 

Taking note of the conclusions reached by the Committee on Defence Questions and Arma­
ments, after surveying its work over the past five years and studying the attitudes of the free 
western countries to the key issues of defence ; 

Aware that, owing to recent acts of the Soviet bloc in resuming massive atomic tests in the 
atmosphere and attempting to intimidate the free world, the threat to world peace has increased ; 

Calling on all members of the western alliance to bear their full part in facing these threats ; 

Recognising that, in spite of the danger, the same deficiencies have been allowed to enfeeble 
western security for too many years ; 

Convinced that these deficiencies would disappear if the member governments of the western 
alliance were willing to abandon outmoded nationalistic concepts of defence in favour of common 
defence; 

Equally convinced that, to be efficient, common defence must be effectively supervised by 
national and international parliamentary bodies, which are essential features of western defence 
itself; 

Stressing the need for a. dynamic political will to achieve results, 

RECOMMENDs THAT THE CoUNCIL 

1. Ensure that, in accordance with their undertakings to NATO, member governments bring 
their armed forces in the European theatre up to the full strength necessary to avoid automatic 
recourse to nuclear weapons, namely to bring their land forces assigned to NATO up to the agreed 
minimum figure of 30 divisions on the central front ; 

2. Impress on the NATO Council the need to give greater authority to allied commanders in the 
deployment of these forces and at least the right to determine their supply requirements ; 

3. Invite member governments : 

(a) to call for NATO strategic planning to be extended to the pooling of the technical and 
industrial resources of the alliance, with a. view to achieving genuine standardisation and the common 
research, development and production of armaments, taking full account of European views and 
experience ; 

(b) to put into production only those armaments projets adopted for joint production by at 
least three member countries ; 

4. Take every step to ensure that western nuclear anarchy is avoided at all costs ; 

5. Recommend to the North Atlantic Council that the deficiencies in the allied command structure 
be remedied in the Baltic approaches, the Channel and the Mediterranean, basing the reform not on 
prestige considerations but on military efficiency ; 

1. Adopted by the Assembly on 13th December 1961 during the Second Part of the Seventh Ordinary Session 
(12th Sitting). 

2. Explanatory Memorandum: see the Report tabled by MM. Fens, Bourgoin, Goedhart, Cadorna, Kershaw, de Ia 
Vallee Poussin and Kliesing on behalf of the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments (Document 215). 
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6. (a) Observe in every respect the terms of the modified Brussels Treaty, and in particular 
determine the levels of internal defence and police forces of member countries on the mainland of 
Europe; 

(b) Instruct national representatives of member States in the North Atlantic Council to press 
for the implementation of the resolution adopted by that Council in October 1954 providing, in 
particular, that the levels of forces for the common defence which member countries retain under 
national command be determined by that Council ; 

(c) Request the governments of Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands to 
ratify forthwith the convention signed in December 1957, the failure to do which has prevented the 
provisions of the treaty relating to the control of armaments being implemented for four years ; 

7. Invite the North Atlantic Council to revise the present NATO ruling on the provision of 
information to the Defence Committee of the Assembly, thus enabling it properly to discharge its 
duties; 

8. Propose that the North Atlantic Council examine the possibility of satisfying the need for 
democratic parliamentary supervision of common defence expenditure, in particular expenditure on 
infrastructure. 

II 

Convinced that the cold war, which is threatening to reach out into space, constitutes a 
serious threat to world peace ; 

Equally convinced that peaceful co-operation between the two great powers in this scientific 
adventure could benefit all mankind ; 

Considering that this peaceful co-operation could better be guaranteed if a greater number of 
countries participated ; 

Considering also that the scientific resources of the European countries are such that co­
operation with the United States in this field would constitute an important contribution to further 
peaceful development of space research, 

R:acoMMBNns THAT THB CoUNCIL 

9. Make every effort to promote the conclusion of a world-wide convention on peaceful co­
operation in space ; 

10. Promote between the United States of America and the European States the joint preparation 
of a western space programme, meanwhile combining the technical and financial resources of the 
European countries in this field. 

260 





APPENDIX II 

(see Chapter V) 

Missiles 1975 

A comprehensive list of guided missiles in service or under development by principal countries of manufacture 1 

(missiles of foreign dMign, procured abroad or produced under licence, are shown in braelcet8) 

1. General list of missiles by country 

2. Naval SSM/SAM 

3. Navy SLBM 

4. Submarine-la.unched anti-ship 

5. Navy anti-submarine systems 

6. Helicopter-launched anti-ship 

7. La.nd-ba.sed strategic missiles 

8. Anti-ballistic missiles 

ABM 
ASM 
SSM 
SAM 
SLBM 
ICBM 
IRBM 

Abbreviations 

Anti-ballistic missile missile 
Air-to-surface missile 
Surface-to-surface missile 
Surface-to-air missile 
Submarine-launched ballistic missile 
Intercontinental ballistic missile 
Intermediate-range ballistic missile 

1. All information is from published sources and cannot be guaranteed. 

1. General list of missiles by country 

Country 'Naval SLBM AJS Strategic ABM Army SSM Army SAM 
SSM/SAM 

China Sa.rk 

France Exocet MSBS-M1 Ma.la.fon SSBS S2 Pluton Crota.le 
MM.38 MSBS-M2 SSBSS3 Roland 
MM.40 MSBS-M4 

Masurca 

9. Army SSM 

10. Army SAM 

11. Army anti-tank 

12. Airborne missiles 

Anti-tank Air-to- Air-to-air 
surface 

Atlas AS-20 R511 
Acra AS-30 R530 
Enta.c AS-ll 

AS-12 

Air nuclear 

~ 
~ 
1:1 



'SS-12M ssn AM-39 Super530 $· 
Naval Harpon (anti-ship) 550 1!!1 
Crotale SS-12 ~ 

France/ Roland 2M Milan ~ 

Germany Hot """ 1-4 

France/ Otomat Otomat 
Italy 

Germany (Hawk) Cobra Kormoran (Sidewinder) 
Mamba Jumbo 

(Bullpup) 

United (Exocet) (Ikara) Blowpipe Vigilant Hellcat Firestreak Blue Steel 
Kingdom Swing fire SeaSkua 

(anti-ship) 

Israel Gabriel Jericho 

Italy Sea Indigo Mosquito Airtos Aspide 
Killer II Spada Sparviero Marte (Sparrow) 

Sea (anti-ship) 
t.:l Killer III 
0) Albatross 1:1:1 

Japan KAM3 A.AM1 
KAM9 A.AM2 

Norway Penguin TerneS 

Sweden RBOSA Bantam RB04 
RB05 

United Seacat Rapier CL834 Red Top 
Kingdom Sea Dart Tigercat Hawkswing SRA.AM 

Sea Slug Bloodhound 2 X.J. 521 
Sea Wolf Thunderbird 2 
SLAM 

United t:l 
Kingdom/ Atlas 0 

Belgium I United 
Kingdom/ USGW Martel 

loil 
0) 

France 'I -



Country I Naval SLBM AJS Strategic ABM Army SSM Army SAM Anti-tank Air-to- Air-to-air Air nuclear t:l 
SSM/SAM surface 0 

United Talos Polaris Asroc Minuteman Spartan Red eye Dragon Bull pup Agile Genie I States Tartar A.2 1 Sprint 1 Sergeant Stinger Tow Condor Falcon4 Hound Dog li 
Advanced Polaris Minuteman Sprint 2 Pershing Chaparral Schillelagh Harpoon Falcon 26 SRAM ~ Terrier A.3 2 1A (Roland) Shrike Maverick Falcon47 .... 
Aegis Poseidon Subroc Minuteman Lance Hawk Walleye Phoenix 
Harpoon ULMS 3 Sparrow Standard Sidewinder 
ISSM Harpoon Titan2 SAM-D ARM 1A 
Sea. (anti-ship) Nike Tow Sidewinder 
Sparrow Hercules Hellfire lC 

Standard Harm Sparrow 
ARM IIID 

Standard 1 Sparrow 
Standard 2 IIIE 

USSR Goa. Sa.rk Saddler Galosh Frog 1-7 Grail Snapper Kennel Alkali Kipper 
SAN1 SSN4 SS7 Scud A Gainful SA 6 Swatter Kelt Ana.b Kangaroo 

Guideline Serb Sa.sin SS 8 ScudB GanefSA4 Sa.gger Ash Kitchen 
SAN2 SSN5 ScarpSS 9 ScudC Goa.SA3 Atoll 

~ Goblet Sawfly Scrag Guideline SA 2 Awl 
~ SAN3 SSN6 ss 10 

Scrubber SSN8 SSU 
SSN1 Savage 

Styx ss 13 
SSN2 SSX16 

Shaddock ss 17 
SSN3 ss 18 
SSN7 ss 19 
SSN9 
SSN10 
SSN 11 
SSN 

2. Nauy SSMj SAM 

Country fName Manufacturer Range PropuJsion Guidance In aervice Remarks 

~ France Exocet 
MM 38 Aerospatia.le 23 miles Solid Inertial/active homing 1972 SSM only 
MM 40 Aerospatia.le 40 km Solid Inertia.lfa.uto pilot Project 1:1 



... 
~ • 

I Masurca DTCN 3lmiles Solid Command or semi-active ... 
46 km homing 

SS 12M A&ospa.tia.le Solid ~ 
Naval Crota.le Ma.tra Skm Solid Radio command 1976 = 

France/ Roland 2M A&ospa.tia.le fMBB 19,700 ft Solid Radio command Development SAM 
Germany 6km 

France/ Otomat Oto Melara/ 37 miles Turbojet Inertia.! /active homing 1975 SSM 
Italy Ma.tra 60 km+ solid 

boosters 

United Exocet See France 1974 SSM only 
Kingdom Se&cat Short Bros. 2.2 miles Solid Radio a.lso radar and TV 1970 SAM only in many 

Harland 3.5 km navies 
Sea Dart Ha.wker-Siddeley 20 miles Ramjet Semi-active homing 1974 SSM and SAM 

Dynamics 35 km+ with solid 
boosters 

Sea Slug II Hawker-Siddeley 30 miles Solid Beam riding 1970 SAM with SSM 
Dynamics 45 km capability 

t-:1 Sea Wolf BAC Solid Auto-radio command - 1976 SAM anti-missile 
= radar and TV trailing tn 

SLAM Vickers /Shorts Solid Radio command, Development SAM with SSM 
TV trailing capability for sub-

marines and FPBs 

Ita.ly Sea Killer II Sistel 17 miles Solid Beam rider or command 1970 SSM 
20 km 

Sea Killer III Sistel 50 miles+ Solid Radar homing Development SSM 
60km+ 

Albatross Selenia Solid Development SAM with Sparrow 
or Aspide 

Israel Gabriel Israel A/C 12.6 miles Solid Command plus homing 1970 SSM 
Industries 22 km 

Norway Penguin Kongsberg Vaapen- 17 miles Solid Inertia.! rm homing SSM 
fabrikk 27 km 1:::1 

0 

Sweden RB OSA SAAB 135 miles Turbojet Auto pilot plus active 1968 SSM i solid radar homing 
booster 

~ ..... 



Country I Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks t::l 
0 
0 

United Advanced General Dynamics 20 miles Solid Beam riding /semi-active 1963 SAM ; States Terrier 32 km homing 
Talos Bendix 70 miles Ramjet Beam riding fsemi-active 1968 SAM = 112 km with solid homing ... ..... 

booster 
Tartar General Dynamics 10 miles Solid Semi-active radar homing 1960 SAM 

16 km 
Aegis USN System Solid Semi-active homing Development SAM 

Command 
Harpoon McDonnell 60 miles Turbojet Inertial active radar 1975 SSM air- or 

Douglas 95 km solid homing submarine-launched 
booster 

ISSM General Dynamics 25 miles Solid Semi-active homing An interim SSM 
40 km system 

Sea Sparrow Raytheon Canada 6.2 miles Solid Semi-active radar homing 1973 SAM 
10 km 

Standard General Dynamics 15.5 miles Solid Passive homing 1968 SAM 
ARM 25 km 

~ 
Standard I General Dynamics 15 miles Solid Semi-active homing 1971 SAM will replace = = 24 km Terrier and 

Advanced Terrier 
Standard II General Dynamics 35 miles Solid Semi-active homing 1971 SAM 

56 km 

USSR Goa SAN 1 USSR Government 15 miles Solid Radar command SAM similar to 
24 km Radar homing SAM 3 

Guideline USSR Government 25 miles Liquid Command Dzerzinski SAM 
SAN 2 40 km with solid 

booster 
Goblet USSR Government Solid Radar homing Moskva claBB and 
SAN 3 Kresta II SAM 
Scrubber USSR Government 150 miles Turbojet Command fiR homing Destroyers SAM 
SSN 1 240 km solid booster 
Styx SSN 2 USSR Government 29 miles Turbojet Auto pilot active homing Patrol boats SSM 

46 km solid 

~ booster 
Shaddock USSR Government 100 to 350 miles Ram or Radio command/ General service - t::l 
SSN 3 160 to 560 km turbojet active homing SSM 

.... 
M 

solid booster 1-t 
1-t 



SSN 7 USSR Government 30 miles Turbojet Mid-term guidance at Submarines under- "" 50 km solid long range water launch SSM :3 
booster Auto pilot active homing ~ 

~ 
SSN 9 USSR Government 150 miles Ram or Command ja.ctive homing DEs SSM 1-t 

240 km turbojet 1-t 

solid 
booster 

SSN 10 USSR Government 25 miles Kresta II class 
40 km Destroyers. 

Supersonic. SSM 

SSN 11 USSR Government 25 miles Patrol boats 
40 km High subsonic SSM 

SSN USSR Government 400 miles Development High supersonic 
640 km SSM 

3. Navy SLBM (all two-Btage) 

t-:1 Country jName Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks = ~ 
China Sark See USSR 

France MSBS M 1 Aerospatiale 1,400 miles Solid Inertial 1970 500KT 
2,250 km Development 

MSBS M 2 2,000 miles Solid 500KT 
3,200 km 

MSBS M 4 2,000 miles Solid Development 
3,200 km 

United (Polaris A3) See United 3 X 200 KT 
Kingdom States MRV 

United Polaris A2 Lockheed 1,750 miles Solid Inertial 
States 2,800 km 

Polaris A3 2,880 miles Solid Inertial 3 X 200 KT t::l 
0 

4,600 km MRV 0 

Poseidon 2,880 miles Solid Inertial 1974 10 X 50 KT MIRV i 4,600 km 

ULMS Lockheed Development Trident system = ~ -



Country I Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks t:l 
0 

USSR Sark SSN 4 USSR Government 380 miles Solid Obsolescent 1 MT I 500 km 

Serb SSN 5 USSR Government 750 miles Solid 1965 1MTinGandM (l) 
~ 

1,200 km class submarines .... 
Sawfly SSN 6 USSR Government 1,750 miles Solid 1966 1 MT in Y class 

2,800 km submarines 
SSN 8 USSR Government 4,500 miles Solid Development MIRV 

7,200 km 

4. Navy submarine-launched anti-ship missiles 

Country !Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks 

United USGW Hawker-Siddeley Solid Full active homing Study Alternative to 
Kingdom/ (Sub Martel) Aerospatiale f Harpoon 
France Ma.tra. Decision 1975 

United Harpoon McDonnell Douglas 110 km Turbojet Inertial active radar homing Development 
States solid 

N) booster 
(l) 
00 

5. Navy anti-submarine systems 

Country !Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks 

France Ma.lafon La.tecoere 11 miles Solid Command 1965 
18 km boosters 

Norway Teme 8 A fS Kongsberg Solid None Rocket-propelled 
Vaapenfabrikk depth charge 

United Ikara. Australian 10 miles Solid Radio-Radar 1972 Torpedo dropping 
Kingdom Department of 18 km boosted cylinder 

Supply 

United Asroc Honeywell 6 miles Solid Unguided 1961 
States 9km 

Subroc Goodyear 30 miles Solid Inertial 1965 
48 km i 8. Anti-ship helicopter-launched missiles 

~ 
Country !Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks =:::: 



France AM 39 Aerospatiale 50 km Terminal homing Development A development of 

~ Exocet 
Italy Marte Sistel 10 km Beam riding 1977 t;j 

United Sea. Skua BAC Semi-active housing Development Long-range stand- ~ 
1-4 

Kingdom off for Lynx 1-4 

helicopter 
Hawkswing BAC 

Hellcat Short Bros. 3.5 km 1968 A development of 
Swing fire 

7. Land-based strategic missiles 
Country jName Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks 

IOBM 
China 3,500 miles 1975 

5,600 km 

United Minuteman 1 Boeing 7,500 miles Solid Inertial 250 to 300 of 1 MT 
States 12,000 km 

Minuteman 2 Boeing 8,000 miles Solid Inertial 500 of 1-2 MT 

~ 
12,800 km 

Minuteman 3 Boeing 8,000 miles Solid Inertial 200 to 250 of 1-2 MT 
12,800 km of 3 X 200 KT 

Titan 2 Martin 7,250 miles Liquid Inertial Obsolescent 54 of 5-10 MT 
Marietta 11,600 km 

USSR Saddler SS7 USSR Government 6,000 miles Storable 100 of 5 MT 
9,600 km liquid 

Sasin SS8 USSR Government 7,000 miles Storable Obsolescent 100 of 5 MT 
11,200 km liquid 

Scarp SS9 USSR Government 7,500 miles Liquid 1967 290 of 25 MT MRV. 
12,000 km World's most 

powerful weapon 
Scrag SSIO USSR Government Global Storable Development None 1 

In production 1 
SS11 USSR Government 6,500 miles Storable 970 of 1-2 MT 

10,400 km 
Savage SS13 USSR Government 5,500 miles Solid 1966 60 of 1 MT. t;j 

0 
8,800 km To replace SS11 

~ SS16 USSR Government 5,500 miles 1978 Replaces SS13 not 
8,800 km MIRVs l!l 

lzl 
SS17 USSR Government 5,500 miles 1978 Replaces SSU - I"J 

0) 

8,800 km 4 MIRVs -t ...... 



Country jName Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks I:! 
0 

USSR SS18 USSR Government 7,000 miles 1978 Replaces SS11 --

~ (cont.) 11,200 km 4 MIRVs 
SS19 USSR Government 4,500 miles 1978 6 MIRVs 

7,200 km ~ 
~ 

IRBM ..... 

China. 2,500 miles Storable 15 to 20 KT range 
4,000 km 

France SSBS S2 Aerospatia.le 1,800 miles Solid Inertial 1970 18 +of 150 KT 
2,900 km 

SSBS S3 Aerospatia.le 1,900 miles Solid Inertial Development 1 MT 
3,200 km 

USSR Skean SS5 USSR Government 2,300 miles Liquid Obsolescent 100 of 1 MT 
3,700 km 

Scapegoat USSR Government 2,000 miles Solid 1965 Mobile. 1 MT 
SS14 3,200 km 
Scrooge SSX2 USSR Government 3,000 miles Solid Mobile. 1 MT 1 

4,800 km 
MRBM 

N> 
China. 1,200 miles Liquid About 50 of KT ;:! 

1,900 km range 

USSR Sandal SS4 USSR Government 1,200 miles Liquid Obsolescent 450 of 1 MT 
1,900 km 

8. Anti-ballistic missiles 

Country I Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Gudance In service Remarks 

United Spartan Western Electric 400 miles+ Solid Radio command Production MT range 
States 640 km 

Sprint 1 Martin Marietta 25 miles Solid Production 25 
40 km 

Sprint 2 Martin Marietta 25 miles Solid Development 
40 km 

USSR Galosh SA 7 200 miles+ Solid 64 of MT range 

3 320 km + 

9. Army SSM s 
~ 

Country !Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks """ """ 



Franoe Pluton Aerospa.tiale 75 miles Solid Inertial 1974 10-15 KT "" 120 km :3 

= Israel Jericho 280 miles Inertial Nuclear ~ 
450 km 

~ 

Italy 25 miles Inertial Study 
40 km 

United Sergeant Sperry Road 45 miles Solid Inertial 1962 KT range. About 
States 72 km 500 deployed 

Pershing 1A Martin Marietta 450 miles Solid Inertial 1962 High KT range. 
720 km About 250 deployed 

Lanoe LTV Aerospace 70 miles Storable Inertial 1972 KT range. Replace 
Corp. 112 km liquid Honest John and 

Sergeant 

USSR Frog 1-7 USSR Government 10-45 miles Solid None 1966 About 600 of KT 
16-72 km range 

Scud A USSR Government 50 miles Storable Command 1966 

I 
t-:) 80 km liquid 
-1 - Scud B USSR Government 185 miles Storable Inertial 1966 About 300 of KT 

300 km liquid ) range 
Scud C or USSR Government 500 miles Inertial \ Scale board 800 km 

10. Army SAM 

Country !Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks 

Man-
pm-table 

United Blowpipe Short Bros. Short Solid Optical radio command 1974 Also in Canada 
Kingdom 

t;j 

United Red eye General Dynamics Short Solid IR homing 1964 
0 

~ States 
Stinger General Dynamics Short Solid IR homing Development 

= i'i 

USSR Grail USSR Government 3,500 m Solid IR homing ~ -





USSR 
'Guideline 

Western Electric 45 km Liquid Command 1957 Also many Soviet 

~ SA-2 with solid allies 
booster 

M 
11. Army anti-tank missiles 

~ 
~ 

Country !Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks 

One-man 
portable 

Belgium Atlas BAC fFabrique Laser Development 
Nationale d' Armes 
de Guerre 

Belgium/ Vigilant BAC 200-1,375 m Solid Wire 1963 Also other NATO 
United countries 
Kingdom 

Germany Cobra Messerschmitt- 400-1,6001 Wire Also many western 
BOlkow-Blohm 2,000 m nations 

1)0 (MBB) 
--1 Mamba Messerschmitt- 300-2,000 m Wire Production Development of Col:> 

BOlkow-Blohm Cobra 
(MBB) 

Italy Mosquito Contraves 360-2,300 m Wire Production 

Japan KAM-3 Kawa.saki 350-1,800 m Solid Wire 1966 

Sweden Bantam Bofors 300-2,000 m Solid Wire 1970 

Heaflier 

portable 

France/ Milan Aerospatiale fMBB 25-2,000 m Solid Wire (semi-&uto) 1973 French and 
Germany German armies 

Italy Sparviero Breda 4,000 m Solid Infra red 1978 tf 
g 

Japan KAM-9 Kawa.saki Solid Wire (semi-auto) Development 

~ United Dragon McDonnell Douglas 1,000 m Solid Wire (semi-auto) 1973 
States = Tow Hughes 25-2,000 m Solid Wire (semi-auto) 1972 --1 .... 



