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NEMORAEDUM FOR MR. KLEIN
PROM 3 G/PH - Mr. Orwick

SURJECT: Policy Statements on Sharing of NMuclear
Information ard Bgquipmant

In proparing the attached, I tricd to avold tho
appearance of any projudica othar than the plea for
clarity and rationality. I guccecled 4n putting
together such a bland statement that I'm afrald it
ccasn't evaen maka my desirzsd point vary welil.

iile our basic policy statecmunts and arxs
control context statements (scctions ono and two) state
rather clearly the thesis of non-proliferation of
nuclear weancng cavabilitics - L.ae. the warhkoad ard
delivery meana - @many sudsecuent epecific actions and
rolicy modificationa cast doubt ca whether acn-prolifara-
ticn is the bugis or whaether it is ccmething olso, such
as political picue with do Gaulle. Tor czampla, 412 wo
wish to inhibit achicvesent of Pranch Forcoe da Prappo
objectives, why do we asgiot their aircraft delivery
development; why do wa sell tankers co that the MIRRCE IV
can reach ita desired targat: why do we keep tzying €0
ofZfer muclear propulsion for submarines?

These incensistencics and uncortaintics make {t
mcet difficult to ascsuro the desired support of a
widespread durcaucracy and industry. Thay alco encourage
probing and challengae of ®“tha policy?® by adhkerants of guito
suprortable pointa of vicw favoring cooperaticn for reaesarch
and developaent, balance of paymants, etc. beneofits. I, of

uﬁdmmmmm““““* racognize that for a variety of political and
PRESERVATIONCOPY poungraded ot 17 goar intorvalas

ot automatically declagsgificd.
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diplcmatic reagons wa will and mast expross fron tioe
to time varicus muances on the policy theme. Howevar,
when we do, ve noed also to repecat to the bureauncracy
a clear signal as to ocur intentions in the on-going
day to day implemoentation actions.

G/PH:DOrwick s fem
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

SUBJECT: NSAM No. 24] oa Heport on French Gaseous
Diffusion Plant

/uthorisation is graated to discoatimue reporting under the
subject NSAM im response to the request contained in your memo-
randum of May 22, 1964,

Ik s understood that the Department of State will contiams to
monitor this matter from an iatelligease standpoint and repert any
unusual developments that may be of interest to the Vhite House.
In addition, the general policy contained in NS/ M No. 294, ia
part, deals in & more compreheasive way with this Government's
procedures designed to avoid giviag any assistance to the devalop-
ment of any French nuclear weapon capabllities.

MeGeorge Lundy
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. McGEORGE BUNDY
THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: NSAM 241 on Report on French
Gaseous Diffusion Plant

The situation which gave rise to NSAM 241 ancd tle
subsequent 5/30 memo to holders of this NSAM has
significantly ameliorated. During the past year chere
h:s been no indication of any attempts by the French :c
erlist German or Italian cooperation in the Pierrelacce
project. There also is no evidence that the Germans or
Italians have been giving serious consideration to such
cooperation.

‘While we shall continue to monitor the situation
from an intelligence standpoint, in view of these facts,
I request authorization to discontinue reporting on
this NSAM, including possible measures for inhibiting
bilateral cooperation.

Benjamin Read
ExecutivelSecretary
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collected this information -- some of it confused and contradictory --
about military sales te, and the exchange of military information
with, France of possible significance ia the development of France's
nuclear deterrent.

1. Alrcrafy

s. Mirage -V and Mirage IV

Accordiag to State and Defense, the Freanch are interested
ia TF<30 engines for the development of thelr Mirage [lI-V (Mach 2
VTOL fighter-bomber with a reange of 290 miles). The preseat
Mirage lll-V engine is & Snecma TF-106 which along with the TF-30
is an cutgrowth of the Pratt and Whitaey TF-10, Fratt and Whitaey
began exchaaging wacisssified information with Saecma on the TF-10
in 1959, And ia 1962 the Freach asked for claseified information
on the TF-30 bacause Snecina was haviag trouble with its TF-106.
The State Department approved this request in November 1963,
As far as the Departments know, there have beea technical conver-
sations between FPratt and Whitney and Snecma, but no classified
documents have yot been exchanged.

As matters stand, Snecma has arranged for the purchase

of two prototype TF <30 engines, less some afterburner parts, and
Pratt and Whitaey bas promised delivery of these engines in Decem-
ber 1964 and Jamsary 196S. In addition, the French want four com-
plets prototype engines (with afterburners), and have asked for price
quotations on eight production modals of the type to be delivered to
U.S5. forces. I they do act get them frem uws, Defense believes they
will censider buying the British Rolls Royce Spey eagine. The Freach
apparently can use one or the other and our refusal to sell would not
seriously hurt them,
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The Freach might alse use TF-30s for the Mirage IV, In
fact, Dessault has madd designs for replacing the present Atar
engine of the Mirage IV with the TF-106 or the TF-30, for upgrading
the aircraft's performance. Ewven if the French waated to use the
TF<«30 in the Mirage IV, DOD does not believe this would provide a
quick fix for the problems of Atar, since it would probably be two
and a half to three years before the TF-30s could be ia series pre-
duction. Ia fact, Defense knows of no need for any quick fix, It
considers the problems which the Freanch are having with the Atar
usual for new engines and unlikely to hold up significantly Mirage IV
operational capabilities.

In swumary, State and Defense believe that Freach interest
in the TF-30 is intended for Mirage IlI-V and net Mirage IV, CIA
has reached the same conclusion independeatly (Tab A)., The ene
dissent comes from Dr, Fubini who thinks the French could wee the
TF-30 in the Mirage [II-F, a proposed redusign of the Mirage lI-V,
which would trade VTOL capabdilities for greater ramge.

b TFX

There is apparent confusion about this item -- first, as to
its desirability sad wutility ia a wholly nen-anclear mode, and second,
as to the briefings and sales programs. The "entagon insists the
TFX is salable a8 & non-suclear weapons system:, Keeny believes
that the characteristics of the TFX make it aa ideal strategic nuclear
bomber for NATO sations. For example, it will have & radius of
action on a Hi-Lo-Hi flight profile of about 1900 a, m, with a 20004
poyload or almost 4000 miles on & one-way mission. The TFX alse
is specifically designed to have penetration capabilities far in excess
of any previcus attack aircraft. Keany also believes that the very
high cost of the TFX makes it 3 questionable non-nuclear weapons
system for close support in the NATO theater.

Although we have been assured that there have beea no
French ssles briefiags thus far (despite Freach requests for them),
a Fentagon staff paper is lesse than precise as to whether or net
there have besn any.

As for sales, an agreecment hae already been reached with
the Australians for the TFX, la addition, DOD plass to ask White
House approval to brief NATO countries (with the exception of France),
with the expectation that the briefings will lead to sales.

SeewrT
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In this connection, you might want to leok at the dralt
memorandum $9 you {rom the - entagen (which was bootlegged teo
me), including the deleted paragraph (Tab B).

c. C-133 Tankers

The French ordered twhive and these will all be delivered
by September, the first ones already having beea handed over.

Last December, General Ezanno indicated to Henry Kuse
French interest in twelve additional C-135es. And on December 23,
1963, Kuss offered the twelve additional tanksrs and preposed
various credit arrangements. The order would have amounted to
$40 millien. Although no reply has been received o Kuse' lother
which calied for reply set later than February 1, it is net certain
whether this means the French are notionger interested. There
evidently are differences withia the French Gevermment about the
aced for the additional tankers.

4 Boste

The French have shown interest in buying several recon-
ditioned B-57s for high altitude atmospheric samplings. The wvalwe
of the order would be in the neighborhood of $9.2 million. This is
something we cught to know moze about since these aircraft would
be useful for Freach atmospheric tests,

¢ The HU-16 ALBATROSS

The French asked for a price offer on this amphibleus re-
conditioned aircraft and an offer wvas made. However, the Freach
withdrew their request after we began asking about the pessible use
of the aircraft in the Freach Facific nuclear test ares.