Country !Name Manufacturer Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks t:::l 
g 

Vehicle- i t'TW'U!Rtetl 

France A era. DTAT 3,000 m Solid In beam riding Development 
4,000 m (gun launch) = ~ -Enta.c Aerospatiale 400-2,000 m Solid Wire 1957 

SS-11 Aerospatiale 500-3,000 m Solid Wire 
Harpon Aerospatiale 400-3,000 m Solid Wire (semi-auto) Production A precursor of Hot 
SS-12 Aerospatiale 6,000 m Solid Wire (semi-auto) Production 

France/ Hot Aerospatiale fMBB 4,000 m Solid Wire (semi-auto) Development 
Germany 

United Swingfire BAC 4,000 m Solid Wire, automatic gathering 1969 
Kingdom 

United Shillelagh Philco-Ford 500-2,300 m Solid Wire + homing 1967 Gun launch 
States 

USSR Snapper USSR Government 500-2,300 m Solid Wire 1966 
Swatter USSR Government Solid Wire + homing 1971 
Snagger USSR Government Wire 

~ 

~ 12. Airborne missiles 
Country !Name Manufacturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service Remarks 

Air-to-
8'Urface 
France AS-20 Aerospatiale 7 km Solid Radio command Also Germany 

and Italy 
AS-30 Aerospatiale 12 km Solid Radio command Also RAF, Germa-

ny, Israel, South 
Africa and 
Switzerland 

AS-11 Aerospatiale 3km Solid Wire cf SS-11 
helicopters 

AS-12 Aerospatiale 6-8 km Solid Wire cf SS-12/AS 
AM-39 Aerospatiale 75 km Solid Inertial and active 1976 Anto-ship ; stand-

off 

United Hellcat Short Bros. Solid Command Development of. Seacat ~ Kingdom 
CL834 BAC 15 km Solid Semi-active homing Development !21 

t:::l 
Hawkswing BAC 4km Solid Wire Development Helicopter-mounted ~ 

Swingfire 1:1 



United Martel Hawker-Siddeley f about 60 km 1 Solid Autopilot + passive homing 1973 

~ Kingdom{ Ma.tra. or TV guidance 
France 

t:l 

Germany Kormora.n Messerschmitt- 37 km Solid Inertial various homing 1974 ~ 
l-o4 

Bolkow-Blohm l-o4 

Jumbo Messerschmitt- Solid TV Development 
BOlkow-Blohm 

Italy Airtos Sistel 11 km Solid Active homing Project 

Italy I Otomat Oto Mela.ra {Ma.tra. 60-80 km Turbojet Inertial/active homing Development 
France 

Sweden Rb04 SAAB Solid Auto pilot active homing 1959 
Rb05 SAAB Solid Radio command 

United Bull pup Martin Marietta. 11-17 km Storable Radio command 1959 Also many 
States liquid western air forces 

Condor Rockwell Int. 60-80 km Solid TV Development 

~ 
Harpoon McDonnell Douglas 90km+ Turbojet Inertial/active homing 1978 

~ Maverick Hughes Solid TV 1972 
Shrike Texas{Sperry 18 km Solid Passive homing 1964 
Walleye Martin Marietta. None TV 1971 
Standard General Dynamics Solid P&SSive homing 1968 
ARM 
Tow Hughes 2 km+ Solid Wire 1970 Helicopters 
Hellfire United States army 2km+ Turbojet Command homing 
Harm Naval Weapons Development 

Centre 

USSR Kennel USSR Government 90 km Turbojet Command homing Anti-shipping in 
TU16 (Badger) 

Kelt USSR Government 180 km Liquid Radar homing Anti-shipping in 
TU16 (Badger) 

Air-to-air t:l 
0 

France R-511 Matra 8-10 km Solid Radar homing Obsolescent ~ 
R-530 Matra 18 km Solid Semi-active or 1963 Also Australia, g 

EM or IR homing Israel and South = Africa. -.l .... 



Country Name Maufancturer Range Propulsion Guidance In service 

i France Super 530 Matra 18 km Solid Semi-active X-band homing 1977 Interception missile 
(cont.) 550 Matra 2.5-10 km Solid IR homing 1976 For close combat 

~ 
~ .... 

Italy Asp ide Selenia Solid Semi-active radar guidance 

Japan AAM1 Mitsubishi Solid m homing 1970 
AAM2 Mitsubishi Solid Development 

South South African Solid Development 
Africa Ministry of Defence 

United Firestreak Hawker-Biddeley 1.2 to 8 km Solid m homing 1958 
Kingdom Dynamics 

Red Top Hawker-Biddeley 12 km+ Solid m homing 1961 Improved 
Dynamics Firestrea.k 

SRAAM Hawker-Siddeley Short Solid m homing Close combat 
Dynamics 

X.J.521 Hawker Siddeley Short Solid Semi-active 1975 Improved Sparrow 
~ Dynamics radar guidance 
~ 

United Falcon 4 Hughes Solid m or semi-active homing 1955 Also Sweden and 
States Switzerland 

Falcon 26 Hughes Solid Semi-active homing 
Falcon 47 Hughes 185 km Solid Semi-active homing Development 
Agile Hughes 915 m Infra red Development Close combat 
Phoenix Hughes ll0-165 km Solid Radar homing 1973 For F-14 
Sidewinder lA Philco-Ford 1,100 m Solid m homing 1956 Most NATO 

nations 
Sidewinder 10 RaytheonfPhilco- 18 km Solid Semi-active radar homing 

Ford ;Motorola 
Sparrow IIID Raytheon 15 km Solid Semi-active radar homing Several NATO 

nations 
Sparrow IIIE Raytheon 26 km Solid Semi-active radar homing Several NATO 

nations 

USSR Alkali USSR Government 6-8 km Solid Passive radar homing MIG-19 

~ Anab USSR Government 8-10 km Solid Radar or IR homing SU-9 and YAK-28 
Ash USSR Government Long Radar or m homing TU-28 
Atoll USSR Government Medium Solid m homing MIG-21 R 
Awl USSR Government Solid Radar1 or m homing = 



Air- ~ launched 1!1 
nuclear !21 

United Genie McDonnell Douglas 9-10 km Solid Unguided 1951 ~ 
States 1-1 

1-1 

Hound Dog North American 600 miles Turbojet Inertial 1959 600 
Aviation 960 km 

SRAM Boeing 100 miles Solid Inertial Production 500 to 1 to 2 M.T 
160 km 

USSR Kipper AS2 100miles Turbojet 1961 From TU-20 (Bear) 
160 km bomber 

Kangaroo ASS 300 miles Turbojet 1961 From TU-16 
480 km (Badger) bombers 

Kitchen AS4 300 miles Rocket or 1961 From TU-22 
480 km ramjet (Blinder) 
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Country National currency unit 

(0) (1) 

Belgium ................... Million Frs. 
France .................... Million Frs. 
Federal Republic of Germany Million DM 
Italy .•.•..•.............. Million Lire 
Luxembourg ............... Million Frs. 
Netherlands ............... Million Guilders 
United Kingdom ........... Million £ Sterling 

TOTAL WEU •.•. 0. 0. 

Canada ................... Million $ 
Denmark .................. Million Kr. 
Greece .................... Million Drachmas 
Norway ................... Million Kr. 
Portugal .................. Million Escudos 
Turkey ................... Million L. 
United States ............. Million S 

TOTAL NON-WEU .... 

TOTAL NATO ........ 

COMPARATIVE TABLE OF DEFENCE EFFORT 1970-74 

A. nNANCIAL EFFORT 

Defence expenditure as O' Defence expenditure per head a Defence expenditure (national currency) current prices Defence expenditure (US $ million) a GNP at factor cost (US $ million) a Population (million) /o 

1970 

(-5) 

37 502 
32 672 
22 573 

1 562 
416 

3 968 
2444 

2 061 
2 757 

14 208 
2 774 

12 538 
6 237 

77 854 

1971 1972 1973 

(-4) (-3) (-2) 

39 670 44140 49 075 
34 907 37 992 41460 
25 450 28 720 31597 

1 852 2 162 2 385 
442 517 575 

4 466 4 974 5 651 
2 815 3 258 3 481 

2 131 2 238 2 391 
3195 3 386 3 711 

15 480 17 211 19 478 
3 022 3 239 3 621 

14 699 16 046 15 528 
8 487 9 961 12 483 

74 862 77 639 78 462 

e = Preliminary estimate 
I= Forecast 

19741 1970 1971 

(-1) (1) (2) 

57 315 750 814 
47 570 5 882 6 285 
35 964 6 167 7 291 

2 676 2 499 2 990 
677 8 9 

6 437 1096 I 313 
4148 5 865 6 853 

22 267 25 555 

2 770 I 967 2 Ill 
4 343 368 431 

24 126 474 516 
4 081 388 430 

20 910 436 511 
15 831 549 585 
84 332 77 854 74 862 

82 036 79 446 

104 303 105 001 

1972 1973 19741 1970 1971 1972 

(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

I 003 1 258 1 472 22 971 25 799 32 144 
7 435 9 466 9 880 121 189 135 004 164 686 
8 912 11 928 13 899 165 019 192 158 227 585 
3 705 4106 4 120 83 536 91 923 107 555 

12 15 17 980 1 013 1234 
I 535 1 954 2 392 28 572 34 127 40 747 
8 145 8 595 9 707 104 282 119 105 137 235 

30 747 37 322 41 487 526 549 599 129 711 186 

2 259 2 403 2 832 70 413 79 503 89 698 
487 582 713 13 104 14 496 17 428 
574 670 804 8 409 9 407 10 942 
491 602 739 9 639 10 882 12 681 
589 651 820 5 490 6129 7 384 
718 870 I 140 11 657 11 910 15 291 

77 639 78 473 84 332 897 370 967 018 1 064 012 

82 757 .84 251 91 380 1 016 082 I 099 345 1 217 436 

113 504 121 573 132 867 1 542 631 1 698 474 I 928 622 

GNP (f.c.): Gross national product at factor cost, current prices. (The decimal point is used throughout this table.) 
a. Figures affected by change in exchange rate. 
Source: Defence expenditures according to NATO definition from NATO press release M fDPC /2(74)9. 

of GNP (f.c.) 

1973 1974 e 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 e 1970 1971 1972 1973 174 f 1970 ------------------ --
(9) (10) (ll) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

41 204 47 322 9.6 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.8 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.1 3.1 78 
214 164 228 401 50.8 51.3 51.7 52.2 52.6 4.9 4.7 4.5 4.4 4.3 116 
306 714 339 313 58.5 59.2 59.6 60.0 60.1 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.9 4.1 105 
126 547 136 301 53.7 54.0 54.4 54.9 55.3 3.0 3.3 3.4 3.2 3.0 47 

1 657 1 954 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.9 24 
53 530 62 546 13.0 13.2 13.3 13.4 13.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.8 84 

154 456 166 145 55.5 55.7 55.9 56.0 56.2 5.6 5.8 5.9 5.6 5.8 106 
----------------------

898 272 981 982 241.4 243.4 244.9 246.6 248.0 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.2 92 
----------------------

102 515 122 186 21.3 21.6 21.8 22.1 22.4 2.8 2.7 2.5 2.3 2.3 92 
23 226 26 646 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.1 2.8 3.0 2.8 2.5 2.7 75 
14 418 16 983 8.8 8.8 8.9 9.0 9.0 5.6 5.5 5.2 4.6 4.7 54 
16 319 19 880 3.9 3.9 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.7 100 
9 420 12 729 8.7 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.5 7.9 8.3 8.0 6.9 6.4 50 

19 465 27 894 35.3 36.2 37.0 37.9 38.9 4.7 4.9 4.7 4.5 4.1 16 
1 190 989 1 285 554 204.9 207.0 208.8 210.4 212.5 8.7 7.7 7.3 6.6 6.6 380 

----------------------
I 376 352 1 511 872 287.8 291.1 294.0 297.0 300.4 8.1 7.2 6.8 6.1 6.0 285 

-----------------------
2 274 624 2 493 854 529.2 534.5 538.9 543.6 548.4 6.8 6.2 5.9 5.3 5.3 197 

Notes: GNP and defence expenditures are calculated in national currency and converted to United States $ at the rates shown below. Figures in columns (1) to (10) and (21) to (30) are not therefore always comparable 
between countries, whereas figures of defence expenditures as % of GNP in columns (16) to (20) do not involve currency conversion. 

For the period 1970-74, the following rates of exchange have been applied: 

Oountry 

Belgium & Lw:embourg 
- 1970 
- 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 

Oanada 
- 1970 
- 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 

Denmark 
- 1970 
-- 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 

France 
- 1970, 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 

Fed. Rep. of Germany 
- 1970 
- 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 

Greece 
- 1970, 1971, 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 

Unit 

Franc 

Canadian Dollar 

Kroner 

Franc 

Deutschmark 

Drachma 

$ US per unit 

0.0200000 
0.0206184 
0.0227221 
0.0257069 
0.0256739 

0.954610 
0.990369 
1.009427 
0.999464 
1.022495 

0.133333 
0.134912 
0.143895 
0.165229 
0.164077 

0.180044 
0.195695 
0.223864 
0.207697 

0.273224 
0.286465 
0.310298 
0.373134 
0.384615 

0.0333333 
0.0337268 
0.0333333 

Units per $ us 

60.0000 
48.7367 
44.0100 
38.9000 
38.9600 

1.047658 
1.009725 
0.990661 
1.000546 
0.978000 

7.50000 
7.41224 
6.94949 
6.05220 
6.09470 

5.55419 
5.ll000 
4.46700 
4.81470 

3.66000 
3.49083 
3.22271 
2.68000 
2.60000 

30.00 
29.65 
30.00 

Oountry 

Italy 
- 1970 
- 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 
Netherlands 
- 1970 
- 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 
Narway 
- 1970 
- 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 
Portugal 
- 1970, 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 
Turkey 
- 1970 
- 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 
United Kingdom 
- 1970 
- 1971 
- 1972 
- 1973 
- 1974 

Unit 

1,000 Lire 

Guilder 

Kroner 

Escudo 

Lira 

£ 

$ US per unit Units per $ us 

1.6 0.625000 
1.614380 0.619433 
1. 713473 0.583610 
1.716502 0.582580 
1.537728 0.650310 

0.276243 3.62000 
0.294046 3.60083 
0.308642 3.24000 
0.357143 2.80000 
0.370370 2.70000 

0.140000 7.14286 
0.142295 7.02766 
0.151682 6.59274 
0.171821 5.82000 
0.181159 5.52000 

0.0347826 28.75 
0.0366972 27.25 
0.0388954 25.71 
0.0392167 25.50 

0.0879432 11.37097 
0.0688942 14.51500 
0.0720721 13.87500 
0.0713267 14.02000 
0.0719683 13.89600 

2.40000 0.416667 
2.43420 0.410813 
2.50000 0.400000 
2.45098 0.408000 
2.34192 0.427000 

(US$) 

1971 1972 1973 1974/ ----
(22) (23) (24) (25) 

84 103 129 151 
123 144 181 188 
123 150 199 231 
55 68 75 75 
26 35 43 48 

100 115 145 176 
123 146 153 173 

--------
105 126 151 167 

--------
98 103 109 126 
87 98 116 141 
58 65 75 89 

110 125 152 185 
59 69 76 97 
16 19 23 29 

362 372 373 397 
--------

273 281 284 304 

--------
196 211 224 242 

APPliiNDIX III 

Defence expenditure as % of total WEU 

1970 1971 1972 1972 1974 I 
(26) (27) (28) (29) (30) 

3.37 3.19 3.26 3.37 3.55 
26.42 24.59 24.18 25.36 23.81 
27.69 28.52 28.99 31.96 33.50 
11.22 11.70 12.05 11.00 9.93 
0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 
4.92 5.14 4.99 5.24 5.77 

26.34 26.82 26.49 23.03 23.40 

100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

8.83 8.26 7.35 6.44 6.83 
1.65 1.69 1.58 1.56 1.72 
2.13 2.02 1.87 1.80 1.94 
1.74 1.68 1.60 1.61 1.78 
1.96 2.00 1.92 1.74 1.98 
2.47 2.29 2.34 2.33 2.75 

349.64 292.94 252.49 210.26 203.26 

368.42 310.88 269.15 225.74 220.26 

466.42 410.88 369.15 325.74 320.26 
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B. MANPOWER CONTRIBUTION 

Country 
Period of compulsory military service Total in armed forces 

-Months- (thousands) 

1974 1974 

(1) (2) 

1 Belgium 0. 0 ••••••• 0 •••••• 12 7 90 

2 France ••• 0 •• 0 0 •••••• 0 ••• 12 503 

3 Germany ....... 0 0. 0 •••••• 15 490 

4 Italy ••• 0 •••• 0. 0 •• 0 0 •••• 0 
15 I 421 

5 Luxembourg 0. 0 ••••••• 0 •• nil 0.55 

6 Netherlands .............. 16-18 8 114 

7 United Kingdom ......... nil 355 5 

8 TOTAL WEU ............. 1,973 

9 Canada .................. nil 83 

10 Denmark •••• 0 ••••••••••• 9 37 

11 Greece ................... 24 161 

12 Norway ••••••••••• 0 ••••• 12 8 35 

13 Portugal ................. 24 4 217 

14 Turkey ••••• 0 •••••••••• 0. 20 453 

15 United States ............ nill 2,174 

--
16 TOTAL NON-WEU ......... 3,160 

--
17 TOTAL NATO .......... 0 •• 5,133 

I. Selective draft calls were terminated on 27th January 1973; those previously drafted complete 24 months service. 
2. Navy 24. 
3. Air force 18.21 ; navy 18·21. 
4. Navy 48; air force 36. 
5. Including forces enlisted outside Britain (9,300). 
6. Air force 15 : navy 15. 
7. If serving in Germany a reduction to 10 months will take place from end 1974. 

Sourcu: Numbers in armed forces and period of military service: Institute for Strategic Studies uThe Military Balance, 1973.74". 
Labour Force: OECD Labour Forces Statistics, 1961·73, total employment. 

e · Estimate. 

APPENDIX III 

Total employment Total in armed forces 
(millions) as % of total employment 

1973 

(3) <•> 

3.82 2.4 

20.95 2.4 

26.20 1.9 

18.31 2.3 

0.15 0.37 

4.56 2.5 

24.64 1.4 

98.63 2.0 

8.76 1.0 

2.39 1.5 

3.28 4.1 

1.65 2.1 

3.11 7.0 

14.55 e 3.1 

84.41 2.6 

ll8.15 2.7 

216.78 2.4 
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Amendment No.1 

State of European security 

AMENDMENT No. 1 1 

tabled by Mr. Roper 

26th May 1975 

In paragraph 6 (b) of the draft Recommendation proper, leave out the words "before the end of 
June 1975" and insert the words "as soon as possible and at the latest by September 1975". 

Sig'M(l : Roper 

I. See 5th Sitting, 28th May 1975 (Amendment amended and adopted). 
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Doeaaaeat6n 
Amentbaent No. 2 

AMENDMENT No. 2 1 

tar.led r.y Mr. Tanglae 

27th May 1975 

At the end of the draft Recommendation proper, add a. new pa.ragra.ph a.s follows: 

"7. That it follow up the proposals made by Mr. Va.n Elsla.nde, Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
BeJgium, in the Assembly in December 1974 on a. European a.rma.ments policy a.nd in pa.rticula.r: 

(a) undertake a. deta.iled study of the armaments sectors of industry in the economies of each 
member country ; 

(b) study the possibility of pooling research work a.nd its financing ; 

(c) examine what is the best course to follow towards progressive integration." 

1. See 5th Sitting, 28th May 1975 (AmenclmeDt adopted). 
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Signed : Tangke 



27th. May 1975 

State of European security 

AMENDMENT No. 3 1 

Doeameat671 
Amendment No. 3 

tabled by MM. Radius, Valleix and La Combe 

I. In paragraph 6 of the draft Recommendation proper, in sub-paragraph (a), leave out the words 
"Eurogroup as the most appropriate organ at present in which", and insert the words "the mission of the 
Standing Armaments Committee which could usefully undertake, in co-operation with Eurogroup," 

2. In paragraph 6 of the draft Recommendation proper, leave out sub-paragraph (b) and insert: 

"(b) that it examine with Mr. Tindema.ns the place which defence could take in a. future European 
union." 

1. See 5th Sitting, 28th May 1975 (.Amendment negatived). 
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Bignell : RadiU&, V alleix, La Combe 
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Proliferation of nuclear weapons 

REPORT 1 

submitted on behalf of the 
Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments a 

by Mr. Delorme, Rapporteur 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
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the wte are printed in italics. 
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Introductory note 

In preparing this report your Rapporteur had interviews as follows 

Geneva, 12th and 13th Marek 1975 

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 

H. E. Mr. Joseph Martin, Ambassador, Permanent Representative of the United States; 

Mr. Y. K. Nazarkin, Deputy Head of the Soviet Union Delegation; 

H. E. Mr. W. H. Barton, Ambassador, Representative of Canada; 

H. E. Mr. B. C. Mishra, Ambassador, Representative of India; 

H. E. Mr. Ma.sahiro Nisibori, Ambassador, Representative of Japan; 

Dr. Valeriu Tudor, Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Romania.; 

Mr. R. Bjomerstedt, Acting Representative of the Secretary General of the United Nations ; 

H. E. Mr. Mark Allen, Ambassador, United Kingdom Representative. 

The Committee as a whole met at the seat of the Assembly in Paris on 18th February where it met 
with the Chairmen of the Defence Committees in the national parliaments of the WEU countries, and 
was briefed by Mr. R. Chevalier, Directeur Engins-Espa.ce, of Aerospatiale, and by Mr. L.A. Sanson, Sales 
and Service Director, assisted by Mr. J.P. Corbett, Europe Sales Manager of British Aircraft Corporation. 
The Committee then held a joint meeting with the WEU Standing Armaments Committee (the joint 
body being known as the Liaison Sub-Committee on the Joint Production of Armaments), attended by : 

Colonel J. Quaniers (Belgium), General P. Brindeau (France), Colonel R. Acker (Federal Republic 
of Germany), General V. Campana (Italy), Mr. R. P.M. van Wensen (Netherlands), Mr. W. Perry (United 
Kingdom), H. E. Mr. F.-K. von Plehwe, Acting Secretary-General of WEU, H. E. Mr. Alain Pla.ntey, 
Assistant Secretary-General of WEU, Head of the Standing Armaments Committee Secretariat. 

On 19th February the Committee with the Chairmen of the national defence committees visited 
the ballistic missile submarine base of the French Force Oceanique Strategique, where it was briefed by 
Rear-Admiral Pierre Emeury, commanding the Force Oceanique Strategique, and by Capitaine de Vaisseau 
Fages, commanding the ballistic missile submarine base. Members visited the French ballistic missile sub­
marine "Foudroyant" and the missile assembly shop. 

The Committee as a whole visited Athens on 18th March where it was addressed by H. E. 
Mr. D. Bitsios, Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs, and held a discussion with H. E. Mr. Constantin 
Stavropoulos, Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, and the following members of the Greek Par­
liament : MM. Theocharis Rendis, Andre Andria.nopoulos, Demetre Franghos, Constantin Ghiatra.cos, 
Jean Mineos, Zacharias Kratsas, Agnelos Pnevmaticos, Achilles Papa.bolouicas, Georges Iordanides, 
Constantin Coniotakis, Anastas Minis, Jean Cha.rala.mbopoulos. The Committee much regretted that the 
address by H. E. Mr. E. Averoff, Greek Minister of Defence, had to be cancelled because of travel difficulties 
arising from an airport strike. 

The Committee visited Ankara on 20th and 21st March where it was addressed by H. E. Mr. Ilha.mi 
San911-r, Minister of Defence, General Olc;ay, Under-Secretary, Ministry of Defence, with Mr. Ereciiment 
Yavuzalp, Director-General, Ministry for Foreign Affairs. The Committee was then addressed by H. E. 
Mr. M. Esenbel, Minister for Foreign Affairs, and held a discussion with the following members of the 
Turkish Parliament: Mr. Hasan Isik, Chairman; Senator Orhan Alp; Senator Ahat Alpan; General Muksin 
Batur; Senator Fetin Celiklea.s; Mr. Kemalettin Crokakin; Mr. llyas Inlic;; Mr. Ozer Olc;men; Mr. Hasan 
Tosyali; Mr. Sirri Turanli; Senator Ahmet Yildiz. 
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The Committee visited the CENTO Secretariat-General where it was received by General Ali 
Ka.rimloo (Iran), Chairman of the CENTO Permanent Military Deputies Group, and the Permanent Military 
Deputies of Pakistan, Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States, and by Major-General Colin 
C. Hamilton (USAF), Chief of Staff, and briefed on CENTO and its activities. 

The Committee visited the Makina Kimya Kurumu small-arms ammunition factory, where it 
was welcomed by Mr. Reci Baturalp, Director-General, and briefed by Mr. Nejat Akyak, Marketing and 
Export Manager. 

On 22nd March the Committee visited HQ Allied Land Forces South-East Europe and HQ 6th Allied 
Tactical Air Force at lzmir, where it was briefed by General Melvin Zais (US Army), Commander Allied 
Land Forces South-East Europe, and by Lt.-General Sanford K. Moats, Commander 6th Allied Tactical 
Air Force, and their staffs. 

The Committee met finally at the seat of the Assembly in Paris on 29th Aprill975, when it discussed 
and adopted the present report. 