& Missile Coopevetion

The situation here is quite unclear. The DOD and State repre-
seniatives do not seem 0 be aware of CiA's informatien that the
French are planaiag 8¢ develop a land-based bardensd IRBM system
becoming 1966-67. According to the report, the French
are discouraged about the Mirage IV's capabilities and, given the
scheduling of the Peolaris-type system, they have decided on this
MM(n.m
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At our first suceting with the State and Defease Departments,
considerable concern was expressed that the real problem here was
our indirect support for the Freach missile program, Subsequeatly,
several of the DOD people stepped back and denied categorvically
that such assistance was being given France, However, the cama-
sensus was that 2o ene really knew how much ianformation wasactually
being passed since the commercial and industrial channels were wide
open.

3. liuclear Submarines

Since the suspension of the Skipjack discussions last yesr, there
has been no further comiact between us and France in this ared.

4. Research asd Developmeat A rrangements

The research and development cooperative arrangements between
us and France are extensive., Defense has assured us that this coop-
eration is limited largely to the exchange of information, but clearly
this is one area that should be looked into to see just how much real
assistance we may be giving France intentionally or otherwise. The
MeNamara-Messmer agreemaent of 1963 provides wide azreas of
possible cooperation, but thus far, Defense insists little has been
dome to implement the agreement. In this connection, you should
loek at DOD's paper on this subject (Tab C).

5. Space Cosperation
&. Joiat Satellite

NASA is party to an agreement signed February 18, 1963,
with the French space ageacy, CNES, according to which NASA will

utilize a3 SCOUT booster to launch a Freach satellite some tisne in
1965, (The agreement is pat covered by an exchange of notes be-
tween goveraments, )

b Space Technology

Fremch technical, imdustrial and gevermmeat persemnsl in-

volved in the Freach space program are aggressively seeking informa-
tion of NASA research ia the tetal spectrum of space research from



SPeRET
5 e

advaaced propulsion te solar cells for spacecsaft. Repeated and
varied contacts are sought at NASA Headquarters, NASA space
centers and contractor plants. A variety of "preliminary” procure-
ment possibilities is constantly broached to American contractors,
few of which mature as commercial agreaments. It appears reason-
able that some of these discussions are "{ishing'' expeditions designed
to elicit useful leads with techaical implications. Recently French
space interests have turned toward advanced satellite technelegy
(®. g.» pointing and stabilisation techniques, such as are provided
im NASA's Orbiting Astrenemical Observatory, gravity gradieat
systems such as might be wseful in communications satellites)

€. These arrangements may be of far grester lmpoertance than
the facts would seem to indicate since space technolegy can be fed
iate missile technology.

6. Actions

We have set up an NSAM 270 meeting for Menday at 4:30 P, M,
to discuss the range of questions related to miMitary sales to France
affecting Freach nuclear developments,

It is clear from the information we have gotten (er failed to get)
there are fussy areas. These perhaps might be identified and, if
poseible, the facts tied down mere precisely,

Of course, the more basic problem is that our policy has fusay
areas which give the bureaucracy the licease it would lile to have,
including the right to arrange wider research and development co-
operation, sell military hardware, balance intermatiomal payments,
etc, Our general posture, for example, is not to assist Fraace ia
M&% Yet, we have authorised the C-135
tankers 5o enable to Mirage IV to reach its desired target.
This, ia tura, has given the Sullivans and the Kusses thelr hunting
licenses. Vhile our policies will probably never be neat and tidy
as we would like, guidelines clearly are needed to make our purpoees
clear to the bureaucracy and procedural ootablished to
assure that the daily bureaucratic actions with our
broader political purposes.

The major issues, 48 we see them, are:
SETREY
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W{ll this contribute to the develepmaent of the French nsuclear
deterrent? Speecifically, does the Mirage IV require this engins for
successful operation or important product improvemeat? Accordiag
to the answers wes have gotten, this does not appear to be the case.
Therefore, unless somecone can establish that this isa't so, or that
the French plaa to use it on & new Mirage lII-F that has strategic value,
there would seem to be little maneuvering grownd for us here.

b TFX

This is perhape the most interesting single problem. There
is » clear consensus ea what the TFX really is -~ Defense repre-
sentatives claim that it really is a "acn-nuclear system.’ Keeny
considers that in the hands of NATO it is an advanced strategic
bomber and that it dossa't make much sense a0 & "non-nuclear’
system for NATO,

There is aleo some coafusion, feor example, as to whe has
beea briefed. Ome DOD paper indicates the French might have been;
ancther says they havea't.

A logical follow-en question is whether it makes sease to
brief the NATO members and the SHAFE staff while refusiag to
brief the Freach.

And perhaps more important than the question of briefing, is the
matter of sales. According te DOD, the Department of State has cencurred
in our "procesdiag with precurement discussions with all NATO countries

with the exception of l'nnujhvh; medernisation requirements
these aircraft . . . Due to the unique pelicy censiderations iavolving
France, it is not uader consideration here as a poseible customer for
either the F-4 or TFX, but will be censidered for subsnission on a
separate case basis, at a later date."

Would TFX sales to Fraace affect her auclear capabilities?

Would the denial of the TFX to France alone of all the NATO
countries be feasible and/or useful ?
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In addition, the proposcd sales policy opens the broader
issue as to whether we wish to offer to sell NATO countries (other
than France) our miseiles or aircraft capable of strategic missions
deep inside the Soviet Ualoa.

Where do we stand? Are preseat procedural coatrels
adequate?

d. Space Cooperation and Other Research and Development
Cooperation

Is such cooperation useful for techaical or pelitical reasons ?
Should existing arraagements be modified? Answers to both these
questions obvisusly requira better {nformation on the extent of the
preseat arzangements and the scope of information and technology
being exchanged than we now scem to have.

Should the end product of this exercise be the preparation of 2 NSAM
setting up machinery to assure that arrangements for military sales

and exchange of information with France are consisteat with our
over-all policy toward France?

Dawvid Klein

SwenrT™
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June 6, 1963

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BUNDY
Mac--

At Glenn Seaborg's luncheon today Minister
Paleweki ask ed me to express to you his
pleasure over his informal meeting with the
Presilsut Tussday evening, and to coavey to

you his greetings and thanks for your part in
arrangiag for the interview.

At the luncheon he also expressed his hopes
for greater U. S. -French coeperation in both the
"ceastructive and destructive' aspects of
nuclear energy. He looks forward to another
visit to the United States next year when he
might have more time to spend with the AEC
staff and visiting AEC facilities.

I told him I could not refrain from saying that I
knew you had great fondness for France and the
Freach people,and would second his hope for

greater cooperation between our two countries.

Charles E. Johnson
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UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN - P\H‘ ;{
December 26, 1962 ab 4

NOTE FOR : Mr. Charles Johnson
Office of the Special Assistant
to the President for
National Security Affairs
Rm 368 - EOB

Chuck,

This is the matter about which I telephoned
you today.

Perhaps we can chat about it upon your

return.
Howard C. Brown, Jr.
Executive Assistant
to the Chairman
Enclosure:

Cy of 1tr dtd 12/26/62 - fr Seaborg
to Perrin (French AEC)
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UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON 25, D.C.

Dear Professor Perrin:

During our recent meeting in Washington wve talked about the
possibility of developing a closer association between the
programs of France and the United States for the detection
of underground nuclear tests.

You will recall I indicated then that the Commission is not
the Agency of the United States Government having primary
responsibility for this work, but that I would lock into the
matter and advise you further.

We have nov had an opportunity to raise this matter with the
appropriate perscnnel of the Advanced Research Projects Agency
of the Department of Defense and they have indicated that they
would be sympethetic to a more formalized exchange with your
Government withia, of course, the requirements of classificatiom
and security.

In these circumstances, I would hope that the pecple concerned
in France and this country could be in touch promptly threugh
diplomatic channels to work ocut a mutually benefieial arrange-
ment. I have provided copies of this letter to the Department
of State and the Advanced Research Projects Ageney.