The Committee and the Rapporteur express their thanks to the Ministers, officials and senior officers 
who addressed it and replied to questions. The views expressed in the report, unless expressly otherwise 
attributed, are those of the Committee. 
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Draft Recommendation 

on the proliferation of nuclear weapona 

The Assembly, 

Regretting that despite a certa.in progress in arms control negotiations, and the acceptance of 
"essential equivalence" in strategic armaments by the superpowers, the numbers of nuclear weapons have 
continued to grow ; 

Considering that the nuclear explosion conducted by India threatens the stability of relations in 
the area, undermines the basis on which nuclear technology can be made available by one country to another, 
while doubtless adding nothing to the security or economic resources of India ; 

Aware of the vital importance, in view of the energy crisis, of nuclear power being available to all 
countries for civil applications ; 

Believing that the treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons still offers the best basis on 
which the peaceful applications of nuclear energy can be made available in full to all countries, while avoid­
ing total nuclear anarchy, 

RECOMMENDS TO THE COUNCIL 

That it urge member countries: 

1. To adhere to the treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and, where possible, to deposit 
their instruments of ratification before the end of the review conference ; 

2. In all their foreign relations to encourage universal accession to that treaty ; 

3. To accept the full application of controls provided for under that treaty, and to concert their policies 
with other supplying powers to make the supply of civil nuclear assistance of any sort to third countries 
dependent on their acceptance of full IAEA controls on all nuclear installations and material on their ter­
ritory or under their control ; 

4. Subject to the foregoing overriding consideration, to provide the maximum possible assistance to 
third countries in all civil applications of nuclear energy ; 

5. To consult with their allies in the North Atlantic Council with a view to achieving, through the various 
arms control negotiations, a genuine reduction in the numbers of nuclear weapons without diminishing the 
essential basis of their security. 
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Explanatory Memorandum 

(submitted by Mr. Delorme, Rapporteur) 

I. Introduction 

1. The Committee ha.S asked your Rapporteur 
to prepare a report to follow earlier Committee 
reports on the non-proliferation treaty, and deal­
ing in particular with certain major events 
which have occurred since the treaty was signed. 
The report is to deal with both vertical and 
horizontal proliferation. 

2. On 19th September 1968, the Committee 
adopted the report on the treaty on the non­
proliferation of nuclear weapons \ analysing the 
provisions of the treaty and its implications for 
western defence, the European Community, 
world stability, peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
and safeguards. But East-West relations having 
seriously deteriorated following the Soviet inter­
vention in Czechoslovakia in 1968, shortly after 
the treaty was signed, it was not until 4th Decem­
ber 1969 that the Committee adopted a report on 
the same subject 2

, the draft recommendation of 
which advocated, inter alia, the signature of the 
treaty by all the WEU countries at the earliest 
possible date and ratification of the treaty by all 
the Euratom countries immediately after the 
conclusion of the safeguards agreement with the 
IAEA. 

3. Many events have since occurred directly 
affecting the treaty provisions. There has been 
very extensive vertical proliferation of nuclear 
weapons in the United States and the Soviet 
Union, and to a lesser degree in France, the 
United Kingdom and China. Horizontal proli­
feration at political level has been most import­
ant because of the explosion of a nuclear device 
by India on 18th May 1974. On 1st December 
1974, the President of Israel announced that his 
country was capable of producing nuclear 
weapons. Various statements have been made by 
Egypt, Iran and Libya. 

4. On the positive side, however, two other 
events can be recorded. A further treaty on the 
partial suspension of underground tests has been 
concluded by the United States and the Soviet 
Union, and negotiations between those two coun­
tries on the problems raised by nuclear tests 

1. Document 454, Rapporteur Mr. Housiaux. 
2. Document 499, Rapporteur Mr. Mart. 
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for peaceful purposes have continued. A confer­
ence of parties to the non-proliferation treaty 
is to open in Geneva on 5th May 1975 to consider 
its application, but in view of the events 
mentioned above the prospects of this conference 
are not very encouraging. 

D. International regulation of nuclear weapons 

(a) Post-war efforts 

5. The first United States' proposals in the 
United Nations in June 1946 for giving a world 
monopoly of all activities in this field and a right 
of inspection and supervision to an international 
atomic development authority were not accepted 
by the Soviet Union, which called for the destruc­
tion of all nuclear weapons and a ban on their 
use prior to any further agreement on the subject. 
The cold war and armaments race - particularly 
nuclear - was threatened. In December 1959, 
for the first time provisions restricting nuclear 
weapons were incorporated in an international 
treaty, the Antarctic Treaty, banning military 
installations of any kind whatsoever and the 
holding of nuclear tests in the Antarctic. In 
August 1963, the treaty banning nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water was concluded. In January 1967, the outer 
space treaty banning the placing in orbit of 
nuclear weapons and their installation on celestial 
bodies was signed. 

(b) Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons 

6. Proposals for banning the spread of nuclear 
weapons seem to have been made for the first 
time by the United States in 1956 in the United 
Nations Disarmament Committee, but the pro­
posal took more definite shape in 1958, when 
Ireland tabled a draft resolution on this subject 
in the United Nations General Assembly. The 
proposal made very slow headway but finally, 
after some four years of negotiations, mainly in 
the eighteen-nation disarmament conference in 
Geneva, the treaty on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons was signed simultaneously in 
JJondon, Moscow and Washington - the capitals 
of the three depository States - on 1st July 
1968. 



7. The provisions of the treaty were considered 
in great detail in a report by the Committee 
the same year 1 

; in the present report, it will 
suffice to recall the main provisions 2 • Under 
Article 1, each nuclear-weapon State party to 
the treaty undertakes not to transfer "to any 
recipient whatsoever" nuclear weapons or other 
nuclear explosive devices or control over such 
weapons or explosive devices. The nuclear powers 
a.lso undertake not to assist or encourage a non­
nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or acquire 
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive 
devices, or control over such weapons or devices. 
Under Article II, each non-nuclear-weapon State 
party to the treaty undertakes not to acquire such 
weapons or explosive devices. Thus worded, 
Article I does not forbid a nuclear-weapon State 
to assist another nuclear-weapon State. Thus, 
the treaty does not ban nuclear co-operation for 
military purposes between the three nuclear­
weapon States of the Atlantic Alliance, although 
such co-operation seems to exist only between the 
United States and the United Kingdom. 

8. Article IX of the treaty defines a nuclear­
weapon State as "one which has manufactured 
and exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear 
explosive device prior to 1st January 1967". Thus 
the five present nuclear powers are all defined 
as nuclear-weapon States although two of them­
France and China - have not yet signed the 
treaty. India, too, if it had exploded its so-called 
peaceful device before the time-limit, would have 
been included in the definition of a nuclear­
weapon State. 

9. All peaceful applications of nuclear energy 
are specifically authorised in Article IV, except 
for the ban in Articles I and II, i.e. on nuclear 
explo.~ions. Under the treaty, therefore, non­
nuclear-weapon States are free to establish a civil 
nuclear industry with reactors, fabrication of fuel 
elements, reprocessing of irradiated fuel and 
uranium isotope enrichment. The possession of 
fissile material suitable for use in the manu­
facture of nuclear explosive devices is not banned 
when used for civil purposes. However, all the 
nuclear activities of the non-nuclear-weapon 
States are subject to control by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency which has to be satisfied 
that the fissile material is not diverted to military 
purposes. The nuclear powers are not subject 
to IAEA supervision. 

I. Document 454, Chapter II. 
2. Text of the treaty at Appendix I. 
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10. Furthermore, Article V requires nuclear­
weapon States to make available to non-nuclear­
weapon States by means of bilateral agreements 
or international procedure any peaceful applica­
tions of nuclear explosions. 

11. Under Article VI, the parties undertake to 
pursue negotiations in good faith on effective 
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear 
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disar­
mament, and on a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament. These provisions are strengthened 
by those of Article VIII which provides that five 
years after the entry into force of the treaty a 
conference of parties to the treaty shall be held 
in Geneva "in order to review the operation of 
this treaty with a view to assuring that the 
purposes of the preamble and the provisions of 
the treaty are being realised". It was in fact in 
the preamble that the parties recalled that the 
treaty on the partial banning of nuclear weapon 
tests expressed the determination of the parties 
"to seek to achieve the discontinuance of all test 
explosions of nuclear weapons for all time". The 
provisions on nuclear disarmament and assistance 
in the field of civil applications of nuclear energy 
are the quid pro quo for the renunciation 
accepted by the non-nuclear-weapon States 
parties to the treaty. 

12. The treaty was signed on 1st July 1968 
and came into force on 5th March 1970 when 
43 ratifications had been deposited, including 
those of the three depository powers, all of them 
nuclear-weapons States- the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom and the United States. On 31st 
March 1975, 87 States had acceded to the treaty, 
a further 23 had signed but not ratified it 1 • 

( i) The position of the WEU and European 
Community countries 

13. To date, three Community countries have 
acceded to the treaty - the United Kingdom, 
Denmark and Ireland. The Benelux countries, 
Germany and Italy have all signed the treaty 
and concluded safeguard agreements with the 
IAEA. They are thus all in a position to ratify 
the treaty, and the necessary constitutional pro­
cedure has been completed in all these countries 
except Italy, where it is under way. It is hoped 
that these five countries will deposit their 
instruments of ratification at the latest during 
the conference which is to open on 5th May. 

I. List of parties and other signatoiies at Appendix II. 
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14. France, a nuclear-weapon State according 
to the treaty, has not signed the treaty, which 
it considers discriminatory. The French repre­
sentative nevertheless told the United Nations 
General Assembly on 12th June 1968 that his 
country "will behave in the future in this field 
exactly as the States adhering to the treaty". 
More recently, Mr Sauvagnargues, the French 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, stated in an inter­
view in Le Monde 1 that: 

"We do not intend to accede to the non­
proliferation treaty. We consider the prob­
lem of proliferation with due seriousness. 
We are fully aware of our responsibilities as 
a nuclear power and act accordingly in all 
the nuclear co-operation agreements which 
we have concluded with other States. More­
over as the President of the Republic has ' . underlined, it is important to create a situa-
tion which reduces the temptation for non­
nuclear-weapon States to acquire a nuclear 
potential." 

The United Kingdom, a depository country, and 
The Netherlands in particular, have spoken for 
the treaty, Mr. Wilson having signed a bilateral 
declaration on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons in Moscow on 17th February 1975. 

15. Sixteen countries which supply fissile 
material, including the United Kingdom, the 
United States and the Soviet Union, have agreed 
on a joint interpretation of their undertakings in 
the framework of the IAEA concerning safe­
guards to be applied in the event of supplies 
of fissile material to non-nuclear-weapon States 2 • 

According to various press articles of 15th 
January 1975, President Giscard d'Estaing is also 
believed to ha'""e agreed with President Ford on 
this subject when they met in Martinique. 

( ii) The position of certain possible adversaries 

16. In the Middle East, Israel has not signed 
the treaty, but most Arab States have acceded, 
i.e. Iraq, Lebanon, Jordan and Syria. Egypt and 
Libya have signed it, but not Saudi Arabia. 

17. India, China, Bangladesh and Pakistan have 
not signed the treaty, Iran has ratified it. In 
Japan, the government has initiated the ratifica­
tion procedure in parliament, but there is some 
opposition. 

1. Ls Monde, 19th·20th January 1975. 
2. Foreign Office statement reported in Ls Monde on 

18th September 1974. 
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18. South Mrica, Tanzania and Zambia have 
not signed the treaty but most of the other 
black Mrican States have adhered to it. 

(iii) Safeguards provided for in the non-pro-
lit eration treaty 

19. Article III of the treaty provides that non­
nuclear-weapon States accept safeguards as set 
forth in an agreement to be concluded with the 
IAEA in accordance with the statute and safe­
guards system of that agency. Safeguard agree­
ments with the IAEA may be negotiated "either 
individually or together with other States." These 
provisions allowed the non-nuclear-weapon mem­
bers of Euratom to negotiate a collective agree­
ment with the Vienna Agency providing for 
the application of safeguards by staff of Euratom 
itself under the supervision of the IAEA. Japan 
subsequently took advantage of this model agree­
ment to conclude a similar one with the IAEA 
providing for Agency supervision of inspections 
carried out by Japanese officials. 

(iv) The conference to review the operation of 
the non-proliferation treaty 

20. The conference mentioned above is to open 
in Geneva on 5th May 1975. The work of the 
preparatory committee has been completed. It 
has been agreed that parties to the treaty will 
participate fully in the conference and th0;t .co~­
tries which have signed but not yet ratified It 
will have almost the same rights at the conference. 
Non-signatory countries may attend as observers. 
It is to be expected that the same discussions 
will be heard at the conference as accompanied 
the negotiation of the treaty, i.e. the assertion 
by non-nuclear-weapon States that nuclear­
weapon States are violating the treaty by increas­
ing their stocks of nuclear weapons ; the asser­
tion by the nuclear-weapon States. that .the 
acquisition of such weapons or explosive deVIces 
by other States cannot strengthen their securi~y 
and might be detrimental to world peace. It 18 

hoped that before the conference opens several 
other States will have acceded to the treaty. But 
it is undeniable that there is a big gap, difficult 
to bridge, between the nuclear States and the 
others, especially after the modus viv~'ndi a~opted 
by the United States and the SoVIet Umon at 
Vladivostok. 

(c) SALT 

21. The chapter on the international regulation 
of nuclear weapons would not be complete 



without mention of the strategic arms limitation 
talks (SAIJT) between the United States and 
the Soviet Union. However, this matter is dealt 
with in another of the Committee's reports 1 • 

m. Proliferation of nuclear technology 

(a) Civil and military nuclear technology 

22. To understand the close relationship between 
the civil nuclear industry and the technology of 
nuclear explosions- the only technology renoun­
ced by the non-nuclear-weapon parties to the 
non-proliferation treaty - seven separate pro­
cesses must be identified, the first six of which 
are necessary to the civil nuclear industry, 
although all six are only rarely to be found on 
the territory of an individual State, if only 
because uranium deposits do not exist every­
where: 

( i) extraction of uranium ore ; 

( ii) refining of natural uranium metal ; 

(iii) manufacture of fuel elements for 
reactors from natural uranium or from 
enriched uranium produced by an 
enrichment plant (see (vi)) or pluto­
nium derived from reprocessing plants 
(see (v)) ; 

( iv) nuclear reactors fuelled by natural 
uranium (not very economical) or 
slightly enriched uranium or plutonium 
(future generations of breeder reac­
tors) ; 

( v) plant for reprocessing irradiated fuel 
elements (having been used in reactors) 
- extraction of plutonium ; 

(vi) isotope enrichment plant (by the gase­
ous diffusion or centrifuge system, a 
process now being developed) with 
production of uranium slightly 
enriched in isotope 235, or highly 
enriched (more than 80 %) . 

23. The seventh process concerns only the tech­
nology of nuclear explosions : 

(vii) manufacture of nuclear explosive 
devices from fissile material, either 

1. State of European security, Document 671, Chap· 
ter II. 
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plutonium (from process ( v)) or ura­
nium highly enriched in isotope 235 
(from plant (vi)). 

24. The safeguards provided for in the civil 
nuclear industry are mainly intended to control 
and to follow the fissile material produced in 
reactors and extracted in reprocessing plants o:r 
produced in isotope enrichment plants. Only very 
accurate accounting for fissile material can offer 
a guarantee that it has not been diverted to use 
for explosions. 

25. With regard to the possibility of using 
nuclear explosions for civil purposes, several tests 
have been made, mainly in the United States but 
also in the Soviet Union. According to American 
experts, it would appear most difficult to use 
such devices to excavate canals or ports. The 
radioactive fallout from explosions of this kind, 
which would necessarily be released into the 
atmosphere, would be too dangerous. Experi­
ments have also been carried out with under­
ground nuclear explosions to crush oil-bearing 
layers of rock in order to increase the yield of 
oil wells. 

(b) Proliferation of the civil nuclear industry 

26. With the energy crisis, the civil nuclear 
industry is becoming an urgent necessity for 
many countries. Electricity-generating reactors 
are therefore becoming widespread throughout 
the world. But a country acquiring nuclear 
reactors will be tempted to set up on its territory 
all the installations needed for the full fuel cycle, 
i.e. elements (iii), (v) and (vi) mentioned above, 
because otherwise it would depend on other coun­
tries for the supply of reactor fuel and might 
thus risk being deprived of nuclear energy in 
the event of a world shortage of fissile material. 

27. Hence, in addition to the five so-called 
nuclear powers, fifteen to twenty other countries 
have nuclear installations and know-how which 
would allow them to manufacture nuclear explos­
ive devices, including Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Canada, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, the Nether­
lands, South Africa, Spain, Sweden and Switzer­
land. Power reactors also exist in Austria, 
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Greece, 
South Korea, Mexico, Norway, Pakistan, the 
Philippines, Taiwan, Thailand and Yugoslavia. 
Egypt also has nuclear research installations and 
certainly has the necessary technological know­
how. The Stockholm International Peace Research 
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Institute considers that twenty countries now have 
the necessary know-how, plant and material to 
manufacture nuclear bombs and that this figure 
will rise by one or two countries each year 1 • 

28. Proliferation in the civil nuclear industry 
followed the "Atoms for Peace" programme 
announced by General Eisenhower at the end of 
1953. Canada, which had been associated with 
nuclear research programmes since the second 
world war military programme, France and the 
United Kingdom have become exporters of 
nuclear reactors and the technology required for 
their construction. The Federal Republic of 
Germany and Sweden are in the same position, 
and India now has reactors of its own design 
and might well think of exporting such tech­
nology. The Soviet Union has followed the 
example of the United States, but to a far lesser 
extent. Although a safeguard system to avoid 
fissile material being diverted to the manufacture 
of bombs is included in earlier contracts between 
exporting and importing countries, market con­
ditions soon produced competition between sup­
plying countries which led them to reduce their 
safeguards requirements - a profoundly regret­
table development. 

29. The non-proliferation treaty provided for 
the conclusion of subsequent agreements to give 
non-nuclear-weapon States access to the possible 
advantages of peaceful applications of nuclear 
explosions. Explosions in the atmosphere, even 
if experimental, would require prior modifica­
tion of the 1963 treaty on the suspension of 
nuclear tests. Article III of the treaty limiting 
underground tests, signed in Moscow on 3rd July 
1974 by President Nixon and Mr. Brezhnev, 
stipulates that the treaty does not cover under­
ground nuclear explosions by the two parties for 
peaceful purposes. Such explosions are to be 
governed by an agreement to be negotiated by 
the two parties as soon as possible. Negotiations 
between the Soviet Union and the United States 
for settling the problem of peaceful nuclear 
explosions were resumed in Moscow on lOth 
February. 

30. Addressing the general conference of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna 
on 16th September 1974, the Director of the 
Agency, Mr. Elkund, invited the five nuclear 
powers to accept international observers volun­
tarily when conducting nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes. 

1. "The Nuclear Age", published by SIPRI, Stockholm. 
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(c) Proliferation of military nuclear technology 

( i) Horizontal proliferation 

31. On 18th May 1974, India carried out an 
underground nuclear test concerning which the 
President of the Indian Atomic Energy Com­
mission, Professor Sethna, held a press conference 
in Bombay two days later. The Professor stated 
that the aim of the test was purely peaceful, the 
purpose being to study the dynamics of craters 
and rocks and how to use this knowledge for 
peaceful purposes such as building dams. He 
added that India wished to use this knowledge 
to obtain gas and oil. He pointed out that the 
United States and the Soviet Union had carried 
out similar tests, that it would take India six 
months to analyse the results, and that the data 
obtained from the test would be published later. 
Asked whether there would be another test, 
Professor Sethna said information from the first 
test would have to be studied first. 

32. The political and military importance of the 
test in India is that it is the only one to have 
been carried out by a country which does not 
claim to have nuclear weapons and that it 
completely upsets the fundamental principle of 
the non-proliferation treaty that a non-nuclear­
weapon State renounces both nuclear weapons 
and "nuclear explosive devices". India has, of 
course, not signed the treaty. It asserts that 
it does not intend to use explosive devices for 
military purposes, but this mere assertion of 
intention is no substitute for pure and simple 
renunciation of the technology whieh allows it to 
do so. India has sixty Canberra bombers perfectly 
capable of transporting nuclear explosive devices 
and dropping them on military objectives. India's 
neighbours will no longer be able to assume in 
their military contingency planning that India 
has no nuclear weapons. 

33. Mr. Aziz Ahmed, Pakistani Minister of 
Defence and Foreign Affairs, told the conference 
of Islam Ministers for Foreign Affairs, meeting 
in Kuala Lumpur on 24th June 1974, that India 
had surreptitiously accumulated enough pluto­
nium to manufacture seventeen nuclear bombs. 
There is no doubt that the plutonium was 
extracted from irradiated fuel elements from the 
reactor at Trombay, supplied by Canada. The 
elements were probably manufactured in India 
and the reprocessing plant is of purely Indian 
design. Mr. Ahmed added that "the bomb has 
been exploded right outside our door. We know 
who are the target countries". 



34. World reactions to the Indian explosion 
were curiously restrained. Mr. Ahmed had to 
add, when addressing the Kuala Lumpur confer­
ence, that "nevertheless, in deference to the 
wishes of some of my colleagues, we have very 
considerably toned down our draft resolution, 
which merely 'notes the fact that India exploded 
a device.' This is a fact. In fact, India is very 
proud of it. I mention this because some members 
are not willing even to mention the fact". 

35. Mr. Mitchell Sharp, Canadian Minister for 
External Affairs, announced in Ottawa on 22nd 
May 1974 that there would be no further consign­
ments of installations or nuclear material for 
India and that exchanges of nuclear technology 
with India would be suspended. India did not 
deny that it was the Trombay reactor, supplied by 
Canada, which it used to produce the plutonium 
needed for the explosion. Negotiations between 
Canada and India about safeguards at the time 
the reactor was supplied proved difficult. It is 
evident that the safeguards finally accepted by 
India were not sufficient to prevent fissile 
material being diverted for explosive purposes. 

36. Reactions from other countries were mod­
erate. Although some western powers regretted 
the Indian test, the Soviet Union preferred to 
take note of the Indian assertion that the explo­
sion had purely peaceful aims. Your Rapporteur 
called on the leader of the Indian Delegation to 
the Disarmament Conference in Geneva, who 
reaffirmed the peaceful aims of the Indian explo­
sion. 

37. On 1st December 1974, Professor Katzir, 
President of Israel, stated that : "It has always 
been our intention to provide the potential for 
nuclear weapons development. We now have that 
potential. We will defend this country with all 
possible means at hand." Israel has not carried 
out a nuclear test but at Dimona, in the Negev 
desert, it has a small power reactor supplied 
by France which has been operational since 1963. 
Israel extracts uranium from phosphate in the 
Negev and it is quite possible for it to build its 
own reprocessing plant for irradiated elements. 

38. During his visit to the Middle East in June 
1974, President Nixon concluded agreements of 
principle with Israel and Egypt for the supply 
of nuclear power reactors to each country and 
the necessary enriched uranium fuel - 83 tons 
for each country. These agreements of principle 
provide for the negotiation of a co-operation 
agreement subject to agreed guarantees. On 26th 
June, only ten days after President Nixon's visit 
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to the Middle East, contracts for the supply of 
uranium were signed in Washington, Israel and 
Egypt having paid deposits of $725,000 and 
$660,000 respectively. However, in October 1974, 
the Washington press reported difficulties in the 
negotiation of safeguards to be applied in the 
framework of the nuclear co-operation agreements 
with the two countries. The United States is said 
to have insisted on the application of IAEA 
safeguards to all nuclear installations existing 
in the two countries ; but it was not certain that 
Israel would accept such conditions as it has 
never signed the non-proliferation treaty. Egypt, 
on the other hand, has signed the treaty but not 
ratified it. 

(ii) Vertical proliferation 

39. The strategic nuclear weapons of the two 
superpowers have increased considerably since 
the non-proliferation treaty was signed. In 1968. 
the United States had 1, 710 strategic missiles and 
595 strategic bombers. The Soviet Union had 
1,375 strategic missiles, about 700 intermediate­
range missiles and 1,250 strategic bombers. With 
the introduction of independent warheads 
(MIRV), the number of United States warheads 
now exceeds 6,000, although there are fewer 
bombers. The number of Soviet strategic missiles 
has reached 2,835. The ceiling for a future SALT 
agreement recently approved by President Ford 
and Mr. Brezhnev in Vladivostok provided for a 
total of 2,400 launchers of all kinds (missiles and 
bombers) for each country, with the possibility 
of mounting MIRV s on not more than 1,320 
missiles. With the present United States MIRV 
capability, these figures would allow each country 
to bring the number of independent warheads 
up to no less than 10,000 without transgressing 
the Vladivostok agreement. During the same 
period (1968-74), the number of strategic missiles 
in China rose from 0 to 75, in France from 0 to 
66, and in the United Kingdom from 0 to 64. 
It is hard to make the non-nuclear-weapon States 
believe that since the non-proliferation treaty 
was signed the nuclear powers have really 
pursued negotiations in good faith on the cessa­
tion of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disar­
mament, as they agreed to do on adhering to 
the treaty. 