Sincerely yours,

wighed) Glenp 7, Seaborg

Chairman

Professor Francis Perrin

High Commissioner

Commissariat a 1'Inergie Atomique
Boite Postale 307

Paris V1I, France
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For a Missile Force
NATO Could Use

Spesial ts The New York Tipes.
PARIS, Sept. 21—France has
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French force into a Europsak
one; as. advocated by some
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Uses Troops ia NATO
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THE NEW YORK TIMES

Saturday, September 22, 1962
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SR
gP NO: 447, July 24, 7 PM (szcrmn ONE OF TWO)
L
*110 ACTION DEPARTMENT 447, INFORMATION Louoon 66 BONN 28,

DAC BRUSSELS 22,

ggi We believe important trends hinking on nuclear
P strike force have emerged from-réeenf confusing French

USIA Parliamentary debate,

?ig 1. Definite Parliamentary and popular consensus developing

CIA in favor of European defense arrangement to which France would
NSA make nuclear contribution. Many of 206 deputies who voted for
0SD censure motion July 17 were motivated more by their irritation

ARMY with De Gaulle's governing methods than by opposition to nuclear
NAVY strike force., Important remember that while censure motion

AIR called national strike force militarily illusory, it also stated
AEC that between defense based on US nuclear monopoly and pro-

WHB liferation national forces of dissuasion to which Government

RMR policy leading, there was place for community (i.e., European)

solution. Thus censure motion itself gave implicit approval

for De Gaulle's nuclear program to extent latter presented as

evolving toward eventual merger in European effort. Moreover,
—eemsi WOt Oppesition spokesmen (including Mollet and Maurice Faure)
: made clear they did not favor halting current French effort but
only wished see it adapted along European lines., Speaking on'
behalf of Government, Pompidou, Couve, and Messmer all gave
lEnodest encouragement to this approach. ; -
s

2. Atlantic Community (1..., NATO) hs basis for US-European
e \L nuclear cooperation now largely discarded by French as un-
=" realizable because of US insistence on contrel or veto over any

‘ Atlantic nuclear ‘force, President's July 4 speech on

I "R8 PROHIBITED UNLESS “UNCLASSIFIED"
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interdependence being in;etprotod'by fttnch coumentators as ’
belated US recognition of new REuropean resolution to proceed
with organization of European nuclear !btco.

3. It almost universally’ rocncntzod ;hlt France and Europe
must depend on US support and protéction for their survival.
French consider what they are doing is to create more equitable
sharing of defense roles by US and Eurdpe and thus bring about
partnership advocated by President Kenpedy. French Government
leaders at pains point out France intends coordinate its
nuclear force with US when ‘developaént Princh force makes this
appropriate,

4. Support for French development of nuclear technology is
virtually unanimous in Parlisment and ﬂreia. Although gas
_diffusion plant at Pierrelatté will serve largely military
purposes, Government spokesman shrewdly played up scientific

and technological ‘benefits already being obtained and in ‘
prospect. As result nuclear weapons program received Parliamentar:
approval and even though presented partially and with best foot
forward., It will be much more difficult for opposition in future
to mount major objections either to entire program ér to
significant portions., At same time acceptance of force de frappe
- will for many French be conditional upon some degree of European
defense cooperation., Present and successor Governments will
doubtless be willing make gestures in direction European co-
operation as required to push nuclear weapons program Parliament.

~ LYON
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Action - | Control: 18105
‘ | - " Rec'd: July 25, 1962
EUR . R 12:23 A1 -
fifo FROM: paris ’ ;
sC TO: Secretary of State %3
SR
c NO: 447, July 24, 7 P (sn@s ™0 OF -nno)
SP . " o _
I | .
H " ACTION DEPARTMENT 447 Imnﬂfwﬁm 46. soma 28,
10 BRUSSELS 22.
DAC e
SAE Embassy considers that eVolvld,e French views on’ nuélear
ifr\ * problem have significant implicati.ona' X
15}5 - 1. Critics of De Gaulle who “Bay that. prelent ~i‘:.'ench nuclear
NST policy is purely De Gaulle's are on veak ground, as for
}NP exanple Spaak at White House llleCtlns June 9. Nuclear program,
'“E‘f‘ which begun under Fourth Republic, now widely accepted. While
0sSD is true that many important French believe nuclear force should
= eventually become part of broader !:uropun defense effort, De
'_.-;?Y ~ Gaulle himself probably deteminod to’ proceed with nati.onal
L1 program with open mind re’ some !uropoan cooperation on acceptable
LEC terms. In any case, howevet “few people in Frarice today would
WiE agree France should give up’ whlt it has developed indepéendently
RMR or abandon French control of its nuclear force at least until
effec»ive alternab.tve forge is in imod:late procpect.
2. It evident many French i-ptuud by argmem:s, mainly
advanced by US officials and- ltritﬁghto ’ that national nuclear
forces are inefficient and dangerous. Thesé ‘arguments have
spurred trend in France toward idel of supranational military
cooperation with European partners. At same time French thinking
on nature and roles of possible.Buropean muclear force, and its
relation to NATO, {is practically non-oxistent.
3. We believe French evomti.oo toturd !utbpean nuclear approach
has promising aspects. Polidcnlly, it réinforces trend towgrd
European unity. Militarily, e recognizes requirement for close
. . g coordination
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- ’Lﬂ-—lo 4 - ————r PROHIBITED UNLETSS “UNCLASSIFIED”
N‘\k‘\ lhrr [‘L}w‘[‘] 5 #s® - )

LI

PRESEF Y
Shmdbed A VA4 LWVIEY Wi T


https://a'iterri~tlj.ve

Toon

NS

) AT e
-2-447, July 24, 7 e (szcrfou TWO OF rwo) . From Parls
coordination of nuclear forces although 1: must be pointed
out that De Gaulle. highly unlikely agree to surrender of
national control over French forcu connrtbuted to any
European nuclear force. - ,

4. We consider key aspects ﬁqu: US to bei

A) Continuing stress by quj.ot and diplmttc means on in-

-effectiveness and danger of uti.onnl nuclur forces operating

1nd¢pondent ly. .

B) Position we take regardi.n; UK nucl.ear cooperation with
" Europe assuming UK entry intd Common Market. In our view
‘1iberal US position would facilitate European nuclear

cooperation under UK and Frénch leadership and eventual in-
tegration of Europqu force within NATO, Restrictive US
position would accelerate French uttonal ptogrm and poui.ble |

- French-cemn nuclear’ cooperaﬂgn : NS L

C) Firm but discreet pressure for close eogrdiutim of all

'nuclear- forces within alliance, récogiizing that French will

almost certainly not merge their national nuclear force in any
larger grouping until they are sure French interests: are
protected and also recognizing that France will probably insist
on its legal right to use French nuclear force for natiaul :
interest, _ 0 . ;

D) "Position us takes regardin; degree ¢f US control over use
of US-European muclear force will be crucisl in efforts to
establish such force. Embassy believes we should at appropriate
time indicate privately and at high level to European allies
our willingness to attempt to work out edntl’OI mechanisa
nccepuble all pu't:lcipants. : A

1K )l
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F315 74
WCLEAR TTST DETESTION
1 NOSSOU TASS IN TMILISY ™ "U??PE 2043 24 JUL 62 L

(TE{T) YT YOR(==NTIL YISTEZDAY THE DEFENSE D?PART“SNT KEPT _
IT A 55CREIT THAT THS unlrrn STATES MAD DETSCTED THE NUSLEAR -
| ECPLISIO SET 07FF IM THI SAYAIA 3Y FRAYCZ OM 1 MAY, JOY FINVEY
| THZ 929 YNX TIAE5 WASHINGTON COIRTSPAMIENT YRITES. HE REPORTS THAT
| THZ W4CLTAA IXPLOSION WAS CARRIZI QT IN THE HOG7a3 MAUNTAINS 19
| THE SYITHEAST 3AMARA AND YAS SLEARLY IETECTED 3Y STISMIC INSTRUMENTS
IN THE WIITED ZTATZS, MOTE THAT 3,007 MILES AWAY. 3