40. Admittedly, the United States and the Soviet 
Union concluded a treaty on limiting under­
ground nuclear tests in Moscow on 3rd July 1974. 
But this treaty only bans underground explosions 
of more than 150 kilotons and takes effect only 
as from 31st March 1976. This agreement is 
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hardly likely to impress the conference to review 
the operation of the non-proliferation treaty, 
which opens in Geneva on 5th May 1975. 

41. The other nuclear powers continue to carry 
out tests. On 24th June 1974, the British Prime 
IDnister told parliament that a British under­
ground test had been carried out in Nevada 
(United States) a few weeks earlier. France's 
programme of atmospheric explosions continued 
in June 1974, but the future programme provides 
for underground tests. 

IV. Conclusions 

42. Despite events since the non-proliferation 
treaty was signed in 1968, the Committee reiter­
ates the opinion which it expressed at the time. 
The non-proliferation treaty, although establish­
ing some degree of discrimination between the 
contracting parties and thereby involving certain 
disadvantages for the non-nuclear-weapon coun­
tries, nevertheless presents substantial advantages 
for world stability and the prospects of progress 
towards disarmament. As regards the Atlantic 
Alliance and the WEU countries, the treaty does 
not preclude mutual nuclear assistance between 
countries which already have a nuclear capacity. 
Nor does it "bar accession by a new federated 
,E.uropean State to the nuclear status of one of 
its former components. A new federated Euro­
pean State would have to control all of its 
external security f1mctions, including defence and 
all foreign policy matters relating to external 
security, but would not have to be so centralised 
as to assume all governmental functions." This 
was the interpretation of Mr. Rusk, then United 
States Secretary of State, on lOth July 1968 ; 
Mr. Mulley, British Minister of Disarmament, 
expressed himself in almost identical terms in 
the House of Commons on 8th July 1968. The 
Committee hopes that all the WEU countries 
will accede to the treaty as soon as possible and 
stresses the importance of accessions announced 
during the conference to examine the application 
of the treaty, which opens on 5th May 1975. 

43. The Committee considers that in their 
external relations member countries should 
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encourage the largest possible number of coun­
tries to accede to the treaty. This policy must be 
completed by a policy of accepting the necessary 
safeguards and not providing assistance or 
nuclear technology to countries which have not 
fully accepted I AEA safeguards. Subject to 
this reservation, the Committee considers that all 
countries have the right to benefit from civil 
nuclear energy but that this right involves an 
obligation for non-nuclear-weapon States to 
accept formally the necessary safeguards and .for 
all countries to accept responsibility for keeping 
radioaetive nuclear waste in adequate security 
conditions on their own territory, and to abandon 
dumping it in the seas and oceans. 

44. The Committee would not be consistent if it 
failed to point out the importance of the bilateral 
strategic arms limitation talks and the reduction, 
subject to appropriate safeguards, of nuclear 
weapons in general. It considers that the nuclear 
balance should be established at levels lower than 
those allowed in the Vladivostok agreement. In 
another report \ the Committee advocates negotia­
tions on the reduction of tactical nuclear weapons 
in Europe in the framework of the negotiations 
on mutual and balanced force reductions. 

45. Mter the conversations your Rapporteur had 
in Geneva with the Ambassadors or represent­
atives of Canada, India, Japan, Romania, the 
USSR, the United Kingdom and the United 
States, it is his duty to report to the Committee 
his feelings concerning the conference of 5th May 
which should make it possible to review the 
operation of safeguards applied by the Vienna 
Agency and their effectiveness. 

46. The Committee cannot underestimate the 
seriousness of infractions of the treaty that could 
be committed by non-nuclear nations, nor can it 
but regret the increase in the nuclear armouries 
of the nuclear powers, in contradiction with the 
terms and spirit of the treaty. 

47. These considerations raise problems which 
our Assembly cannot ignore. 

1. State of European security, Document 671, Chapter 
III. 
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Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 1 

signed in London, Moscow and Washington 
on 1st July 1968 

1. The States concluding this Treaty, herein­
after referred to as the "Parties to the Treatv" ~ , 
2. Considering the devastation that would be 
visited upon all mankind by a nuclear war and 
the consequent need to make every effort to avert 
the danger of such a war and to take measures 
to safeguard the security of peoples, 

3. Believing that the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons would seriously enhance the danger of 
nuclear war, 

4. In conformity with resolutions of the United 
Nations General Assembly calling for the con­
clusion Qf an agreement on the prevention of 
wider dissemination of nuclear weapons, 

5. Undertaking to co-operate in facilitating the 
application of International Atomic Energy 
Agency safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities, 

6. Expressing their support for research, 
development and other efforts to further the 
application, within the framework of the Inter­
national Atomic Energy Agency safeguards 
system, of the principle of safeguarding 
effectively the flow of source and special fission­
able materials by use of instruments and other 
techniques at certain strategic points, 

7. Affirming the principle that the benefitf of 
peaceful applications of nuclear technology, in­
cluding any technological by-products which may 
be derived by nuclear-weapon States from the 
development of nuclear explosive devices, should 
be available for peaceful purposes to all Parties 
to the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or non­
nuclear-weapon States, 

8. Convinced that in furtherance of this prin­
ciple, all Parties to the Treaty are entitled to 
participate in the fullest possible exchange of 
scientific information for, and to contribute alone 
or in co-operation with other States to, the 
further development of the applications of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes, 

1. Paragraph numbers have been added to the official 
test of the preamble for ease of reference. 

to•- 1 
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9. Declaring their intention to achieve at the 
earliest possible date the cessation of the nuclear 
arms race and to undertake effective measures in 
the direction of nuclear disarmament , 
10. Urging the co-operation of all States in the 
attainment of this objective, 

11. ~ecalling the determination expressed by the 
Parties to the 1963 Treaty banning nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space 
and under water in its Preamble to seek to 
achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions 
of nuelear weapons for all time and to continue 
negotiations to this end, 

12. Desiring to further the easing of inter­
national tension and the strengthening of trust 
between States in order to facilitate the cessation 
of the manufacture of nuclear weapons, the 
1iquidation of all their existing stockpiles and 
the elimination from national arsenals of n~clear 
weapons and the means of their delivery pur­
suant to a Treaty on general and complete dis­
armament under strict and effective international 
control, 

13. Recalling that, in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations, States must 
refrain in their international relations from the 
threat or use of force against the territorial 
integrity or political independence of any State, 
or in any other manner inconsistent with the 
purposes of the United Nations, and that the 
establishment and maintenance of international 
peace and security are to be promoted with the 
least diversion for armaments of the world's 
human and economic resources ; 

Have agreed as follows : 

Article I 

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the 
Treaty undertakes not to transfer to any recipient 
whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices or control over such weapons or 
explosive devices directly, or indirectly ; and not 
in any way to assist, encourage, or induce any 
non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or 
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otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other 
nuclear explosive devices, or control over such 
weapons or explosive devices. 

Article II 

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the 
Treaty undertakes not to receive the transfer 
from any tran..~feror whatsoever of nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of 
control over such weapons or explosive devices 
directly, or indirectly ; not to manufacture or 
otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other 
nuclear explosive devices ; and not to seek or re­
ceive any assistance in the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive 
devices. 

Article III 

1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the 
Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, as set 
forth in an agreement to be negotiated and con­
cluded with the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in accordance with the Statute of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency and the 
Agency's safeguards system, for the exclusive 
purpose of verification of the fulfilment of its 
obligations assumed under this Treaty with a 
view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy 
from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other 
nuclear explosive devices. Procedures for the 
safeguards required by this article shall be 
followed with respect to source or special fission­
able material whether it is being produced, pro­
cessed or used in any principal nuclear facility 
or is outside any such facility. The safeguards 
required by this article shall be applied on all 
source or special fissionable material in all peace­
ful nuclear activities within the territory of such 
State, under its jurisdiction, or carried out under 
its control anywhere. 

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes 
not to provide: (a) source or special fissionable 
material, or (b) equipment or material especially 
designed or prepared for the processing use or 
production of special fissionable material, tQ any 
non-nuclear-weapon State for peaceful purposes, 
unless the source or special fissionable material 
shall be subject to the safeguards required by this 
article. 

3. The safeguards required by this article shall 
be implemented in a manner designed to comply 
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with Article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid 
hampering the economic or technological develop­
ment of the parties or international co-operation 
in the field of peaceful nuclear activities, in­
cluding the international exchange of nuclear 
material and equipment for the processing, use 
or production of nuclear material for peaceful 
purposes in accordance with the provisions of 
this article and the principle of safeguarding set 
forth in the preamble of the Treaty. 

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the 
Treaty shall conclude agreements with the Inter­
national Atomic Energy Agency to meet the 
requirements of this article either individually or 
together with other States in accordance with 
the Statute of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. Negotiation of such agreements shall 
commence within 180 days from the original 
entry .into force of this Treaty. For States 
depositing their instruments of ratification or 
accession after the 180-day period, negotiation of 
such agreements shall commence not later than 
the date of such deposit. Such agreements shall 
enter into force not later than eighteen months 
after the date of initiation of negotiations. 

Article IV 

1. Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted 
as affecting the inalienable right of all the 
Parties to the Treaty to develop research, 
production and use of nuclear energy for peace­
ful purposes without discrimination and in con­
formity with Articles I and II of this Treaty. 

2. All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to 
facilitate, and have the right to participate in, 
the fullest possible exchange of equipment, 
materials and scientific and technological 
information for the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to do 
so shall also co-operate in contributing alone or 
together with other States or international 
organisations to the further development of the 
applications of nuclear energy for peaceful pur­
poses, especially in the territories of non-nuclear­
weapon States Party to the Treaty, with due 
consideration for the needs of the developing 
areas of the world. 

Article V 

Each Party to the Treaty undertakes to take 
appropriate measures to ensure that, in accord-
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ance with this Treaty, under appropriate inter­
national observation and through appropriate 
international procedures, potential benefits from 
any peaceful applications of nuclear explosions 
will be made available to non-nuclear-weapon 
States Party to the Treaty on a non-dis­
criminatory basis and that the charge to such 
Parties for the explosive devices used will be as 
low as possible and exclude any charge for 
research and development. Non-nuclear-weapon 
States Party to the Treaty shall be able to obtain 
such benefits, pursuant to a special international 
agreement or agreements, through an appropriate 
international body with adequate representation 
of non-nuclear-weapon States. Negotiations on 
this subject shall commence as soon as possible 
after the Treaty enters into force. Non-nuclear-

. weapon States Party to the Treaty so desiring 
may also obtain such benefits pursuant to bi­
lateral agreements. 

Article VI 

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes 
to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective 
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arm!! 
race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, 
and on a Treaty on general and complete dis-. 
armament under strict and effective international 
control. 

Article VII 

Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of 
any group of States to conclude regional treaties 
in order to assure the total absence of nuclear 
weapons in their respective territories. 

Article VIII 

1. Any Party to the Treaty may propose amend­
ments to this 'freaty. The text of any proposed 
amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary 
Governments which shall circulate it to all Parties 
to the Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do so 
by one third or more of the Parties to the Treaty, 
the Depositary Governments shall convene a con­
ference, to which they shall invite all the 
Parties to the Treaty, to consider such an amend­
ment. 

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be 
approved by a majority of the votes of all the 
Parties to the Treaty, including the votes of all 
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nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty and 
all other Parties which, on the date the amend­
ment is circulated, are members of the Board of 
Governors of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. The amendment shall enter into force 
for each Party that deposits its instrument of 
ratification of the amendment upon the deposit 
of such instruments of ratification by a majority 
of all the Parties, including the instruments of 
ratification of all nuclear-weapon States Party 
to the Treaty and all other Parties which, on the 
date the amendment is circulated, are members 
of the Board of Governors of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. Thereafter, it shall enter 
into force for any other Party upon the deposit 
of its instrument of ratification of the amend­
ment . 

3. Five years after the entry into force of this 
Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty shall 
be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review 
the operation of this Treaty with a view to 
assuring that the purposes of the preamble and 
the provisions of the Treaty are being realised. 
At intervals of five years thereafter, a majority 
of the Parties to the Treaty may obtain, by sub­
mitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary 
Governments, the convening of further con­
ferences with the same objective of reviewing thP. 
operation of the Treaty. 

Article IX 

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for 
signature. Any State which does not sign the 
Treaty before its entry into force in accordance 
with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it 
at any time. 

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification 
by signatory States. Instruments of ratification 
and instruments of accession shall be deposited 
with the Governments of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America t, which are hereby designated 
the Depositary Governments. 

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its 
ratification by the States, the Governments of 
which are designated Depositaries of the Treaty, 
and forty other States signatory to this Treaty 

1. The names of the three countries appear in this order 
in the version signed in London. 
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and the deposit of their instruments of rati­
fication. For the purposes of this Treaty, a 
nuclear-weapon State is one which has manu­
factured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other 
nuclear explosive device prior to 1st January 
1967. 

4. For States whose instruments of ratification 
or accession are deposited subsequent to the entry 
into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force 
on the date of the deposit of their instruments of 
ratification or accession. 

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly 
inform all signatory and acceding States of the 
date of each signature, the date of deposit of 
each instrument of ratification or of accession, 
the date of the entry into force of this Treaty, 
and the date of receipt of any requests for con­
vening a conference or other notices. 

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the De­
positary Governments pursuant to Article 102 of 
the Charter of the United Nations. 

Article X 

1. Each Party shall in exercising its national 
sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the 
Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events, 
related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have 
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jeopardised the supreme interests of its country. 
It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all 
other Parties to the Treaty and to the United 
Nations Security Council three months in ad­
vance. Such notice shall include a statement of 
the extraordinary events it regards as having 
jeopardised its supreme interests. 

2. Twenty-five years after the entry into force 
of the Treaty, a Conference shall be convened to 
decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force 
indefinitely, or shall be extended for an 
additional fixed period or periods. This decision 
shall be taken by a mojority of the Parties to the 
Treaty. 

Article XI 

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, 
Spanish and Chinese texts of which are equally 
authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of 
the Depositary Governments. Duly certified 
copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the 
Depositary Governments to the Governments of 
the signatory and acceding States. 

In witness whereof the undersigned, duly 
authorised, have signed this Treaty. 

Done in triplicate at London, Moscow and 
Washington\ this first day of July 1968. 

1. The names of the three capitals appear in this order 
in the version signed in London. 
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APPENDIX II 

Treaty on the non-proliferaton of nuclear weapons 1968 

List of signatures, ratifications and accf!B8ions 
as at 81st March 1916 

DOCUMENT 672 

Country 
Date of signature Date of ratification /accession 

London Moscow 'washington London Moscow Washington 

** Afghanistan 1. 7.68 l. 7.68 l. 7.68 5. 3.70 5. 2.70 4. 2.70 
Albania 
Algeria 
Argentine 

** Australia 27. 2.70 27. 2.70 27. 2.70 23. 1.73 23. 1.73 23. 1.73 
** Austria l. 7.68 1. 7.68 l. 7.68 27. 6.69 27. 6.69 27. 6.69 
**Bahamas 10. 7.73 

Bahrain 
Bangladesh 

* Barbados 1. 7.68 
*Belgium 20. 8.68 20. 8.68 20. 8.68 

Bhutan 
** Bolivia l. 7.68 26. 5.70 
**Botswana l. 7.68 28. 4.69 

Brazil 
** Bulgaria 1. 7.68 l. 7.68 1. 7.68 3.11.69 18. 9.69 5. 9.69 

Burma 
**Burundi 19. 3.71 

Byelorussia 
** Cameroon 18. 7.68 17. 7.68 8. 1.69 
** Canada 23. 7.68 29. 7.68 23. 7.68 8. 1.69 8. 1.69 8. 1.69 
** Cent. Afr. Rep. 25.10.70 
** Chad l. 7.68 23. 3.71 II. 3.71 10. 3.71 

Chile 
China 

* Colombia l. 7.68 
Congo, P.R. of 

** Costa Rica l. 7.68 3. 3.70 
Cuba 

** Cyprus I. 7.68 l. 7.68 I. 7.68 5. 3.70 10. 2.70 16. 2.70 
** Czechoslovakia I. 7.68 l. 7.68 I. 7.68 22. 7.69 22. 7.69 22. 7.69 
** Dahomey I. 7.68 31.10.72 

D.R.V. 
**Denmark l. 7.68 I. 7.68 I. 7.68 3. 1.69 3. 1.69 3. 1.69 
** Dom. Republic I. 7.68 24. 7.71 
** Ecuador 9. 7.68 7. 3.69 
* Egypt, A.R. of I. 7.68 I. 7.68 

** El Salvador I. 7.68 11. 7.72 
Equatorial Guinea 

** Ethiopia 5. 9.68 5. 9.68- 5. 9.68 5. 3.70 5. 2.70 5. 3.70 
** Fiji 14. 7.72 29. 8.72 18. 7.72 
** Finland I. 7.68 I. 7.68 I. 7.68 5. 2.69 5. 2.69 5. 2.69 

France 
**Gabon 19. 2.74 
*The Gambia 4. 9.68 24. 9.68 20. 9.68 
* Germany (Fed. Republic) 28.11.69 28.11.69 28.11.69 
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Country 
Date of signature Date of ratification /accession 

London Moscow Washington London Moscow Washington 

** Germany (Dem. Republic) 1. 7.68 31.10.69 
**Ghana 24. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 4. 5.70 11. 5.70 5. 5.70 
** Greece 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 ll. 3.70 
** Grenada 19. 5.74 
** Guatemala 26. 7.68 22. 9.70 

Guinea 
Guyana 

** Haiti 1. 7.68 2. 6.70 
** Holy See 25. 2.71 25. 2.71 25. 2.71 
** Honduras 1. 7.68 16. 5.73 
**Hungary 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 27. 5.69 27. 5.69 27. 5.69 
** Iceland 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 18. 7.69 18. 7.69 18. 7.69 

India 
* Indonesia 2. 3.70 2. 3.70 2. 3.70 

** Iran 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 5. 3.70 10. 2.70 2. 2.70 
*Iraq 1. 7.68 29.10.69 

** Ireland 4. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 4. 7.68 2. 7.68 1. 7.68 
Israel 

* Italy 28. 1.69 28. 1.69 28. 1.69 
** Ivory Coast 1. 7.68 6. 3.73 
** Jamaica 14. 4.69 14. 4.69 14. 4.69 5. 3.70 5. 3.70 5. 3.70 
* Japan 3. 2.70 3. 2.70 3. 2.70 

**Jordan 10. 7.68 ll. 2.70 
**Kenya 1. 7.68 11. 6.70 
** Khmer Republic 2. 6.72 
* Korea (South) 1. 7.68 

Korea (North) 
* Kuwait 22. 8.68 15. 8.68 15. 8.68 

** Laos 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 5. 3.70 20. 2.70 5. 3.70 
** Lebanon 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 15. 7.70 15. 7.70 20.11.70 
** Lesotho 9. 7.68 20. 5.70 
** Liberia 1. 7.68 5. 3.70 
* Libya 18. 7.68 23. 7.68 19. 7.68 

Liechtenstein 
* Luxembourg 18. 8.68 14. 8.68 14. 8.68 

** Madagascar 22. 8.68 8.10.70 
Malawi 

** Malaysia 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 5. 3.70 5. 3.70 5. 3.70 
** Maldives 11. 9.68 7. 4.70 
** Mali 15. 7.69 14. 7.69 10. 2.70 5. 3.70 
** Malta 17. 4.69 6. 2.70 

Mauritania 
** Mauritius 1. 7.68 14. 4.69 25. 4.69 8. 4.69 
** Mexico 26. 7.68 26. 7.68 26. 7.68 21. 1.69 21. 1.69 21. 1.69 

Monaco 
** Mongolia 1. 7.68 14. 5.69 
** Morocco 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 30.11.70 27.11.70 16.12.70 
** Nepal 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 3. 2.70 9. 1.70 5. 1.70 
* Netherlands 20. 8.68 20. 8.68 

** New Zealand 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 10. 9.69 10. 9.69 10. 9.69 
** Nicaragua 1. 7.68 1. 7.68 6. 3.73 

Niger 
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Country 
Date of signature Date of ratification facce88ion 

London Moscow Washington London Moscow Washington 

** Nigeria l. 7.68 l. 7.68 l. 7.68 27. 9.68 14.10.68 7.10.68 
**Norway l. 7.68 l. 7.68 l. 7.68 5. 2.69 5. 2.69 5. 2.69 

Oman 
Pakistan 

*Panama l. 7.68 
** Paraguay l. 7.68 5. 3.70 4. 2.70 
** Peru l. 7.68 3. 3.70 
** Philippines 18. 7.68 l. 7.68 16.10.72 20.10.72 5.10.72 
** Poland l. 7.68 l. 7.68 l. 7.68 12. 6.69 12. 6.69 12. 8.69 

Portugal 
Qatar 

**Romania l. 7.68 l. 7.68 l. 7.68 4. 2.70 4. 2.70 4. 2.70 
Rwanda 
Salvador 

** San Marino 29. 7.68 21.11.68 l. 7.68 10. 8.70 20. 8.70 31. 8.70 
Saudi Arabia 

** Senegal 26. 7.68 l. 7.68 l. 7.68 15. 1.71 17.12.70 22.12.70 
** Sierra Leone 26. 2.75 
* Singapore 5. 2.70 5. 2.70 5. 2.70 

** Somali, D. R. of l. 7.68 l. 7.68 l. 7.68 5. 3.70 12.11.70 
South Africa 
Spain 

* Sri Lanka l. 7.68 l. 7.68 l. 7.68 
** Sudan 24.12.68 10.12.73 22.11.73 31.10.73 
** Swaziland 24. 6.69 11.12.69 12. 1.70 16.12.69 
** Sweden 19. 8.68 19. 8.68 19. 8.68 9. 1.70 9. 1.70 9. 1.70 
* Switzerland 27.11.69 27.11.69 

** Syria l. 7.68 24. 9.69 
** Taiwan l. 7.68 27. 1.70 

Tanzania 
** Thailand 7.12.72 
** Togo l. 7.68 26. 2.70 

** Tonga 7. 7.71 24. 8.71 7. 7.71 
* Trinidad and Tobago 22. 8.68 20. 8.68 

** Tunisia l. 7.68 l. 7.68 l. 7.68 26. 2.70 26. 2.70 26. 2.70 
* Turkey 28. 1.69 28. 1.69 28. 1.69 

Uganda 
UAE 
Ukraine 

** Upper Volta 11. 8.69 25.11.68 3. 3.70 
**Uruguay l. 7.68 31. 8.70 

* Venezuela l. 7.68 
** Vietnam (South) l. 7.68 10. 9.71 
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Date of signature 
Country 

London Moscow Washington 

** Western Samoa 
* Yemen Arab Republic 
* Yemen (PDRY) 

** Yugoslavia 
** Zaire 

Zambia 
** UK 
**USA 
**USSR 

At 31st March 1975 

Parties : 87 (including Taiwan) 

Signatories : 23 

23. 9.68 
14.11.68 

10. 7.68 10. 7.68 
17. 9.68 26. 7.68 

1. 7.68 1. 7.68 
1. 7.68 1. 7.68 
1. 7.68 1. 7.68 

NB ** States that have signed and ratified or acceded 

* States that have signed but not ratified 
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1. 7.68 
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Date of ratification /accession 

London Moscow Washington 

26. 3.75 

5. 3.70 5. 3.70 4. 3.70 
4. 8.70 

27.11.68 29.11.68 27.11.68 
5. 3.70 5. 3.70 5. 3.70 
5. 3.70 5. 3.70 5. 3.70 
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Amendment No. 1 

Proliferation of nuclear weapona 

AMENDMENT No. 1 1 

tabled by Mr. de Stexhe 

27th May 1975 

I. At the end of the preamble to the draft Recommendation, add the following two paragraphs : 

"Noting with keen satisfaction that, after the United Kingdom, five other member States of WEU 
have adhered to the treaty and deposited on the same day their instruments of ratification ; 

Aware that the adoption of parallel if not identical attitudes on the part of the member States of 
WEU would be fruitful for Western Europe;" 

2. At the end of the draft Recommendation proper, add the following three paragraphs: 

"To speak with one voice now in the Geneva conference responsible for considering the application 
of the treaty and subsequently adopt joint attitudes towards the depository countries of the treaty 
and of the IAEA; 

With this in view, to convey strongly to the USSR and the United States the urgency of meaningful 
progress towards vertical non-proliferation in accordance with the commitments entered into lest 
the treaty lose its credibility and become merely an instrument of discrimination ; 

To increase IAEA guarantees and safeguards and in particular : 

(a) invite the nuclear States to follow the example of the United Kingdom and of the United States 
by making their civil installations subject to IAEA safeguards ; 

(b) extend IAEA safeguards to the physical protection of nuclear material throughout the whole 
nuclear fuel cycle." 

Signed : tle Btexhe 

1. See 4th Sitting, 27th May 1975 (Amendment adopted). 
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Draft Recommendation 

on the application of the BrUIISels Treaty 

The Assembly, 

Welcoming the prompt action by the Council which enabled the twentieth annual report to be 
communicated by 28th February and congratulating the Secretary-General on introducing the "appropriate 
administrative procedures to ensure that the preparation of its annual report is carried out on a current 
basis"; 

Stressing the close interest which the Council of WEU must necessarily take in the structure of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, since all organs of WEU are required by the modified Brussels Treaty 
to work in close co-operation with it ; 

Aware that the modified Brussels Treaty is a supranational treaty in that Council - decisions 
concerning the force level and arms control provisions of Protocols Nos. II, III and IV are not subject to 
a unanimous vote, and that no usage or agreement has formally modified the majority voting procedures 
of those protocols ; 

Aware that the credibility of any future East-West agreements on arms control, especially in the 
framework of the conference on European security and co-operation, or mutual and balanced force reductions, 
may be undermined by the failure to apply the controls provided for by the modified Brussels Treaty ; 

Regretting that since 1966 annual reports have omitted the numbers of inspections, by category 
of establishment visited, that have been carried out by the Agency for the Control of Armaments; 

Congratulating the Agency for the Control of Armaments on the way in which it has carried out 
in difficult circumstances the regrettably still too limited tasks assigned to it by the Council ; 

Recalling its recommendation that full use be made of the Standing Armaments Committee as a 
study and review body to eliminate duplication in other international bodies concerned with the stand­
ardisation and joint production of armaments, and endorsing the proposal of the Belgian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs to entrust that Committee with a study of the armaments production capabilities existing in Europe, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CoUNciL 

1. Apply each year the new procedure for the prompt communication of the annual report ; 

2. Include in annual reports a statement of the numbers of inspections carried out by the Agency for 
the Control of Armaments, both by category of installation and by country visited ; 

3. Include in the conclusions of the arms control chapter of the annual report a full and clear statement 
of all those aspects of the arms control provisions of the Brussels Treaty which are not fully applied ; 

4. Continue to press for ratification by the remaining member of WEU of the Convention on the due 
process of law signed on 14th December 1957; 

5. Instruct the Standing Armaments Committee to study and report on the arms production capabilities 
existing in the European NATO countries; 

6. Advise the North Atlantic Council to revise the terms of appointment of its Chairman and Secretary-
General, limiting it to four years in the first place. 
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Explanatory Memorandum 

(submitted by Mr. Niet, Rapporteur) 

Introduction 

1. In examining the twentieth annual report 
of the Council covering the year 1974, it is 
interesting to recall the significant change of 
content compared with earlier reports. Those 
defence questions with which the Council rou­
tinely deals (see paragraph 14 below) account 
for the bulk of the present report, whereas the 
first report covering the period 1st June to 15th 
October 1955 inevitably reflected the earlier 
activities of the Bl'U88els Treaty Organisation 
prior to its modification in 1954, and included 
sections on the cultural and social activities of 
the Council. During periods in the intervening 
years, the Council has had responsibility for 
political consultation and for informing the 
United Kingdom about the activities of the Euro­
pean Community in the days before the United 
Kingdom acceded to it. 

2. The fact that the twentieth annual report 
has to concentrate on the routine defence mat­
ters with which the Council still deals, merely 
reflects the transfer of the Council's other func­
tions to wider fora mentioned in paragraph 6 
below. 

Regrettably, that part of the annual report 
which deals with the control of armaments - the 
most important statutory aspect of the annual 
report, in that it is the only aspect singled out 
in Artiele IX of the modified treaty as being a 
particular feature of the annual report - still 
has to record the failure of the Council to apply 
any of the more essential arms control provisions 
of the treaty. This matter is discussed in Chap­
ter III below. 

3. Nevertheless, as has been pointed out in 
the Council (see paragraph 10 below), the impor­
tance of the Brussels Treaty remains unchanged, 
and the -committee stresses that it provides an 
important basis, along with the North Atlantic 
Treaty, for the collective defence of the West. 
The Committee also welcomes the Council's 
readiness to prepare replies on many recommen­
dations and questions from the Assembly con­
cerning matters, including the more important 
defence matters, which the member countries deal 
with in fora other than that of WEU - chiefly 
NATO, the European Communities or the nine­
power political consultative machinery. 
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Annual report of the Council 

CHAPTER I 

Relations between the Council and the 
Assembly 

4. Rather curiously, the twentieth annual report 
points out (page 2) that the previous report was 
transmitted to the Assembly "within the shortest 
time compatible with the procedures of the Coun­
cil". Yet last year the Committee, in its reply, 
had to complain that the vital chapter on the 
control of armaments had been received only on 
19th April that year, giving the Rapporteur and 
the Committee insufficient time to consider it in 
preparing their reports for submission to the 
first part of the Assembly's session. This year 
the Committee notes with satisfaction that the 
whole of the annual report was communicated 
to the Assembly before the end of February. The 
Committee wishes to congratulate the Secretary­
General for introducing the "appropriate admin­
istrative procedures to ensure that the prepara­
tion of its annual report is carried out on a cur­
rent basis", advocated by the Assembly in Recom­
mendation 183 "1. This early communication has 
made it possible to give it the study and atten­
tion that it merits. 

5. The annual report points out (page 2) that: 

"When asked by the Assembly to provide 
information or state their attitude on current 
political questions, the Council had to refer, 
more often than in the past, to other agencies 
dealing with these matters, because their 
own activities in these fields have diminished 
as political co-operation between the Nine 
has developed. In the case of defence policy 
which both the Assembly and the Council 
look upon as WEU's essential concern, it was 
even more apparent that the Council could 
not reply to the Assembly in the desired 
manner because co-operation in European 
defence policy had not yet reached a stage 

1. Adopted by the Assembly on 18th June 1969, on 
the report of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments, Document 482, Rapporteur Mr. Vedova.to. 



at which governments could state a joint 
view to the Assembly." 

6. The Committee welcomes the fact that the 
growing cohesion <>f Europe has enabled matters 
which might at one time have been discussed 
within the framework of WEU, w be transferred 
w <>ther fora such as the North Atlantic Council, 
Eurogroup, the European Community, and the 
political consultation machinery of the nine mem­
bers of the European Community, where they can 
be more effectively dealt with than in the res­
tricted framework of WEU. The Committee notes 
the Council's assertion (page 2) that co-operation 
in the field of European defence policy has not 
reached the stage where governments could 
adopt a common position before the Assembly. 
The Committee reports elsewhere on the future 
organisation of European defence 1• 

7. The Committee welcomes the Council's 
acceptance of the proposal in Recommendation 
247 calling for the inclusion in annual reports 
of certain information concerning the method 
whereby the Council determines the appropriate 
levels of the armed forces of the member States 
(see paragraph 16 below). 

8. While the Council, during the peak of its 
political activity in the period prior to the 
accession of the United Kingdom to the Euro­
pean Community, met at ministerial level four 
times a year, it now appears to be the practice 
to meet once only at that level. In 1974, the Com­
mittee did not have occasion to meet the Council 
informally in conjunction with the single minis­
terial meeting held on 11th March. 

9. The meeting between the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments and the 
Standing Armaments Committee is referred to 
in Chapter IV below. 

CHAPTER II 

Activities of the: Council 

Twentieth anniversary of the modification of the 
Brussels Treaty 

10. The Committee endorses the statement by 
the Chairman-in-Office of the Council (see page 4 

I. See the report on the state of European security, 
Chapter VI, Rapporteur Mr. Lemmrich. 
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of the Council's report), made at the anniversary 
meeting on 23rd Ocrober 1974: 

"... The revised Brussels Treaty remains as 
valid today as when it was signed twenty 
years ago. It brings our seven countries 
rogether in a fifty-year alliance in which 
we accept the most binding obligation any 
country can assume with regard to another : 
the commitment to mutual defence. Not 
least, it is the origin of the Assembly which 
has since made such an important contribu­
tion w our work ... " 

11. It is for this reason that the Committee 
believes that the residual defence functions of 
the Council (paragraph 14 below) should be 
actively pursued. The credibility of any treaty 
declines with the passage of time when there is 
no regular and effective activity under its terms. 

East-West relations 

12. The Committee welcomes the continued dis­
cussion at ministerial meetings of the Council 
of the state of relations between the Federal 
Republic of Germany and the German Democratic 
Republic (see page 5 of the Council's report). The 
annual report recalls the Council's reply to 
Recommendation 252 1 concerning the concerta­
tion of allied positions in the three important 
East-West conferences. The Committee has 
welcomed the common position which the allies 
continue to adopt at these conferences. The annual 
report further comments on the Defence Com­
mittee's recent report on European security and 
the situation in the Eastern Mediterranean 2• 

The Council states in its report (page 6) 
that: 

"In the course of many discussions in the 
North Atlantic Council, the desire of the 
representatives of the member governments 
of WEU and of those of their allies, has all 
along been to maintain the coherence of the 
Alliance, to avoid conflict between two of its 
members, and to find an acceptable settle­
ment to the humanitarian problems of 
Cyprus;" 

It is difficult to discover how much substance 
there is in this assertion. Your Rapporteur is 

I. Adopted by the Assembly on 19th June 1974, on 
the report of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments, Documents 635, Rapporteur Mr. Critchley. 

2. Document 651, adopted by the Committee on 
14th November 1974, Rapporteur Mr. Critchley. 
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unaware of any reference in public statements 
or the media to any helpful steps taken by the 
North Atlantic Council as such or by its Chair­
man. The same inaction has been apparent over 
events in Portugal after the end of the Caetano 
regime. 

Relations between Europe and the United States 

13. The annual report similarly comments on 
the Committee's report on consultation and deci­
sions in the Atlantic Alliance 1 • The Committee 
welcomes the Council's assertion (page 6) that 
"Europe's ·development towards political unity 
was by no means inconsistent with the main­
tenance of solidarity within the Alliance", and 
(page 7) that "during 1974, informal practical 
arrangements for consultation between the Nine 
and the United States were worked out and put 
into effect... Such consultation in no way dero­
gated from the importance of the bilateral chan­
nels of information and consultation between 
each of the European partners and the United 
States to which the Assembly had referred". 

Defence questions 

14. The Council having transferred to NATO in 
1950 everyday responsibility for implementing 
the mutual defence obligations of the Brussels 
Treaty, a decision subsequently enshrined in 
Article IV of the modified Brussels Treaty in 
1954, the Council was led, in its second annual 
report 2, to define the scope of its residual defence 
and related activities. The seven governments 
considered that the activities of the Council in 
the field of defence questions and armaments 
should relate only to : 

" (a) matters which the contracting parties 
wish to raise, especially under Article 
VIII; 

(b) the level of forces of member States ; 
(c) the maintenance of certain United 

Kingdom forces on the continent ; 
(d) the Agency for the Control of Arma­

ments; 
(e) the Standing Armaments Committee." 

15. As far as the Committee is aware, no member 
State has ever, so far, chosen to raise matters 
under Article VIII of the treaty (" ... any situa-

1. Document 635, adopted by the Committee on 
21st May 1974, Rapporteur Mr. Critchley. 

2. Document 37, 26th February 1957. 

306 

tion which may constitute a threat to peace, in 
whatever area this threat should arise ... ") so 
that the effective activities of the Council in the 
field of defence now relate to items (b) to (e) 
above. Items (d) and (e) are dealt with separately 
in Chapters III and IV of the annual report. 

Levels of forces of member States 

16. Under Protocol No. II of the Brussels Treaty, 
the Council has important functions concerning 
the determination of the levels of forces to be 
maintained by member countries. The Committee 
welcomes the full details now given by the Coun­
cil in the annual report (pages 9-10) of the 
various procedures, all of which were correctly 
applied during the year under review. The Com­
mittee particularly welcomes the inclusion of 
information concerning the parallel procedure 
involving the representatives of six of the member 
countries in the NATO framework. This informa­
tion has been incorporated in response to Written 
Questions 130 and 141 and Recommendation 247 
of the Assembly. 

17. Under Protocol No. II, the United Kingdom 
undertook to maintain specified levels of forces 
on the continent. In response to Written Question 
1221, the Council stated that : 

"... The level of British forces on the main­
land of Europe approved by the Council is 
therefore once more (subject to the temporary 
redeployment referred to above) 55,000 men 
plus the Second Tactical Air Force." 

In response to Recommendation 213 2, the United 
Kingdom undertook to state in the annual report 
each year the current actual level of British 
forces on the continent. The Committee notes 
witth great satisfaction that the level duly reported 
a.t 30th November 1974 amounted to 60,136 men 
plus the Second Tactical Air Force. Allowing for 
the temporary redeployment of some 4,000 men 
to Northern Ireland and 310 to Cyprus, there is 
no longer any doubt that the United Kingdom's 
obligation has been met. 

Amendments to the list of prohibited weapons 

18. On some twelve occasions since the conclusion 
of the modified Brussels Treaty in 1954 the 
Council has amended the list at Annex Ih to 

1. Put by Mr. Vedovato on 13th April 1971. 

2. Adopted by the Assembly on 30th November 1971, 
on the report of the Committee on Defence Questions and 
Armaments, Document 558, Rapporteur Mr. Vedovato. 



Protocol No. III which specified the weapons 
which the Federal Republic of Germany under­
takes not to manufacture on its territory. No 
amendments to this list have been reported by 
the Council during 1974, the year covered by the 
annual report. 

19. On 15th May 1974, Mr. Tanghe put the 
following Written Question 139 to the Council: 

"139. The annual report of the Council for 
1973 states that Protocol No. III to the 
modified Brussels Treaty was amended on 
26th September 1973 'to take account of 
technical developments' whereas previous 
references to such amendments have stated 
that they were designed 'to enable the 
Federal Republic of Germany to fulfil her 
NATO commitments'. 

Can the Council make the same statement on 
this occasion 1 " 

The Council, in its reply communicated on 
13th June 1974, failed to assert that the amend­
ment in question was designed to enable Germany 
to fulfil her NATO commitments. The full text 
of the reply is as follows : 

"139. In their nineteenth report to the 
Assembly, the Council stated that their reso­
lution of 26th September 1973 had been 
adopted 'following the procedure laid down 
in Protocol No. III to the modified Brussels 
Treaty'. 

This procedure was also referred to in the 
preamble to the resolution in question, the 
text of which was communicated to the Presi­
dent of the Assembly on 27th September 
1973. 

While the Council made no further reference 
in their annual report ·to the concept of the 
NATO commitments of the Federal Republic 
of Germany, they nevertheless made a point 
of informing the Assembly of a factor which 
had played an important part in arriving at 
their decision, namely, the need to take 
account of technical developments." 

This wording of the Council's reply leaves un­
answered questions in the Committee's mind. 

20. The amendment made by the Council on 
26th September 1973 raised the tonnage of sub­
marines which ·Germany is authorised to manu­
facture on its territory from 450 to 1,800 tons. 
Under the previous limit, Germany had also been 
authorised to manufacture up to six submarines 
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not exceeding 1,000 tons, and this quota of six 
submarines had subsequently been exported -
four to Greece and two to Turkey - as the Com­
mittee has previously reported 1• 

21 . The Committee finds the situation concerning 
the revised limit of 1,800 tons to be unclear. 
Article II of Protocol No. III states that amend­
ments to the list of prohibited weapons are to be 
made "if in accordance with the needs of the 
armed forces 2 , a recommendation is made by the 
competent Supreme Commander of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation ... " The Committee 
would be interested to know to what extent the 
amendment in this case was made to permit the 
export of submarines by Germany rather than 
to meet the requirements of the German armed 
forces assigned to NATO. There appears to be 
no other explanation for the Council's inability 
to state that the amendment was made "to enable 
the Federal Republic of Germany to fulfil her 
NATO commitments". 

Other written questions - The Montreux Con­
vention 

22. In Written Question 133, which Mr. Zam­
berletti put to the Council on 12th June 1973, 
the question of the Montreux Convention regula­
ting the passage of ships through the Turkish 
Straits was raised. France and Britain are parties 
to that convention. The Council was unable to 
give a substantive reply to that question and, in 
reply to Written Question 140, put to the Council 
by Mr. Tanghe on 15th May 1974, the Council 
stated that the •two WEU member governments 
concerned were "still unable to give a final reply 
and indeed are unlikely to be able to do so until 
they have more substantive information concern­
ing the vessel in question". The Assembly, in 
Recommendation 256 8, reiterated "its earlier 
recommendation for the correct application of 
the Montreux Convention to prevent the pas­
sage of aircraft-carriers through the Dardanelles". 
In paragraph 36 of the explanatory memorandum 
to Document 651, the Committee stated its view 
that "the passage of these carriers [two Soviet 

1. Report on the application of the Brussels Treaty 
adopted by the Committee on 21st May 1974, Document 
638, paragraph 11, Rapporteur Mr. Tanghe. 

2. In the French text the words "qui lui BOnt aOecUu" 
[assigned to the NATO supreme commander] appear here. 

3. Adopted by the Assembly on 4th December 1974, 
on the report of the Committee on Defence Questions 
and Armaments, Document 651, Rapporteur Mr. Critchley. 
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aircraft-carriers under construction in the Black 
Sea] through the Straits could not be reconciled 
with the Montreux Convention ... " 

In a written reply to a question covering the 
Assembly's recommendation put by Mr. Bonaldi 
in the Italian Senate, the Italian Ministry of 
Defence stated : 

"Scrupulous respect for the Montreux Con­
vention and in particular for the clause 
relating to the ban on aircraft-carriers pas­
sing through the Turkish Straits, is in the 
interests of the Alliance. 

In this context, the Assembly's suggestion 
that appropriate representations be made to 
ensure that the convention is correctly 
applied is acceptable, since it is mainly a 
matter of urging Turkey to ensure that the 
convention is scrupulously applied." 

CHAPTER III 

Armaments Control Agency 

23. The Assembly has always stressed the 
importance of the application of the ar:ns control 
provisions of the Brussels "Freaty. Artlcle IX .of 
that treaty makes it clear, m fact, that the chief 
reason why the Assembly was set up was precisely 
to watch over the way in which the Council 
carried out its responsibilities in this respect. The 
provisions of the treaty concerning the control 
of weapons have been summarised on. num~ro:us 
occasions most recently by the Committee m Its 
report 1~ year 1 • In Recommendation 247, 
adopted on 18th June 1974, the Assembly called 
on the Council to "include in its annual reports a 
prominent, full and clear st~tement of all aspects 
of the arms control provisiOns of the Brussels 
Treaty which are not fully applied .. .:• The .fol­
lowing statements are to be found m various 
parts of Chapter III o~ the annual ~po:r:t now 
under review : Concermng the determmatlon by 
the Council of the appropriate levels of arma­
ments for the forces of the WEU countries, the 
report (page 13) makes the following comment : 

"... the term 'armaments', whenever used 
with reference to levels in this report, should 
be understood to mean : 

1. Report on the application of the Brussels Treaty 
adopted by the Committee on 21st May 1974, Document 
638, paragraph 15 tt asq., Rapporteur Mr. Tanghe. 
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armaments declared by the member States 
as being held by their forces on the main­
land of Europe, with the exception of arma­
ments with nuclear capability and of the 
armaments of what one member State calls 
strategic forces, that is to say, the armaments 
over which the Agency has so far been 
enabled to exercise its mandate of controlling 
levels." 

24. Mr. Zamherletti put Written Question 131 to 
the Council on 16th April 1973, asking which 
categories of armaments were covered by the 
expression "the armaments of what one member 
State calls 'strategic forces'". The Council replied 
on 14th June 1973 that "the Armaments Control 
Agency has no knowledge of the categories of 
armaments included in the expression 'strategic 
forces' ... The Agency is, therefore, unable to 
report on them in any way to the Council". It 
is thus clear that the Council itself is unaware 
of the categories of armaments over which it 
declares itself unable to exercise control by 
virtue of the foregoing comment. 

25. The annual report further states (page 14) : 

"As the convention for due process of law 
has not yet entered into force, the control 
measures carried out by the Agency at pri­
vate concerns take the form of agreed control 
measures. 

One consequence of this situation is that, in 
order to obtain the agreement of the firms 
concerned, the Agency must give some six 
weeks' notice ... " 

Protocol No. IV of the treaty makes provi­
sion for the process of law in respect of private 
interests {which might suffer damage by inspec­
tions) and for members of the Agency to be 
accorded free access to plants and depots and 
the relevant accounts and documents. In applica­
tion of these two provisions, the member States 
drew up the: 

"Convention concerning measures to be taken 
by member States of Western European 
Union in order to enable the Agency for 
the Control of Armaments to carry out its 
control effectively and making provision for 
due process of law in accordance with Pro­
tocol No. IV of the Brussels Treaty as 
modified by the Protocols signed in Paris 
on 23rd October 1954," 



which is the convention here referred to in the 
annual report. 

Signed in Paris on 14th December 1957 by 
the seven member countries, this convention has 
been ratified by only six of them : Belgium, Ger­
many, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and 
the United Kingdom. 

The serious situation arising from the con­
vention not having come into force is made clear 
by more ample information contained in previous 
annual reports but omitted from the present 
report. Thus, the report for 1972 (Document 598) 
states, in Chapter III, Section D, that: 

"In the absence of a due process of law, it 
cannot be claimed that the Agency's methods, 
particularly in the case of chemical weapon.~, 
have reached a fully satisfactory state of 
development." 

and earlier reports that "one of the principal 
reasons for this situation [non-application of 
controls on biological weapons] is the absence 
of any legal guarantees to protect private inter­
ests". 

26. The annual report further comments (page 
15) : 

"(b) In present circumstances, the Agency's 
activities do not extend to atomic weapons 
or, in one member State, to what that State 
calls 'strategic forces'. Nor does the Agency 
apply any controls to biological weapons. 

(c) As the convention for due process of 
law, signed on 14th December 1957, has not 
yet entered into force, control operations 
carried out by the Agency in private estab­
lishments had to be applied in accordance 
with the 'agreed control' procedure, as in 
previous years." 

The report finally comments (page 18) : 

"6. Atomic weapons 

Since the situation regarding these weapons 
remained the same as in previous years, the 
Agency is not in a position to engage in any 
control activities, or even to carry out prepa­
ratory studies with regard to atomic 
weapons." 

27. The Committee remains deeply concerned at 
the serious gaps in the application of the control 
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provisions provided for by the treaty. It has to 
be recognised that they completely vitiate the 
whole principle of control. In the Committee's 
view, these shortcomings do not warrant the 
complacent assertion in the conclusion to Chap­
ter III of the annual report (page 19) : 

"In 1974, the Agency applied controls effec­
tively in those fields which are open to it." 

The conclusion to the arms control chapter of 
previous annual reports always mentioned the 
reservations included in the body of the chapter. 
The Committee recommends that the general 
conclusion of Chapter III of the annual report 
should list clearly all the areas in which the 
Agency has not been enabled to apply the con­
trols provided for in the treaty. 

28. The Committee finds the Council's compla­
cency over the failure to apply the arms control 
provisions particularly dangerous for two 
reasons: 

(a) 

(b) 

Application of the arms control provi­
sions remains one of the very few activ­
ities left to the Council in the defence 
field. The Council has recently reiterated 
the importance of the defence provisions 
of the Brussels Treaty (paragraphs 10 
and 11 above). These will inevitably 
lose credibility if the Council is unable 
to take action under the treaty. 

If the member countries of WEU are 
unable to apply among themselves those 
arms control measures on which they 
were agreed in 1954, there is little or no 
hope of reaching agreement on serious 
arms control in an East-West context 
such as SALT, MBFR, and the confi­
dence-building measures to be associated 
with CSCE, or in a world-wide context 
such as the non-proliferation treaty, on 
both of which topics the Committee 
reports elsewhere 1

• 

29. The Committee is aware of the problems 
which the Council claims make it impossible to 
apply the treaty fully at the present time, and 
the Assembly, on the report of the Committee, has 

1. Reports on the state of European security (Docu­
ment 671) and on the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
(Document 672). 
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adopted various recommendations proposing 
alternative solutions over the years. These have 
been most recently summarised in the pre­
vious report of the Committee on this subject 1 • 

None of these alternative proposals has been 
found acceptable by the Council. The Committee 
therefore recommends that annual reports should 
state unequivocably the areas in which controls 
are not applied, and that the Council should 
continue to press for the entry into force of the 
convention on due process of law. 