i IT I3 UITZ CLIAX WHY THT PINTA3ON DTLIBERATELY XEPT THE NITECTIC
: © 0F THE UNDJZASRNUND NUCLZAR FEXPLISION SECRET, THZ UNITED STATTS
© AT THE 17«MATIMN JISARMAMENT COMMITTZIE IS STU3INANLY -INSISTING ON
1 INTERNATIONAL CONTROL NWER NUCLEAR ECPLOSINS 'ITH MN=-THE-SPOT .
INSPESTIVY, THUS THYARTING THZ CONCLUSIOM NF A TEST-EAH{AGREEﬂE“T.

3oy

e Lt L) T LT I T LT TR T T T

T T S
O ST 1 Ep bl P 39 e s G-

T YHAT “ADT THE PINTASMW MW DECIDE TH MAKE THZI DETECTIONM
| OF THZ EYPLASINY PUILIC? THE LATSST AGHIEVEMENTS OF SCITNTISTS,
| IMICLUDING AMERICAN, SHOY THAT NATIONAL FACILITIZS ARZ qurrc SUFFICIE
§ FOR DETISTING UNDIRGRAUND MICLIAR IXPLOSIONS, IM FACZ OF THESE
F FACTS TUE PLNTAGON IZSIDED To TAYE THE “INITIATIVE® €1 AS TO TRY
i A9 EVENTUALLY DISCRINIT THMT NATISNAL MEAYS 7 DETZSTIMM, IMOESH,
z } A3 FOLLAYS FROM FIMNEY'S RSPOAT, THZ PEVTAGIM ACTYIPANIED ITS .
= STATEITNT “ITY MUMIR0US RISSWATIONS, FINNCSY POINTS NUT TYAT THE
By | DETECTION OF TYE FrZNCH EXPLOSIM IS RIGARDED IM THI UNITED STATSS
g AS "NAT CONCLYSIVE EVININCT THAT SMALL UNDERGROUN) SXPLNSIANS
| | COYLD IE DITTCTED 3Y SEISYIC STATIMNS OUTSIDE THE SOUIET NIy, "

Bk IM THIS CONNECTION FI“Q‘Y S CLﬂIW THAT TH? UﬂITEﬁ :TQTES IS

i INCLIVOZD T7 AGREZ TD "SOME FORM OF NATIONAL CWMTRI. SYSTEMS”
APPEARS IM ITS TanZ LISHT: HIMTINI AT THE PISSTIIILITY 9F A :
TONCE3SIN, THE UMITED.STATSS I3 TRYINT TO RE[AIN THI .TISENCE NF
ITS OMAND FIR INTZRHATIDHAL COMTRIL THE AIM OF WHICH IS KNOWN TO
3L LEPIDNARS M THE Ta?FIT1QY IF THE SOVI T uNINnk, : .

24 JUJL S3I3P FR«/OF-
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OUTGOING TELEGRAM * =partment of State L; 11374
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Vdue 3 2 30PH B
Origin ACTION: Amembassy BONN 29 il
E:‘.Et INFO: Amenbassy LONDON 63
Amembassy PARIS 79 i
SS g
DISTRIBUTION
SR LIMIT &
gp “mms,wmme,m-\.v——\‘
}Ii' Concur in Embassy views as stated reftel to be provided UK Embassy.
Bng Would, however, suggest you add two points: -
%AE 1) If US were to change policy to provide nuclear assistance to France
%gg this would in time promote pressures within FedRep for comparable treatment.
RMR 2) If multilateral solution not found to nuclear problem, a solution in
which FedRep can participate on basis of full equality with other European
countries, FedRep may be increasingly attracted to other spproaches to
problem, e.g., national program or Franco-German collaboration.
END
RUSK
|
|
Bolt/XPM: REKranich:mek 7/3/62 Toligraplis: Somintion snd RPM - Russell’ Fessenden
clatsification spproved by
Cowmcst: S/P « Mr. Owen (substance)
REPRODUCTION FROM THIS
SECRET COPY IS PROHIBITED
UNLESS "UNCLASSIFIED".
o™ Ds.322 %/45 3209
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b R iy T