Activities of the Agency 

30. The Committee's criticism of the Council 
is in no way to be construed as criticism of the 
Agency, which has continued to carry out its 
task efficiently in difficult circumstances. 

31. It may be said that controls are applied in 
respect of conventional weapons on the mainland 
of Europe (including aircraft) and various missile 
systems capable of carrying nuclear bombs and 
warheads - although, of course, the warheads 
concerned remain in United States' custody and 
are not subject to control by the Agency. The 
Council confirmed the situation in reply to 
Written Question 142, put by Mr. Tanghe on 
27th May 1974: 

"(a) Is it correct that the Agency for the 
control of Armaments carried out inspec­
tions of certain of these missiles [i.e. mis­
siles with a nuclear capacity], as well as 
tactical aircraft with a possible nuclear 
capability 1 " 

The Council replied : 

"(a) It is correct that the Armaments Con­
trol Agency carried out both documentary 
and field controls on sections of missiles 
and on aircraft covered by the terms of 
Protoool No. III, Annex IV, 2, 3, 4 and 11." 

Statement of the number of inspections 

32. Annual reports of the Council up to and 
including the eleventh, covering the year 1965, 
gave details of the number of inspections carried 
out by the Agency. Those reported for the years 
1961-65 inclusive are summarised in the follow­
ing table: 

1. Document 638, paragraph 22, Rapporteur Mr. 
Tanghe. 
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Numbers and types of inspections 
carried out by the Agency for the Control of 

Armaments 
(from the corresponding annual reports 

of the Council) 

1961 1962 1963 1964 
-- ------

Inspections in mili-
tary depots and cen-
tral records offices 29 26 35 39 

-- ------
Inspections of na.tio-
na.l units 15 20 13 19 

-- ---- -
Agreed controls of 
levels a.t production 
plants (including 
shipyards) 12 11 13 13 

------
Agreed non-produc-
tion controls a.t fa.c-
tories 7 7 10 9 

-- ------
TOTALS 63 65 74 80 

1965 
--

26 
--

16 
--

11 
--

7 
--

60 

It will be noted that totalS do not always tally 
with the figures given; it is understood that 
there are errol'S in the figures reported by the 
Council, but they are only minor. 

33. Annual reports of the Council covering the 
yeal'S 1966 onwards have omitted figures con­
cerning the number of inspections carried out. 
The Assembly, in Recommendation 183 adopted 
in June 1969, demanded the reinstatement of 
these figures in the annual reports of the Coun­
cil. It reiterated this demand on a number of 
occasions in 1970 and 19711 • The Council finally 
agreed3 to comply with the Assembly's repeated 
requests, but on a confidential basis only, and 
the detailed figures for inspections in the years 
1970-74 have been duly communicated to mem­
bers of the Assembly by the Secretary-General. 

34. Officially, the figures for the yeal'8 1966-69 
have not been communicated, but in fact your 
Rapporteur understands that the Agency's activ­
ities continued unabated as follows : 

1. See reply to the fifteenth annual report adopted on 
let June 1970, Recommendation 213 adopted on 30th 
November 1971 and Written Question 123 put by Mr. 
Vedovato on 13th April 1971. 

2. See reply to Written Question 123 dated 1st June 
1971, reply to Recommendation 213 dated 20th March 
1972, and subsequent letters from the Secretary-General 
of 17th March 1972, 19th Apri11972, 12th March 1973 and 
22nd Aprill974 on the same subject. 



Control measures at depots 
(including central account-
ing offices) 

Control measures at units 
under national command 

Control measures at pro-
duction plants (quantitative 
control measures) 

Control measures at pro-
duction plants (non-pro-
duction control measures) 

Total control measures 

1966,1967,1968,1969 

**** 

78 1-;-1-;-1--;-
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35. When communicating the (confidential) 
figures for 1971. the Council reported that the 
Agency had adopted a new system of present­
ing its summary table of inspections and was 
thenceforth counting inspections of several small 
grouped ammunition depots as a single inspec­
tion. An apparent reduction in numbers of 
inspections resulted that in fact reflected no 
reduction in the activities of the Agency. For 
comparison, the Council reported both sets of 
figures (old and new style) for the years 1970 
and 1971. The following table shows the num­
bers of inspections reported (confidentially) for 
the years 1970-74. 

•••• Confidential material deleted from the published 
report. 

36. The Committee continues to regret that the 
Council refuses to publish the detailed figures 
of inspections since 1965, because the unneces­
sary secrecy can only lead the uninitiated to 
suspect that the activities of the Agency have 
been curtailed. From the confidential inform­
ation available to it the Committee is able to 
state that this is not the ease ; the activities of 

Numbers and types of inspection carried 
out lJy the Agency for the Control of Anname1tts 

(Communicated confidentially by the Council) 

1970 11971 11972,1973,1974 

Control measures at depots 
Old style 
New style 

Control measures at units under 
Old style national command 
New style 

Control measures at production 
plants (quantitative control Old style **** 
measures) New style 

Total quantitative control mea- Old style 
sures New style 

Control measures at production 
plants (non-production control Old style 
measures) New style 

--------
Total control measures (all cate- Old style 82 **** - - -
gories New style **** 72 66 66 71 

•••• Confidential material deleted from the published report. 
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the Agency have continued at broadly uniform 
levels for the last ten years. The apparent fluctua­
tions in the total numbers of inspections is 
due only to the change in accounting methods. 
The Committee is of course aware that these 
figures are administrative and do not give a full 
picture of the Agency's activities, but in the 
absence of fuller information they provide the 
only quantitative indication available. 

The Committee recommends that future 
annual reports state clearly numbers of inspec­
tions carried out, both by category, as was done 
in the years prior to 1966, and by country, so 
as to give a clear picture of the Agency's activ­
ities. 

"No effective production of nuclear and biological 
weapons" statement 

37. For some years annual reports of the Coun­
cil have stated that "the replies received from 
member countries which have not renounced the 
right to produce chemical weapons show that 
no effective production has yet been undertaken 
on the mainland of Europe". (The countries con­
cerned are all member countries except Ger­
many.) No corresponding statement is made in 
respect of bacteriological and nuclear weapons, 
despite the fact that the provisions of the treaty 
concerning control of these weapons are iden­
tical to those for chemical weapons. In Recom­
mendation 209 the Assembly therefore called on 
the Council to incorporate in annual reports 
similar "no effective production" statements in 
respect of bacteriological and nuclear weapons, 
but in its replies the Council did not agree to 
these proposals. 

CHAPTER IV 

Standing Armaments Committee 

38. The Standing Armaments Committee was 
established by a decision of the Council dated 
7th May 1955. In this framework governmental 
delegates meet: "to encourage ... agreements or 
arrangements on such subjects as the develop­
ment, standardisation, production and procure­
ment of armaments". 

39. As previous annual reports have noted, the 
Council has been engaged since 15th February 
1973 in a comprehensive review of the role of 
the Standing Armaments Committee, on the 
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understanding that there should be no dupli­
cation of the work of other collaborative fora. 
In this connection, the deputy national arma­
ments directors of the member countries met in 
Paris on 29th and 30th January 1974 and duly 
reported to the Council. In its reply to Recom­
mendation 244, dated 13th May 197 4, the Coun­
cil stated: 

"... The Permanent Council devoted several 
meetings to studying the report of the 
deputy national armaments directors. Hav­
ing reached no joint conclusion, they sub­
mitted a summary of their discussions to 
the meeting of the Ministerial Council of 
11th March 1974. The Ministerial Council 
had an exchange of views about the ques­
tion ; no unanimous agreement was reached 
on any concrete proposal and the Ministers 
were therefore only able to request the Per­
manent Council to consider their study on 
the basis of the various proposals which 
had been made. The question is therefore 
still before the Permanent Council." 

40. The annual report states (page 10) that 
"this situation has not altered and the Council 
have not discussed this question in depth for 
several months. Nevertheless, it is still before the 
Council who will bear in mind the possibility 
of reporting to the Assembly as soon as more 
substantive results have been obtained". 

41. The present activities of the Standing Arma­
ments Committee and its working groups relate 
chiefly to study of operational research in mem­
ber countries ·and to a study of new means of 
hindering enemy action. 

42. On 18th February 1975, the Committee on 
Defence Questions and Armaments met the dele­
gates to the Standing Armaments Committee 
together with the Secretary-General of WEU 
and the Assistant Secretary-General, Head of the 
Standing Armaments Committee Secretariat. 
Known as the "Liaison Sub-Committee on the 
Joint Production of Armaments", this joint meet­
ing between the Defence Committee and the 
Standing Armaments Committee was the ninth 
to be held since such meetings were instituted in 
1959. To the regret of the Committee on Defence 
Questions and Armaments, out of four questions 
it submitted concerning armaments production 
the Council had agreed to only a single question 
being discussed at the meeting : "What are the 
present activities of the sub-groups and of the 
working groups of the Standing Armaments 
Committee ?" 



43. Nevertheless, the Committee found the occa­
sion a useful opportunity for a frank exchange 
of views with the delegates to the Standing 
Armaments Committee, all of whom represent 
their countries on the various NATO and Euro­
group working groups deali.ng with the pro­
duction of armaments. The Committee expresses 
its thanks to the delegates to the Standing Arma­
ments Committee, to the Secretary-General and 
to the Assistant Secretary-General who attended 
the meeting of the Liaison Sub-Committee on 
18th February. 

44. The Committee is aware that active co-opera­
tion between countries on the joint production 
of armaments is chiefly arranged on an ad hoc 
basis as in projects such as the MRCA, Alpha­
Jet and Jaguar aircraft, or the production in 
Europe of United States' equipment such as 
the Hawk and improved Hawk surface-to-air 
missiles. The principal international fora con­
cerned with the joint production of armaments 
are the NATO conference of national armaments 
directors (CNADs), and its Eurogroup counter­
part, Euronad. The Assembly, on the report of 
the Committee, has recommended in the past : 
" ... that full use be made of the Standing Arma­
ments Committee as a co-ordinating and review 
body responsible for detecting and making pro­
posals for eliminating duplication in other inter­
national bodies concerned with the standardisa­
tion and joint production of armaments" 1 • 

45. The Council, in its reply, and in its present 
review of the future activities of the Standing 
Armaments Committee, has borne in mind the 
need to avoid duplication with the work of other 
comparable fora. In this connecti<m, the Com­
mittee draws attention to the proposal made by 
Mr. Van Elslande, the Belgian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, when he addressed the Assembly 
on 5th December 1974. Mr. Van Elslande pro­
posed that WEU should undertake a study of 
the armaments production capabilities existing 
in the member countries, their possible special­
isations and the possible pooling of their research 
activities and finance. It could also study the 
problem of arms exports to non-NATO countries, 
which often hampered agreement on the joint 
production of armaments. In reply to questions, 
Mr. Van Elslande added: 

11 

"... So long as we have national armaments 
factories, we shall have for purely economic 
and technical reasons to combine production 

I. Recommendation 234, adopted on 19th June 1973. 
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with export. I would be very glad if we 
could give up exporting weapons. This is 
something that I believe would be possible 
if we tackled the problem on a European 
scale. What we need to do, inside this 
Alliance of ours, is to create enough economic 
opportunities to be able to limit weapons 
production to meeting our own defence 
requirements. Bearing in mind the areas 
of territory we have to defend, our economic 
potential and the equipment we need, I 
think it must be possible to set up an inte­
grated European armaments industry which 
would serve only our own defence needs. 
When I say 'our own defence', I mean, of 
course, the two pillars of the Atlantic 
Alliance, standing on either side of the 
Atlantic Ocean. 

... I believe I said that if we achieved an 
integrated weapons production I would not 
rule out any exporting of weapons, but that 
first of all this would certainly become mar­
ginal compared to the present-day total of 
exports from the various countries, and that 
secondly this would no longer be to meet 
economic needs but could become an instru­
ment of diplomacy for us, and an instrument 
of our joint policy ... " 

Conclusions 

46. The Committee's chief conclusions are set 
forth in the draft recommendation : 

Preamble 

First paragraph 

47. The Committee expresses satisfaction at the 
action taken by the Secretary-General to imple­
ment part of Recommendation 183 of the Assem­
bly (quoted here in the preamble). See para­
graph 4 of the explanatory memorandum above. 

Second paragraph 

48. This paoo.graph introduces operative para­
graph 6 (see below). 

Fourth paragraph 

49. The Committee's concern at the possible 
repercussions on East-West negotiations, of the 
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shortcomings in rthe application of the arms 
controls provided for in the treaty, is described 
in paragraphs 28 and 29 above. 

Fifth paragraph 

50. Omissions of numbers of inspections are 
referred to in paragraph 32 et seq. 

Sixth paragraph 

51. The scope of the Agency's activities in dif­
ficult circumstances are described in paragraphs 
30 to 37 above. 

Seventh paragraph 

52. A previous recommendation of the Assembly 
concerning the Standing Armaments Committee, 
and Mr. Van Elslande's recent proposal, are 
referred to in paragraphs 44 and 45 above. 

Operative text 

ParagraPh 1 

53. See comment on first paragraph of the 
preamble above. 
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Paragraph 2 

54. In paragraph 36, the Committee recommends 
that full information concerning numbers of 
inspections be given. 

Paragraphs 3 and 4 

55. The omissions concerned, and the need for a 
clear statement of the situation and the impor­
tance of rthe convention are explained in para­
graphs 23 to 29 above. 

Paragraph 5 

56. Mr. Van Elslande's recent proposal con­
cerning the Standing Armaments Committee is 
mentioned in paragraph 45 above. 

Paragraph 6 

57. Attention is drawn to the inaction of the 
North Atlantic Council in certain matters in 
paragraph 12 above. 
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Draft Recommendation 

on the European aeronautical induatry and ci11il a11iation 

The Assembly, 

Aware that the recession in air tra.nsport and aircraft construction has compelled governments to 
consider the economic, social and financial problems facing the industries concerned ; 

Also aware that, since they provide subsidies, governments now follow more closely the activities 
of airlines and aircraft industries in order to obtain better returns for their subsidies through more rational 
management of the firms concerned ; 

Considering that the Council's reply to Recommendation 257 that all aspects of European aviation 
continue to receive its fullest attention evades the question and demonstrates its complete inability to take 
the neceBSary political action ; 

Aware of the study undertaken within the Communities on civil aircraft production, to be ready 
by 1st October 1975 ; 

Aware that the scope of Eurocontrol's activities is shrinking, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CoUNCIL 

Urge member governments : 

I. To call upon European airlines to agree on the characteristics of their future equipment and Euro­
pean manufacturers to co-operate in the manufacture of such equipment ; 

2. To ensure that the study undertaken by the Communities includes a detailed chapter on means of 
allowing effective decision-making machinery to be established in Europe, including a European aviation 
agency after the fashion of the European Space Agency ; 

3. To seek practical ways to help the European aircraft industries to harmonise their concepts and 
methods of work in the civil and military sectors so that they may develop in satisfactory conditions ; 

4. To acknowledge that the weakening of Eurocontrol would be most detrimental to Europe and ensure 
that that organisation is developed in accordance with its charter. 
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Explanatory Memorandum 
(submitted by MM. Warren and Valleix, Rapporteurs) 

PART I 

State of the European aeronautical industry 
(submitted by Mr. Warren, Rapporteur) 

1. In December 1974 your Rapporteur had 
the honour to present to the Assembly of Western 
European Union a report on behalf of the Com­
mittee on Scientific, Technological and Aerospace 
Questions entitled "State of European aviation 
activities". In the five months which have passed 
since the presentation of that report, which was 
adopted unanimously by the Assembly, there 
has been no action by any member government to 
implement any of the report's recommendations 1 • 

Thus we have an illustration of Western Europe's 
extraordinary inability to take political action, 
which everyone agrees is essential, because the 
issues involve technology and result in a para­
lysis of political action. 

2. Indeed, two major events have occurred in 
Western European aerospace in 1975 which 
clearly illustrate this paralytic process proceed­
ing. Firstly, there is the indigestion which is 
developing in the four nations seeking to select 
a Starfighter replacement as they try to swallow 
the vast American offsets which have become 
more a political than an economic condition of 
the purchase of foreign aireraft. It is incredible 
to witness Europeans proposing to commit them­
selves to a mass production programme for an 
American fighter aircraft larger than that to 
which the Americans have committed themselves 
to date. Without doubt the General Dynamics 
F-16 aircraft is an extremely fine aircraft and 
it appears that it may win the United States 
navy's acceptance as opposed to the Northrop 
F-17. The European solution of purchasing the 
Marcel Dassault F-1E, with or without a mixed 
force of Jaguars, may yet pass the F-16 in the 
selection choice. However, what is really incred­
ible is that Europe should have allowed itself 
to get into a position where there should be any 
doubt whatsoever about its ability to supply 
350 aircraft from its own resources. Such a 
production run would have been more than the 
level required to justify indigenous design and 
production to meet a European specification. But 

I. See Recommendation 257 and the Council's reply 
at Appendix I. 
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the years passed without the essential political 
initiatives being taken. 

3. The second symptom of our problems con­
cerns our continued inability in Western Europe 
to see our aerospace industry as a European 
entity and not as a series of separate national 
aircraft industries. Whereas every nation in 
Western Europe still has the right to make its 
own decisions affecting its industrial policy, one 
would have expected Western Europe to have 
measured the effect on its economy which was 
likely to arise from political action being taken 
within an individual country which could affect 
the security and industrial power base of all of 
us. Whatever one's political beliefs, there can be 
no doubt that the United Kingdom Government's 
proposals on defence cuts should be considered 
in the light of the effect which they will have 
upon Western Europe 1

• 

4. The United Kingdom always has been a very 
substantial contributor to the defence of Western 
Europe. This capability has stemmed from the 
fact that the nation was able to afford to bear 
more than its fair burden of defence costs. It is 
the belief of the present British Government that 
these charges are more than the nation can 
afford at present. Therefore it has decreed that 
there shall be reductions in current programmes 
and future research and development. Europe's 
misfortune is that it now should take into 
account a reduction in the strength of the British 
defence industries and therefore in its capability 
to supply its defence from its own resources. 

5. No one can quantify the effect of the pro­
posed nationalisation of the airframe manufactur­
ing resources of Hawker Siddeley, British Air­
craft Corporation and Scottish Aviation. 
Although the bill has been delayed several months 
in its presentation to the British parli~men~, it 
is the government's plan to carry out this natiOn­
alisation during 1975. 

6. The magnitude of the effect of these twin 
actions on the security of Western Europe can-

1. See Addendum. 
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not be measured. Your Rapporteur would be 
failing in his duty if he did not issue a warning 
that the consequences could be dangerous and 
that he believes Western Europe must make such 
arrangements as it feels necessary to ensure that 
there is a sufficient design and manufacturing 
capability for military aircraft on the mainland 
of Europe. 

7. Britain's aircraft equipment industry still 
remains the ·strongest in Europe and there is no 
proposal, at present, to nationalise that sector 
of the industry nor is it proposed to interfere 
with the substantial helicopter capability of West­
land Limited. 

8. During the discussion in Committee on the 
second of the two major events that have occurred 
in Western European aerospace in 1975, namely 
the British Government's intention to reduce 
its defence expenditure and to nationalise the 
airframe industry, several members believed the 
Rapporteur's wording pointed to an internal 
British dispute which should not be taken up in 
the framework of a European parliamentary 
committee. 

9. While your Rapporteur made some changes 
in the original text, he did not wish to delete 
an important part which to his mind was not 
ideologically antagonistic. 

10. Other members felt that a common attitude 
should be adopted by governments and parlia­
ments in order to help the aeronautical industry 
to overcome its present difficulties. 

11. However, your RaJpporteur would stress that 
many people in the United Kingdom do not 
believe that the effect of the measures taken by 
the United Kingdom Government will be other 
than beneficial. These are certainly matters of 
domestic debate but your Rapporteur's views 
must be recorded as they have a direct influence 
on the European aeronautical structure. 

12. Europe has a remarkable inventiveness and 
genius in the construction of aircraft. But if 
Europe is ever to develop its own foreign policy 
then it has to learn how to maintain and encou­
rage strategic industries such as those required 
for the defence of Western Europe before it can 
assure itself it has the power to make its own 
policy. 
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13. Developments in civil air transport since last 
December have been chiefly marked by further 
substantial increases in air fares. Europe's pas­
sengers continue to remain in the hands of air­
lines which, with the backing of bilateral agree­
ments between governments and the safety net 
of lATA, are virtually free to set any fare 
levels they want to. Air fares on the London­
Paris sector, for instance, have been increased 
by 25 % since last December and it now costs 
each passenger 12.5 pence per mile to be carried 
over this sector. This story of high charges per­
sists throughout Western Europe with the per­
sistent excuse that conditions in Western Europe 
are not as favourable as those available to air­
lines operating the same types of aircraft in the 
United States. The recommendations of the last 
report indicated several clear actions which 
Western European governments could take 
immediately to establish Western Europe as a 
single unified air transport market. One would 
have expected initiatives to be taken promptly 
by our governments to offset the effects of infla­
tion by the simple legislative actions which are 
required to do so. The passenger who also hap­
pens to be the voter has not yet, luckily, appre­
ciated what is being done to him I 

14. Europe's civil air transport manufacturing 
capability is still suffering and regretfully will 
continue to suffer from the slowing down in 
demand for air transport 1 • There are clear indi­
cations however that recovery in this demand is 
appearing on a wide scale throughout the world 
and it could well be that aircraft such as the 
European Airbus will prove, fortuitously, to be 
ideal vehicles for the changed pattern of demand. 

15. This year Europe looks forward to the intro­
duction of Coneorde into passenger service. 
Objections from the other side of the Atlantic 
now seem to be based more on nationalistic than 
realistic grounds. It is worth reflecting that 
the total cost of getting this magnificent aircraft 
into service will be equivalent to that which the 
Americans spent on producing a wooden mock-up 
of their proposed SST before it was cancelled. 

16. European engineers have proved that they 
can meet the most stringent tasks set for them. 
As politicians we still have to match their deter­
mination and their vision. 

1. See Appendix II. 
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PART II 

Civil aviation 

(submitted by Mr. Valleix, Rapporteur) 

(a) Airlines 

17. In its twentieth annual report 1 the Council 
indicated that it had noted questions raised by 
the Assembly concerning European co-operation 
in the field of civil aircraft : the development 
of a European network, the balanced development 
of air and other forms of transport, the harmon­
isation of airworthiness standards and the stan­
dardisation of equipment. Broadly speaking, the 
Council shared the Assembly's preoccupations : it 
stressed the importance of the contribution made 
by the European Civil Aviation Conference to 
co-operation on European air transport ques­
tions ; it underlined the need for development 
of inter-city transport systems ; it agreed that 
a study of the requirements of airline companies 
should be made by the Association of European 
Airlines and praised the work of AECMA ll, 

18. In his speech to the World Affairs Council 
Of San Francisco on 11th November 1974, the 
President of lATA, Mr. Knut Hagrup, who is 
also President of SAS, stated that the airlines 
today are in trouble. A series of difficulties have 
arisen, one of which he caJlled the airlines' "revo­
lution of rising expectations". In the first two 
decades after the second world war demand was 
so great that more and more services were 
established. Some governments were tempted to 
consider that if one airline on a route was a 
good thing, two, four or five were even more 
desirable. Prices were cut and where reductions 
were not considered sufficient charter carriers 
moved in. The downhill road went so far that a 
large percentage of passengers was literally tra­
velling below oost on both scheduled airlines and 
charters. 

"For example, on the North Atlantic, the 
world's heaviest and most competitive route, 
the average yield per economy class pas­
senger dropped inexorably from 3.6 cents 
per passenger kilometre in 1963 to 2.55 cents 
in 1970. More than twenty scheduled airlines 
on the route between them eked out an 

1. Document 661, pages 21 and 22. 
2. See Recommendation 244 and the Council's reply at 

Appendix III. 
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operating profit of only $145 million all 
told for the three years of 1968 through 
1970. And since then, ollil' cumulative losses 
on the route have been almost four times 
as great, or $550 m.illions - $300 million of 
it in this year alone. 

While the established profitability standard 
for the airlines is 12 %, the industry as a 
whole fell short of 5% in 1968 and 1969. 
It slid down to 2 % in 1970 and went to 
minus 1.1 % in 1971. It had clawed its way 
back up to 2.3 % last year when the fuel 
crisis hit. This year, the world-wide operat­
ing loss is forecast to be 3.2 % - the worst 
in history. 

We were not helped by the fact that in the 
days when the going was good, many airlines 
felt that the best answer to rising operating 
costs and threatened saturation of airports 
was a very sizeable quantum jump in indivi­
dual aircraft capacity. The jumbo airplane 
was a seductive one, to the passenger because 
of its wide-bodied comfort, and to the airline, 
because its seat-mile and ton-mile costs, with 
a proper cabin factor, were very good indeed. 
We knew that it would take some time for 
demand to catch up with this new out-pour­
ing of supply, but with the market for travel 
still yeasting under us the risk seemed 
entirely acceptable. 

What we could not foresee, of course, was 
the recession of 1971 and the creeping infla­
tion which accompanied it. We were not 
alone in this, for governments and economists 
were equally unprepared for this unusual 
combination. Anyway, the quantum jump 
was too great for most of us and we ended 
up flying more empty seats than filled ones 
a good deal of the year. 

During 1972 and 1973, many companies 
exerted vigorous effort to rationalise admin­
istration, reduce overheads and cut costs. As 
I have indicated, the industry managed to 
crawl back into the blaek and our world­
wide situation was improving somewhat 
when the energy crisis hit us - and the 
world turned upside down. 
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Our great expansion had been based in large 
part on an almost unlimited supply of 
energy at a moderate cost. Within a very 
short time, however, jet fuel soared from 
13 -cents a gallon to an average of 42 cents, 
with prices as high as 66 and 88 cents a gal­
lon at some points. And there they have 
stayed, to constitute more than a quarter of 
our total operating cost, as against 12 % a 
year ago. 

The impact of the energy crisis on the rest 
of the economy triggered off a further sharp 
inflation, and we now find that personnel 
costs, pushed upward by escalating consumer 
prices, come to as much as 40 % of our 
operating cost. We have managed to get some 
fare increases to compensate for these esca­
lated costs, but they have been leapfrogging 
ahead of us and, at this moment, we 
estimate that we are between $700 and $800 
million behind, on a cumulative basis, on 
fuel alone. Of course, each time we increase 
fares we are cutting out a bit of the market, 
which is being further diminished by rising 
ground costs and diminishing disposable 
consumer incomes. To top it aLl. off, the 
supply of credit has been faHing off and its 
price increasing, so that many of us are 
having severe liquidity problems. 

... While we must obviously slow down the 
buying of new airplanes to expand capacity 
for the next couple of years, we are still 
replacing less economical types with aircraft 
which will be more efficient, more economical 
and more compatible with today's concerns 
for the environment. 

Moreover, the fuel crisis itself has provided 
a new chahlenge which is full of promise 
for the manufacturer. By changing the eco­
nomic parameters of air transport, it has 
opened up whole new vistas of design speci­
fication and opportunity. 

I feel certain as welil that as the rest of the 
economy adjusts, as it must, to the new 
parameters of cost, the markets which sup­
port us will regain their momentum. The 
forecasts by market experts tell us that 
combined lATA passenger traffic will be up 
about 40 % by 1980. It seems high, but I 
hope they are right." 

19. The Association of European Airlines to 
which nineteen European airlines belong is of 
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the same opinion. For two decades the European 
airline carriers had an average annual traffic 
growth of 14.4% on intra-European services. At 
the same time air fares remained basically stable, 
despite general inflation. In the AEA document 
on the generml development of air transport in 
Europe, the Association accounted for roughly 
20 % of world scheduled passenger kilometres 
between 1963 and 1972. 

20. It became clear everywhere that new forms 
of collaboration were essential if European com­
panies wished to stop running at a loss. 

21. At the beginning of April 1975 the Benelux 
Ministers of Transport agreed that the possibility 
of a common aviation policy should be studied. 
The main aim of this study wiH be to strengthen 
the position of the national airlines : KLM, 
Sabena and Luxair. The three governments wish 
to terminate the companies' losses as soon as 
possible, improve the exploitation of the three 
national airlines, avoid unnecessary harmful 
competition, reach a higher productivity and 
start co-ordination and rationalisation of the 
activities of the three companies. 

22. The Ministers wish the market position of 
the three companies to be strengthened in the 
air transport and financial fields, and to 
co-ordinate procurement. Landing rights, old as 
well as new, wHl ailso come within the framework 
of the study and it is hoped that a better social 
climate will be established between the three com­
panies. 

23. The Commission in Brussels will help the 
three countries as w~ll as the three airlines in 
trying to find solutions to their difficulties and 
financial losses. 
24. The fact that KLM belongs to KSSU and 
Sabena to ATLAS will not make it easy for these 
two companies to find a solution to their prob­
lems as KSSU was specially established for the 
supply and maintenance of the DC-10 and 
ATLAS for the Boeing 7 4 7. 

25. Your Rapporteur is aware that there is a 
great difference between the abovementioned 
companies and companies like British Airways, 
Air France, Lufthansa and Alitalia. The latter 
can manage fairly well with passengers from 
their own countries, whereas the former also 
depend on foreign - i.e. American - custom, 
and sometimes for a large percentage. 

26. Since 1954 it has proved too difficult to 
organise anything like an "Air Union". The 
nationa:l carriers are considered national repre-
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sentatives and governments and parliaments 
would be extremely reluctant to forego this sym­
bol of sovereignty. They all want to defend their 
own flag, with taxpayers' money if necessary. 
This being the case, your Rapporteur still thinks 
that a distinction should be drawn between 
European Community countries and other Euro­
pean or American countries as far as airline 
coHaboration is concerned. The Common Market 
should extend to the airlines, the more so as they 
influence the general economy. Your Rapporteur 
will therefore follow the Benelux experiment 
with great interest. 

(b) Community action 

27. On 4th March 1975 the Ministerial Council 
of the European Communities adopted a resolu­
tion on the industria:! policy with regard to air­
craft construction. This resolution provides for 
the various governments to consult each other 
on new programmes if civil aircraft fleets in 
Europe are to be renewed. In addition, member 
States have indicated that they are in favour 
of a structural alignment for aircraft firms in 
the various Community countries. The Commis­
sion is preparing a report on the situation in the 
European aviation industry and will be forward­
ing it to the Council of Ministers before 1st 
October 1975. This will make it possible to pin­
point precisely the measures which are needed 
to develop an industry which is at present passing 
through a world-wide crisis 1 • 

28. On the other hand Article 84, paragra.ph 2, 
of the Treaty of Rome still limits the Commun­
ity's activities in the air transport field. It is not 
likely that the Council of Ministers will take a 
unanimous decision in order to extend the arti~les 
of the treaty to cover maritime and air transport. 

29. One day the governments of the Community 
will have to decide whether they wish to maintain 
a modern aeronautical industry capable of deve­
loping the most advanced civil and military air­
craft. Full economic and industrial capacity can­
not be used if the most important enterprises are 
becoming subcontractors to the American air­
craft industry in an atmosphere of every man 
for himself. 

(c) The American attitude 

30. Welil known are the difficulties now facing 
American international airlines and especially 

I. See Appendix IV. 
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Pan Am. In order to remain in operation Pan 
Am made a financial agreement with Iran and 
was forced to make a route exchange agreement 
with TWA, the latter having been approved 
by the United States Government. It is also 
proposing a similar agreement with American 
Airlines regarding its Caribbean and Pacific 
lines. ' 

31. On the other hand, several authorities are 
expressing the idea that the United States Civil 
Aeronautics Board should stop protecting an 
inefficient industry which is overcharging the 
travelling public. They consider the present Ame­
rican air regulatory structure to be outdated, 
inefficient, uneconomical and irrational and it 
appears that the new Administration led by 
President Ford might be willing to listen to these 
arguments. They hope that if freedom of entry 
is accepted the public will be offered improved 
service and reduced fares. There is no doubt 
that competition would force many companies 
to relinquish some of their regular lines, but it 
is equally doubtful whether present-day markets 
can be maintained. 

32. Aircraft companies such as McDonnell­
Douglas, now in the process of defining market 
needs between 1980 and 1994, are proposing to 
build planes with capacities ranging from 30 to 
70 passengers. 

33. A market study carried out by NASA also 
concluded that a new aircraft with a passenger 
capacity of between 30 and 120 was required. The 
NASA study was also prompted by the fact that 
in Europe the VFW-Fokker 614, Hawker Sid­
deley HS.146 and Dassault Falcon 30 seemed 
good aircraft for medium-density air transport­
ation. Such a plan might also meet a military 
requirement, in which case a common military/ 
civil design could be worked out. 

34. Instead of an annual paBSenger growth rate 
of nearly 15 %, NASA estimated the growth 
rate to be 6 % for the period 197 4-80, 5 % for 
the period 1980-88 and 4 % for the period 
1988-94. 

35. On the other hand a reduction in the number 
of seats on existing aircraft is also being con­
sidered, for instance the Jumbo-Jet 747. The 
spa.ce gained would be used for freight or for 
extra equipment and fuel and would enable the 
7 4 7 to cover longer distances than in its original 
configuration. 
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(d) Eurocontrol 

36. During the colloquy held on 17th and 18th 
September 1973, the Director-General of Euro­
control, Mr. R. Bulin, discussed the organisation 
and its goals. He expressed the hope that an air 
traffic control organisation covering the whole 
of the upper and lower European air space would 
be established. If this were the case, savings in 
terms of effort and cost could be made. 

37. Since then, however, the authorities in several 
member countries have been considering reverting 
more to nationaJ. systems. Instead of gradually 
transferring air traffic control to Eurocontrol 
in Brussels, they are tending to deal with it on 
a national basis. The Netherlands has developed 
a new radar system called SARP and wants to 
resll!llle control of its air space, with the exception 
of overflying aircraft ; Germany is considering 
taking over the Eurocontrol centre in Kartlsruhe 
when this becomes operational ; France also 
wishes to keep control over nearly all its air 
space for military reasons, and the British 
Government is opposing the joint purchase of 
European control and navigation equipment. 

38. Your Rapporteur hopes that this tendency 
will not be allowed to g·row as it would seriously 
affect the Europeanisation of aviation. 

39. In 1983 the Eurocontrol convention will have 
to be reconsidered and the member countries 
might well take this opportunity either to streng­
then or to weaken the organisation. It is therefore 
important for this issue to be discussed in time. 

Conclusions 

40. In Recommendation 257 on the state of Euro­
pean aviation activities 1 certain measures were 
suggested for improving the European situation 
in aviation matters such as the aviation industry, 
the relationship with the United States and the 
export of aviation products, but the Council was 
unable to give a documented reply. 

41. The situation is still serious. In 1974 only 
two of the fifty-one aircraft sold in the civil 
European market were of European origin 2 • The 
very existence of the industry would have been 

1. Adopted by the Assembly on 5th December 1974, 
see Appendix I. 

2. See Appendix II. 
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in jeopardy had military production not been 
considerable. Military production may well have 
to be cut back since Europe has been unable to 
produce the aircraft of which some 350 are needed 
for its own defence and this will certainly influ­
ence foreign military buyers. 

42. How often must it be said that Europe needs 
a European agency for armaments procurement ? 
If one is not set up, deterioration within the 
industry might lead to increased competition 
between European firms and consequently nullify 
all efforts made in the organisation of the civil 
aircraft market. 

43. The present situation is that governments are 
urging aircraft industries to collaborate in the 
civil sector and compete in the military sector 
with the result that production runs are too short 
and Europe is in a weak position vis-a-vis its 
American competitors. 

44. The three main European companies - Air 
France, Lufthansa and British Airways - have 
agreed to consider the types of aircraft they 
would need within five to ten years. 

45. When a common procurement policy is dis­
cussed, it is important to discuss a common avia­
tion policy at the same time. The six major 
industriaJ European aircraft industries which are 
also discussing future procurement policy should 
meet the airlines in order to agree on a common 
programme. 

46. There is no doubt that European industry 
cannot compete with Boeing and McDonnell­
Douglas if no permanent European industrial 
groupings have been established. 

4 7. As indicated in the report, the American 
Government has asked NASA to make studies of 
a small commercial aireraft. This could be a 
serious competitor to existing small European 
aircraft, especially if the military as well as 
airlines and other civilian users order the NASA­
developed aircraft. 

48. It has often been stated that a European 
aircraft industry cannot be established without 
a European Government. Nevertheless, an orga­
nisation could be established if the European 
decision-making machinery began to function. 
The real problem is that neither in the Com­
munities nor in any other European framework 
is decision-making efficient. 

49. Your Rapporteur wishes to point out that 
the construction of the Airbus was an important 



step in the right direction and the European 
Civil Aviation Conference is gaining in impor­
tance which shows that there are still possibilities 
if the political will is present. A difficulty of 
course remains that the civil and military aspects 
of the aircraft industry are inextricably linked 
but governments fail to afford the industry full 
encouragement by not agreeing on joint procure­
ment in the absence of a common defence policy. 

50. In the European Space Agency machinery 
has now been set up which, although slow, may 
prove itself able to take decisions. Why should it 
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not be possible to establish a European aviation 
agency or a European agency for armaments 
procurement ? Such agencies could assist the 
European aeronautical industry to achieve unity. 

51. The deterioration of the European political 
situation can be clearly deduced from the process 
which is weakening Eurocontrol. Here is a tech­
nical agency which can control European air 
space more efficiently and at iess cost but its 
position is nevertheless being weakened and 
national agencies wish to take over the work 
which this organisation is doing so well. 





APPENDIX I DOOUMENT 674 

APPENDIX I 

RECOMMENDATION 257 1 

on the state of European auiation activttia 1 

The Assembly, 

Concerned about the consequences of the oil crisis for the European civil air transport market and 
hence for the aviation industry ; 

Aware of the part played by air transport in Europe's prosperity and the development of its advanced 
technology ; 

Considering the interdependence of military and civil markets, 

REcoMMENDs THAT THE CoUNCIL 

Invite the member countries to : 

1. Agree on joint specifications for all military aviation procurement ; 

2. Take particular account in the formulation of these specifications of the aircraft, engine and equip­
ment capability of European aviation companies ; 

3. Ensure that export market requirements are incorporated in the specifications ; 

4. Give preference, wherever reasonable and possible, to the products of European aviation factories 
so that a self-sustaining design and manufacturing capability able to compete in world markets can be 
retained in Europe ; 

5. Agree with the United States Government on equality of opportunity for the export and import 
of civil and military aerospace products between member countries and the United States and, until such 
agreement is reached, establish such commercial protection of the European market as is necessary to 
protect the jobs of European aerospace workers and the balance of payments of member countries ; 

6. Recognise and establish Western Europe as a unified, single market for air transport operations 
and aircraft sales ; 

7. Establish a. strong and co-ordinated government- and EEC-backed programme of commercial, 
financial and diplomatic support for all aviation export sales . 

... 
REPLY OF THE COUNCIL 8 

to Recommendation 261 

The Council refer to their earlier replies to Recommendation 244 on an aviation policy for Europe, 
and to Written Question 151. 

The views expressed in Recommendation 257 have been brought to the notice of member govern­
ments. The Council can assure the Assembly that all aspects of the important problem about which it 
is concerned continue to receive their fullest attention. 

1. Adopted by the Assembly on 5th December 1974 during the Second Part of the Twentieth Ordinary 
Session (lOth Sitting). 

2. Explanatory Memorandum: see the Report tabled by Mr. Warren on behalf of the Committee on 
Scientific, Technological and Aerospace Questions (Document 658). 

3. Communicated to the Assembly on 24th March 1975. 
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APPENDIX II 

New European and American equipment 
purchased by European airlines 1 

(Orders placed between 1st January 1969 and 31st December 1914) 

APPENDIX II 

The following tables show year by year the type of equipment and numbers of new commercial 
aircraft ordered from manufacturers by European airlines or leasing firms acting on behalf of the airlines 
with a breakdown by European country or group of countries. 

To determine the value of the respective shares of the market held by European and United States 
manufacturers, the scale of average unit prices without replacements calculated for each year in the light 
of the various versions ordered has been applied. The figures obtained, which have been cross-checked 
with American aircraft export statistics per country and year, do not give an exact picture of order books, 
but nevertheless allow a reasonably accurate comparison to be made. 

Graph I illustrates the comparative trend of total and American orders expressed in current dollars 
and graph II gives the percentage trend of European and United States shares in the European market. 

For 1974, the European manufacturers' share fell to less than I% if account is taken of the value 
of new equipment ordered by regular and occasional European carriers. 

It should be noted that sales of new aircraft to regional airlines have not been included in these 
calculations, since although they have increased recently (Corvette) they are still very slight in absolute 
value. In general, these carriers have so far used only second-hand equipment. 

Notes on the tables 

1. Since Luxembourg ordered no new equipment, Benelux means here only Belgium and the Netherlands 

2. When an order is reduced or cancelled subsequently, this is taken into account in the column for 
the year corresponding to the signing of the initial contract. 

1. Sour~: Aerospatiale, Suresnes, 7th January 1975. 
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Table I 

Recapitulation of orders by type of aircraft 

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 Total 
1959-74 

--------------------------------

European aircraft 

Caravella 9 23 22 18 5 12 10 20 7 10 18 4 5 - - - 163 
Nord 262 - - - - 4 - - 2 6 - 1 1 - - - - 14 
A300-B - - - - - - - - - - - - 6 3 1 - 10 
Mercure - - - - - - - - - - - - - 10 - - 10 
Concorde - - - - - - - - - - - - - 9 - - 9 
F-27 - 2 2 2 5 2 5 7 37 4 2 5 2 - - - 75 
F-28 - - - - - - - - 7 3 6 3 8 - - - 27 
Comet 4 3 9 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 12 
Herald - 9 - - 4 4 1 - - - - - - - - - 18 
AW-650 - 3 - - - 5 - - - - - - - - - - 8 
Trident 24 - - - - - 15 - 5 26 - - - - - - 70 
HS-748 5 - - - - - 4 2 - 1 1 1 1 - 2 2 19 
Super VC-10 - 17 2 - - - 1 1 - - - - - - - - 21 
Viscount - 6 - 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - 7 
BAC-111 - - 10 - 4 1 8 4 24 23 6 3 2 - - - 85 - ------------------------------

Total 41 69 36 21 22 24 44 36 86 67 34 17 24 22 3 2 548 

American aircraft 

B-707 3 13 6 5 1 19 4 9 6 7 6 1 - - 3 - 83 
B-727 - - 12 - - 1 8 22 6 7 8 6 14 24 13 10 131 
B-737 - - - - - - 25 3 7 13 3 - 2 2 14 11 80 
B-747 - - - - - - - 17 13 8 9 6 4 4 5 7 73 
DC-8 9 2 4 6 5 6 18 20 6 3 7 1 1 - - - 88 
DC-9 - - - - - 10 48 48 22 24 12 10 20 3 42 11 250 
DC-10 - - - - - - - - - - 14 14 2 16 8 4 58 
L-1011 - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 7 3 6 18 
CV-990 8 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 8 

--------------------------------
TOTAL 20 15 22 11 6 36 103 119 60 62 59 38 45 56 88 49 789 

--------------------------------
GRAND TOTAL 61 84 58 32 28 60 147 155 146 129 93 55 69 78 91 51 1337 



Table II 

European aircraft : Breakdown of orders by European country 

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 Total 

--------------------------------
CaraveUe 

France - 11 7 - - 2 3 7 4 2 2 1 5 - - - 44 
FRG - - - - - - 1 2 - 1 1 - - - - - 5 
Italy 4 4 6 2 2 - 1 - - - - - - - - - 19 
Benelux 4 2 2 - - 2 - - - 2 1 - - - - - 13 
Switzerland - - 4 - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - 5 
Spain fPortugal - 4 2 5 - 2 1 8 - - 5 - - - - - 27 
Austria - - - 2 1 1 1 - - - - - - - - - 5 
Scandinavia 1 1 1 - 2 5 1 2 2 4 7 3 - - - - 29 
Finland - 1 - 6 - - 2 - - - - - - - - - 9 
Yugoslavia. - - - 3 - - - 1 1 1 1 - - - - 7 

--------------------------------
Total Caravelle 9 23 22 18 5 12 10 20 7 10 18 4 5 - - - 163 

N-262 

France - - - - 4 - - - 2 - - - - - - - 6 
FRG - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - 2 
Italy - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - 2 
Scandinavia - - - - - - - - 2 - 1 1 - - - - 4 

--------------------------------
Total N.262 - - - - 4 - - 2 6 - 1 1 - - - - 14 

A300-B 

France - - - - - - - - - - - - 6 - - - 6 
FRG - - - - - - - - - - - - - 3 - - 3 
Benelux - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1 

--------------------------------
Total A300-B - - ~ - - - - - - - - - 6 3 1 - 10 

Mercure 

France - - - - - - - - - - - - - 10 - - 10 



Gonoorde 

France - - - - - - - -
Britain - - - - - - - -

---------- ------
Total Concorde - - - - - - - -

Fokker F-27 

France - - - - - - - -
FRG - 1 - 1 1 - - -
Italy - - - - 3 - 3 3 
Benelux - - 1 - - - - 2 
Switzerland - - - - - 1 - 2 
Spain /Portugal - - - - - - - -
Sca.ndina. via. - 1 1 1 1 - 1 -
Iceland - - - - - 1 1 -

-----------------
Total F-27 - 2 2 2 5 2 5 7 

Foklcer F-28 
~ 
~ FRG - - - - - - - -

Italy - - - - - - - -
Spain - - - - - - - -
Sca.ndina. via. - - - - - - - -

-----------------
Total F-28 - - - - - - - -

Comet 4 

Britain 1 7 - - - - - -
Greece 2 2 - - - - - -

----------------
Total Comet 4 3 9 - - - - - -

Herald 

FRG - - - - - 1 1 -
Britain - 7 - - - 2 - -
Italy - 2 - - - 1 - -
Switzerland - - - - 4 - - -

----------------
Total Herald - 9 - - 4 4 1 -

- - - -
- - - -
--------

- - - -

24 - 2 3 
- - - -

3 2 - -
- 1 - -

1 - - -
8 - - -

- 1 - 2 
1 - - -

--------
37 4 2 5 

2 1 3 2 
- 2 - 1 
- - 3 -

5 - - -
--------

7 3 6 3 

- - - -
- - - -
--------

- - - -

- - - -
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- - - -
- - - -
--------

- - - -
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----

- 9 

- -
- -

1 -
- -
- -
- -

1 -
- -
----

2 -
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- -
- -

3 -
----
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- -
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----
- -

- -
- -
- -
- -----
- -

- -
- -
----

- -

- -
- -
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----

- -
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----
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Table II 

European aircraft : Breakdown of orders by European country (continued) 

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 Total 

--------------------------------

HSTrident 

Britain 24 - - - - - I5 - 5 26 - - - - - - 70 

HS-748 

France - - - - - - - - - - I I - - I - 3 
FRG - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - I 
Britain 5 - - - - - 4 2 - - - - - - - 2 I3 
Portugal - - - - - - - - - I - - - - I - 2 

---------------- -------- ------ --
Total HS-748 5 - - - - - 4 2 - I I I - I 2 2 I9 

BAG V0-10 

Britain - I7 2 - - - I I - - - - - - - - 2I 

Viscount 

FRG - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - I 
Austria - 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 6 

-- ------------------------------
- 6 - I - - - - - - - - - - - - 7 

BA0-111 

FRG - - - - - I - - - I 2 3 2 - - - 9 
Britain flreland - - IO - 4 - 8 4 24 I6 4 - - - - - 70 
Romania - - - - - - - - - 6 - - - - - - 6 

--------------------------------
Total BAC-UI - - IO - 4 I 8 4 24 23 6 3 2 - - - 85 



Table III 

American aircraft : Breakdown of orders by European country 

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 Total 
------------------ --------------

B-707 f720 

France - 3 4 2 - 2 - 2 2 - - - - - - - I5 
FRG - 8 2 - - IO I 3 - - - I - - - - 25 
Britain flreland 3 - - 3 I 4 I 4 - 2 4 - - - - - 22 
Benelux - 2 - - - I 2 - I 3 - - - - - - 9 
Portugal - - - - - 2 - - I - 2 - - - - - 5 
Greece - - - - - - - - 2 2 - - - - - - 4 
Romania - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 3 - 3 

--------------------------------
Total B-707 /720 3 I3 6 5 I I9 4 9 6 7 6 I - - 3 - 83 

B-727 

France - - - - - - - 4 5 I 6 4 - - - - 20 
FRG - - I2 - - I 8 6 - - 2 2 I 5 II - 48 
Benelux - - - - - - - 4 I - - - - - - - 5 
Spain /Portugal - - - - - - - 6 - - - - I3 I6 - 4 39 
Scandinavia - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - 3 - - 5 
Greece - - - - - - - - - 6 - - - - - - 6 
Yugoslavia - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 6 8 

--------------------------------
Total B-727 - - I2 - - I 8 22 6 7 8 6 I4 24 I3 IO I3I 

B-737 

FRG - - - - - - 2I - 3 6 - - - - - - 30 
Britain - - - - - - 2 3 I 7 3 - - 2 3 4 25 
Benelux - - - - - - - - - - - - - - II 7 I8 
Scandinavia - - - - - - 2 - 3 - - - 2 - - - 7 

--------------------------------
Total B-737 - - - - - - 25 3 7 I3 3 - 2 2 I4 II 80 



Table III 

American aircraft: Breakdown of orders by European country (continued) 

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 Total 

--------------------------------

B-747 

France - - - - - - - 4 - - 4 - 3 3 1 1 16 
FRO - - - - - - - 3 - - 2 2 1 - - - 8 
Britain flreland - - - - - - - 6 2 6 - - - 1 2 2 19 
Italy - - - - - - - 4 - - - 1 - - - - 5 
Benelux - - - - - - - - 3 2 3 1 - - - 2 11 
Switzerland - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - 2 
Spain fPortugal - - - - - - - - 3 - - 2 - - 1 2 8 
Scandinavia - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - 2 
Greece - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - 1 - 2 

--------------------------------
Total B-747 - - - - - - - 17 13 8 9 6 4 4 5 7 73 

D0-8 

France - - - - - - 3 3 - 1 - - - - - - 7 
FRO - - - - - - - 2 - - 1 - - - - - 3 
Italy 2 2 2 3 - 2 4 2 2 - 2 1 - - - - 22 
Benelux 4 - 1 - 3 - 3 3 - 1 - - - - - - 15 
Switzerland - - 1 - - - 1 4 2 - - - - - - - 8 
Spain 3 - - 3 - - 1 4 - - 3 - - - - - 14 
Scandinavia - - - - 2 4 6 2 2 1 1 - 1 - - - 19 

--------------------------------
Total DC-8 9 2 4 6 5 6 18 20 6 3 7 1 1 - - - 88 

D0-9 

FRO - - - - - - - 2 - - 1 1 - - - - 4 
Italy - - - - - - 28 - 12 3 6 - - - - 3 52 
Benelux - - - - - - 6 11 5 1 3 - - - - - 26 
Switzerland - - - - - 10 2 3 3 6 2 - - - 10 - 36 
Spain - - - - - - 12 12 - - - - 11 - 8 2 45 
Austria - - - - - - - - - - - - 9 - 2 - 11 



Scandinavia - - - - - - - 20 2 I4 - - - - I6 - 52 
Finland - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 6 6 
Yugoslavia - - - - - - - - - - - 9 - 3 6 - IS 

------------------ ------------
Total DC-9 - - - - - IO 48 48 22 24 I2 IO 20 3 42 11 250 

D0-10 

France - - - - - - - - - - 2 2 - I - I 6 
FRG - - - - - - - - - - - 4 - 5 - - 9 
Britain - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 I - 3 
Italy - - - - - - - - - - - 4 - - 4 - 8 
Benelux - - - - - - - - - - 6 2 - I - 3 I2 
Switzerland - - - - - - - - - - 6 - - I I - 8 
Spain - - - - - - - - - - - - - 3 2 - 5 
Scandinavia - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 3 - - 5 
Finland - - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - 2 

--------------------------------
Total DC-IO - - - - - - - - - - I4 I4 2 I6 8 4 58 

L-1011 

FRG - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - I 
Britain - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 6 3 6 I7 

--------------------------------
Total L-I011 - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 7 3 6 IS 

Convair 990 

Switzerland 8 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 8 
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II. Trend of the percentage breakdown of sales of European and American aircraft to European airlines 
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APPENDIX III 

RECOMMENDATION 244 1 

on guidelines for an aviation policy for Europe 
drawn from the colloquy on 11th and 18th September 1913 11 

The Assembly, 

Believing, in agreement with the governments of several member countries, that early political deci­
sions should be taken setting out essential guidelines for ensuring the future of the aeronautical industry 
in Europe; 

Considering that Europe's strength and prosperity can be preserved and increased only if it masters 
advanced technology, particularly in the aeronautical field, and at the same time ensures the best conditions 
of employment for highly -qualified manpower at all levels ; 

Considering that, notwithstanding the rapid rate of growth of its economy over the past twenty-five 
years, Europe has not achieved the full technological potential of its population ; 

Considering that in the civil European market the number of passengers is expected to increase 
sharply during the years to come ; 

Considering also the size of the European military market which, in the period 1968-80, can be esti­
mated as representing some $35.4 billion including more than 2,000 aircraft 

Aware of the interdependence of the civil and military markets; 

Aware also of the need for harmonisation and standardisation in the technological field, 

RECOMMENDS THAT THE CoUNOIL 

Invite the member governments : 

1. To agree that civil programmes will be the subject of prior concertation between the member govern­
ments and that State assistance should be granted only to projects meeting the interests of the aeronautical 
industry in Europe as a whole ; 

2. (a) To speed up decision-making processes by establishing close and continuing colla.boration be­
tween all European governmental air transport agencies and thereby also contributing to the formulation of 
coherent decisions ; and 

(b) To have, as a goal, the creation of a European Aviation Agency; 

3. To agree, as a long-term project, to reshape the existing European air network and improve its effi­
ciency by inviting the European Civil Aviation Conference and the Association of European Airlines to 
afford their assistance ; 

4. (a) To conclude new aviation agreements with a view to encouraging the development of regional 
or provincial inter-city links which in itself is an essential element of European regional policy ; 

(b) To consider financial incentives to accelerate the introduction of such links; 

1. Adopted by the Assembly on 22nd November 1973 during the Second Part of the Nineteenth Ordinary Seasion 
(13th Sitting). 

2. Explanatory Memorandum: see the Report tabled by Mr. Valleix on behalf of the Committee on Scientific, 
Technological and Aerospace Questions (Document 618). 
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5. To instruct their Ministers of Aviation and of Transport to review with the airlines and aircraft 
companies on the one hand, and the railways and transport organisations on the other hand, the correct 
balance between civil aviation and land and sea transport, bearing in mind the energy crisis in the short 
term, and the rising cost of energy in the middle and long term and the need to provide transport systems 
which are economical and attractive to mass markets ; 

6. To take the necessary action to define aircraft and other aeronautical equipment requirements in 
the light of the prospects of developing the abovementioned intra-European net•vr-rks and extra-European 
international lines, in liaison, inter alia, with European airlines or any groups they have formed ; 

7. (a) To speed up current work by national bodies responsible for airworthiness - in close co-operation 
with the appropriate committee of the European Association of Aerospace Equipment Manufacturers -
with a view to eliminating differences concerning rules relating to airworthiness certificates ; 

(b) To instruct these bodies to prepare the creation of a European agency specialised in certification 
of airworthiness ; 

8. To ask national and European standardisation committees to speed up work on the standardisation of 
aeronautical equipment in close co-operation with the standardisation Committee of the European Asso­
ciation of Aerospace Equipment Manufacturers ; 

9. To endeavour to draw up a European policy for the procurement of military aircraft with a view to 
reducing costs and, to this end, to ask the Standing Armaments Committee for assistance ; 

10. To define a common policy for the expansion of the aeronautical industry enabling it to compete 
equitably through the adoption of appropriate measures of compensation producing parity in world com­
petition, it being understood that the purpose of such a policy is not to be antagonistic but to safeguard 
the European aeronautical industry ; 

11. To encourage collaboration between the Community and the European Civil Aviation Conference. 

** * 

REPLY OF THE COUNCIL 1 

to Recommendation 244 

The Council agree that a major contribution to the future prosperity of Europe lies in the develop­
ment of her advanced technology and exploitation of this capability on a greater scale than that achieved 
in the past. The importance of the aeronautical industry has long been recognised by Ministers and in 
the past year, the countries of Europe, both at industry and government level, have been engaged in 
wide-ranging discussions on the industry's future. Much of this effort has taken place within the 
framework of the European Economic Community. Although the efforts in the Community have been 
concentrated on the civil side of the industry, the importance of the military sector has been 
recognised in the context of an overall aeronautical industry policy. 

1. Paragraph 2 of the Council's reply to Recommendation 231 referred to a communication from the 
Commission of the European Communities on the European airframe industry. This proposal for Community 
policy on industrial and technological development in the aeronautical sector has been examined in detail 
since that reply. The first of the implementing texts of the policy proposals provides for a mutual exchange 
of information between member States to allow aircraft industry policy to be co-ordinated, with particular 
reference to civil aircraft programmes and the structure of the industry, and recognises the principle of 
concertation of policies of the member States. 

I. Communicated to the Assembly on 13th May 1974. 
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Groups of experts have discussed the different facets of government assistance for civil projects 
with the aim of reaching agreement on the harmonisation of existing methods of support. The Council 
consider that government support should be channelled towards those projects which would strengthen 
the competitive position of European industry. Such projects should by definition therefore be researched 
thoroughly from the market point of view, and be economically viable affording good prospects of a reason­
able rate of return to the governments on their investments. 

2. (a) The European Civil Aviation Conference provides a forum in which national air transport 
agencies already collaborate on a wide range of air transport questions. The organisation operates with 
a considerable degree of flexibility and in recent years, significant progress has been made in achieving 
a common approach, while taking into account the differing circumstances of the air transport industries 
of member countries. 

(b) The Council appreciate that there are some functions currently exercised by governments and 
their agencies which in the long term (assuming a commonality of policy objectives) might usefully be 
put in the control of a single agency. There would, however, be considerable difficulty in setting up an 
organisation which would carry out any substantial part of existing governmental functions, other than 
within a completely integrated European legal framework. Amongst the functions which do lend 
themselves to closer integration are the regulation of air safety and air traffic control. The Eurocontrol 
Organisation already exercises responsibilities in these areas and the Council, while not ruling out the 
eventual integration of other functions in a separate organisation, recognise the importance of building 
on the foundations provided by Eurocontrol in its own sphere of activity. 

3. The present European air network has grown over the years within a system of bilateral arrangements 
between governments. Within this system, airlines have been free to arrange their services in accordance 
with their judgment of potential traffic opportunities. It is however in no way a rigid framework, and 
large numbers of services are operated by mutual agreement on routes which are not covered by any formal 
agreement. The replacement of point-to-point operations by multisector services, while possibly attractive 
on fuel and resource grounds, would inevitably involve longer journey times and the greater risk of 
delays and inconvenience to passengers on longer routes. 

4. (a) A feature of recent years has been the growth of international operations serving provincial 
points, a trend which has reflected the increasing number of commercial contacts throughout the 
Community. The Council welcome this development in furthering European economic co-operation 
particularly where such services are firmly based on the needs of the market. 

(b) While a number of States at present give subsidies to domestic air services to outlying regions 
which are particularly dependent on air transport, it is not usual for financial incentives to be given by 
governments in respect of international services between provincial points. Such action might well be 
discriminatory and thus contrary to the country's international obligations. While the significance of the 
economic infrastructure, including transport, in the context of regional development is recognised, any 
specific link between the provision of air services and regional development has yet to be established. 
The possible contribution of such a policy towards European regional development would therefore 
require further examination. 

5. In 1971 a meeting of nine European Ministers of Transport, including those from most WEU 
countries, endorsed a proposal that an OECD study of the future development of inter-city transport 
systems within Europe should be carried out in liaison with the EEC and the European Conference of 
Ministers of Transport (ECMT). This project, known as COST (Go-operation europeenne dans le domaine 
de la recherche scientifique et technique) project 33, has been in progress since 1971 under terms of reference 
which are very similar to those suggested in the recommendation. The governments concerned, together 
with many transport firms and organisations, are providing a great deal of information for use in the 
project, which should be completed in 1976. The Council are convinced of the value of COST 33 and believe 
it necessary to await its findings before instituting further studies. In this way the experience gained and 
the conclusions reached will be of value in future work. 
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6. The Association of European Airlines (AEA) is to undertake a study this year of airline require­
ments. The Council consider that this organisation with its wide European membership is the most 
appropriate body to undertake such a study. When requirements are known it is for the aircraft industry 
in consultation with the users to formulate precise project proposals. The Council recognise the importance 
of developing aeronautical equipment on an international basis and note the effective work carried out 
by EUROCAE (European Organisation for Civil Aviation Equipment) in its area of responsibility, in 
collaboration with its United States counterpart. 

7. (a) Member countries recognise the great importance of eliminating differences in national rules 
relating to airworthiness. The Council note the considerable work programme under the auspices of the 
Joint Airworthiness Requirements Committee of the manufacturing countries and that progress is 
thought to be satisfactory. 

(b) The Council approve the principle of a European Agency specialising in certification and 
airworthiness, and believe that as soon as the national bodies can report that they have reached a degree 
of commonality which would enable a central agency to be set up with the prospect of operating 
successfully, the necessary action should be taken by governments. The immediate creation of an agency, 
before agreement that this stage has been reached, might slow up current negotiations, and the Council 
therefore accept thi:i as a medium-term goal. 

8. The Council recognise the great benefit to the aircraft manufacturing industry resulting from the 
work undertaken by the Standardisation Committee of AECMA (Association Europeenne des Oonstruc­
teurs de Materiel AerospatiaJ.) and therefore welcome the agreement reached between AECMA and the 
Oomite Europeen de N orrruilisation (CEN) which will rationalise the formulation of European aerospace 
standards. The Council agree with the Assembly that this work should be expanded where possible. 

9. The Council accept that, because of the escalating costs of research, development and production 
and the continuing and increasing pressure on national defence budgets, it will be both desirable and 
necessary for there to be an even greater degree of collaboration in the military aircraft field than 
hitherto ; and the Council therefore see the eventual formulation of a European military aircraft procurement 
policy as a desirable goal. Substantial work is already being done to further European co-operation in 
defence equipment procurement. 

The Ministers of the member countries of Eurogroup announced, after their meeting on 6th December 
1973, that they had directed that special effort be made by their national armaments directors to identify 
project areas offering the greatest prospects for collaboration so that Ministers could give appropriate 
and early instructions ; the project areas to be examined include military aircraft. 

The question of an approach to the Standing Armaments Committee in this field is related to the 
current study of proposals for reactivating this body. In this connection, the Council organised a meeting 
of deputy national armaments directors, held on 29th and 30th January 1974, to review, as a first step, 
the current collaborative arrangements between European allies and to submit to the Council their 
conclusions and recommendations on fields of activity and projects of European interest which could be 
given to the Standing Armaments Committee on the understanding that there should be no duplication 
of the work of other collaborative fora. The terms of reference stated that, on the basis of this report, the 
Council would give the national armaments directors the necessary directives for continuing this work. 
The Permanent Council devoted several meetings to studying the report of the deputy national armaments 
directors. Having reached no joint conclusion, they submitted a summary of their discussions to the 
meeting of the Ministerial Council on lith March 1974. The Ministerial Council had an exchange of views 
about the question ; no unanimous agreement was reached on any concrete proposal and the Ministers 
were therefore only able to request the Permanent Council to continue their study on the basis of the 
various proposals which had been made. The question is therefore still before the Permanent Council. 

The Council consider that these collaborative fora, together with the numerous bilateral and trilateral 
arrangements which exist, provide ample means of identifying further collaborative projects and see the 
existence of these bodies as a step on the road towards a European system of defence equipment 
procurement consistent with the aim of European construction. 
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10. The Council accept the aim of a. European aeronautical industry which is economically viable and 
competitive on world markets and believe that any policy of support for the industry should be considered 
against these objectives. The Council consider that the size of the industry must be matched to the 
markets it is able to secure. 

11. The Council recognise both the importance of the contribution which the European Civil Aviation 
Conference (ECAC) makes to co-operation on European air transport questions and the fact that the EEC 
will have an increasingly important r6le in the wider transport field. At present, however, Community 
action in the field of air transport is limited by Article 84 (2) of the Treaty of Rome. Under this article 
the extension of the treaty's transport provisions to sea and air transport needs a unanimous decision of 
the EEC Council of Ministers. Scope for collaboration between ECAC and the Community will necessarily 
be limited until such a decision is taken. Meanwhile the Council hope that co-operation between European 
countries on air transport questions, both in and outside the EEC, will continue under the auspices of 
such organisations as ECAC and its airline counterpart, the Association of European Airlines (AEA). 
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APPENDIX IV 

The European aircraft industry 1 

Despite the fact that the number of aircraft in service and on order throughout the world continues 
to increase, the European aircraft industry's share of the market in civil aircraft is declining steadily. In 
the face of direct competition from the American aircraft industry, its share of the world market has dropped 
to less than 5% for long-haul and less than 10% for short- and medium-haul aircraft. 

An exact picture of the situation of fleets is afforded by the number of aircraft in service and on 
order at a given date. The change in position between June 1973 and May 1974 is shown below. 

Number of aircraft Value (Mio EUR) 

1973 % 1974 % 1973 % 1974 % 

Long-haul (US) 1624 35.5 17ll 35.2 13 447.7 49.5 17 543.5 51.9 

Long-haul (European) 63 1.4 66 1.3 465.6 1.6 513.7 1.5 

Short- and medium-haul (US) 2 315 50.6 2482 5l.l II 930.3 43.9 14 258.8 42.2 

Short- and medium-haul 
(European) 572 12.5 602 12.4 1343.6 4.9 1466.5 4.4 

4574 100.0 4861 100.0 27187.2 100.0 33 782.5 100.0 

1 EUR = US $ 1.2 

The value distribution of fleets varied a great deal between 1970 and 1974: there was a 15.9% 
decline in the relative value of the United States fleet, a 4.7% increase in the relative value of the European 
fleet and an 11.2% increase in the relative value of the "rest of the world" fleet. 

The world market was shared as follows in 1970 and 1974: 

% 
Market size Market share of aircraft from 

EEC United States 

1970 1974 Change 1970 1974 Change 1970 1974 Change 

EEC 14.7 17.9 + 3.2 33.0 20.2 -12.8 67.0 79.8 + 12.6 

Other 
European 
countries 6.3 7.8 + 1.5 23.1 6.7 -16.4 76.9 93.3 + 16.4 

Europe (21.0) (25.7) (+ 4.7) 30.1 16.1 -14.0 69.9 83.9 + 14.0 

United 
States 63.9 48.0 -15.9 2.1 - - 2.1 97.9 100.0 + 2.1 

Rest of the 
world 15.1 26.3 + 11.2 12.2 6.3 - 5.9 87.8 93.7 + 5.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 9.5 5.9 - 3.6 90.5 94.1 + 3.6 

1. Source: Industry and Society, No. 14/75, 8th April 1975. 
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The opinion expressed at the end of 1973 still holds good in the spring of 1975. It was felt then that, 
since the situation had continued to deteriorate, the logical consequence of the endeavours of the European 
aircraft industry and of the governments of member States to offer a range of new civil aircraft must be 
to respond to the competition by exploiting the large relative importance on the world scale of the value 
of the European market. It is not enough to say that the size of the European market warrants the existence 
of a European aircraft industry ; it is necessary for the industry to take advantage of the size of the market. 

This is true not only in the short term but also in the long term : with the stabilisation of European 
percentage demand, the increase in percentage demand by the rest of the world and the fall in United States 
percentage demand, the negative trade balance on new civil aircraft from the Community will tend to 
increase in the next decade. 

For long-haul aircraft, the disproportion between the size of the European market (28.8% of the 
world's long-haul fleet) and the European aircraft industry's share of the world market (2.8% for long­
haul aircraft) is astounding. 

The following table shows the situation for long-haul aircraft : 

% 

Market size Market share of aircraft from 

EEC United States 

1973 1974 1973 1974 1973 1974 

EEC 22.0 21.3 10.1 8.8 89.9 91.2 

Other European countries 8.0 7.5 - - 100.0 100.0 

Europe (30.0) (28.8) 7.4 6.6 92.6 93.4 

United States 44.4 39.0 - - - -
Rest of the world 25.6 32.2 4.3 2.9 95.7 97.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 3.3 2.8 96.7 97.2 

The situation is equally alarming for short- and medium-haul aircraft : 

% 

Market size Market share of aircraft from 

EEC United States 

1973 1974 1973 1974 1973 1974 

EEC 14.3 14.0 47.4 40.0 52.6 60.0 

Other European countries 8.1 8.1 14.0 13.9 86.0 86.1 

Europe (22.4) (22.1) 35.3 30.4 64.7 69.6 

United States 62.1 58.4 0.1 0.1 99.9 99.9 

Rest of the world 15.5 19.5 13.4 12.7 86.6 87.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 10.1 9.3 89.9 90.7 
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The military aircraft market has hit the headlines recently. The two tables below show the position 
of the European fleet and the fleets of the main regions of the world on 31st December 1972: 

European.designed aircraft American-designed aircraft 
Total 

Value 
% 

Value 
% 

(Mio EUR) 
(Mio EUR) (Mio EUR) 

Belgium 154.9 33.6 305.8 66.4 460.7 

Denmark 49.2 32.9 100.5 67.1 149.7 

France 1 661.3 93.1 122.2 6.9 1 783.5 

Germany 1347.6 29.3 2 077.4 60.7 3 425.0 

Ireland 1.4 100.0 - - 1.4 

Italy 690.0 63.0 405.2 37.0 1 095.2 

Netherlands 87.2 23.6 282.3 76.4 369.5 

United Kingdom 1 680.5 69.4 740.1 30.6 2 420.6 

EEC 5 672.1 58.5 4033.5 41.5 9 705.6 

European-designed aircraft 

Number of aircraft Value % of total European 
(Mio EUR) aircraft 

United States 26 108.3 3.7 

Canada 5 4.6 0.2 

Latin America 480 170.4 5.9 

Europe other than EEC 2 868 1445.6 49.8 

Middle East and North Mrica 979 482.8 16.6 

Mrica south of Sahara 322 75.9 2.6 

South Mrica, Rhodesia 484 351.6 12.1 

Asia 822 161.4 5.6 

Australia 207 83.3 2.9 

Oceania 48 18.7 0.6 

Total 6211 2 902.6 100.0 

The Council of Ministers, on a proposal from the European Commission, has decided that there is 
to be concerted action and consultation between the member States of the Community on industrial policy 
in the aircraft industry (see I and S No. 11 f75). The launching of construction programmes by undertakings 
obviously depends on public funds. Member States must therefore co-ordinate their national policies to 
avoid unnecessary duplication, improve the choice of programmes and find the best means of ensuring 
their realisation. 
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ADDENDUM 
to 

PART I 

State of the European aeronautical industry 

(svbmitted by Mr. Warren, Rapporteur) 

29th May 1975 

At the seventh sitting of the Assembly on Thursday, 29th May 1975, Mr. Brown and Mr. Carter 
proposed amending the explanatory memorandum from the end of paragraph 3 to paragraph 7 inclusive 
as shown below. The Rapporteur agreed to add the proposed text as an addendum to his report. 

3 .... Whatever one's political beliefs, there can be no doubt that the United Kingdom's defence 
cuts should be considered in the light of the effect which they will have upon Western Europe. 

4. The United Kingdom always has been a very substantial contributor to the defence of Western 
Europe. This capability has stemmed from the fact that the nation was called upon to bear more 
than its fair burden of defence costs. It is the belief of the present British Government that these 
charges are more than the nation can afford at present. Therefore it has decreed that there shall 
be reductions in current programmes and future research and development. [Text deleted] 

5. [Text deleted] 

6. [Text deleted] Your Rapporteur would be failing in his duty if he did not issue a warning that 
the consequences could be dangerous and that he believes Western Europe must make such arrange­
ments as it feels necessary to ensure that there is a sufficient design and manufacturing capability 
for military aircraft on the mainland of Europe. 

7. [Text deleted] 

.. 
PRINTED IN FRANCE STRASBOURG 
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