SAE
ACTION DEPARTMENT 634 | NFORMARASIRIN_ONDON .
SPSA 3 53 B!UNDEBS 999l
10P RECENT U,S, STATEMENTS THAT LIMITED NUCLEAR CAPABILITIES

INR ARE DANGEROUS AND THAT U,S, CONSIDERS FRENCH NUCLEAR PROGRAM
INIMICAL TO COMMUNITY INTEREST OF ATLANTIC ALLIANCE ARE

RMR HAVING UNFORTUNATE EFFECT ON OUR RELATIONS WITH FRANCE,
THESE STATEMENTS HAVE BEEN FULLY REPORTED IN FRENCH PRESS
AND ON RADIO, THEIR IMPACT |S GREATER BECAUSE THEY HAVE
BEEN FORCEFUL AND REPEATED,

OFF ICIAL GOF REACTION HAS BEEN CAREFULLY CONTAINED,

FONOFF SPOKESMAN HAS REPLIED "NO COMMENT"™ TO QUESTIONS,

FRENCH OFF ICIALS HAVE, HOWEVER, ADVISED EMB THAT THEY

BELIEVE TIMING OF THESE STATEMENTS VERY BAD, PART|CULARLY
THOSE MADE JUST PRIOR TO SECRETARY 'S EUROPEAN TRIP,

AND THAT CUMULATIVE EFFECT IS INDUCING REACTION OF CONSI|DERABLE
HOSTILITY IN FRANCE,

RUMOR |S CURRENT IN PARIS THAT USG SEEKING GO OVER HEAD

OF GOF AND PERSUADE FRENCH PEOPLE THAT INDEPENDENT NUCLEAR
FORCE IS FOOLISH AND DANGEROUS, EXPRESS JUNE 28 CARRIES ARTICLE
TO THIS EFFECT, SOME FRENCH BELIEVE U,S, TIMING STATEMENTS TO
AIM AT FRENCH PARLIAMENTARY TO DEBATE ON SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET
REQUEST INCLUDING FORCE DE FRAPPE PROGRAM, WHICH IS

SCHEDULED FOR JULY 10-12, SEVERAL FONOFF OFF ICIALS HAVE

GIVEN THEIR VIEW U,S, STATEMENTS MAY WELL STRENGTHEN PAR-
LIAMENTARY SUPPORT FOR FRENCH STRIKE FORCE, AND THAT THESE
STATEMENTS WILL INEVITABLY HAVE EFFECT OVER TIME OF IN-
CREASING FEELING IN FRANCE THAT EUROPEANS MUST SOMEHOW

DEVELOP MORE EQUAL DEFENSE RELATION WITH U,S, WE RECALL

REPRODUCTION FROM THIS COPY IS
BCLASS _ SEORBdwm = PROHIBITED UNLESS “UNCLASSIFIED”
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“SEGRE]
-2- 6345, JUNE 30, 2 PM: FROM PARIS

SIMILAR PROBLEM RE SUSPICJONS OF U.,S. EXERTING PRESSURE
DUR|NG. PARL|AMENTARY DEBATE ON FORCE DE FRAPPE OCCURED
LAST YEAR,

SENIOR FRENCH OFFICIAL STATED IN CONF IDENCE THAT TWO
OTHER EUROPEAN DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATIVES {N PARIS TOLD
HIM THEY SER|OUSLY CONCERNED BY WHAT THEY CONSIDER U,S,
DESIRE- TO MONOPOL!ZE STRATEGIC ARMS, FRENCH OFFICIALS
AND PRESS ALSO NOTING OBVIOUS U,K, EMBARRASSMENT OVER
STATUS IT BOMBER FORCE,

EMB APPRECIATES NEED FOR CLARIFICATION OF U,S, POLICIES

IN THIS IMPORTANT AREA, MANY THINKING FRENCH |MPRESSED

BY COGENCY OF SECY MCNAMARA'S SPEECH OF JUNE 16 BUT FEELING
IS STRONG HERE THAT U,S, IS PUSHING ITS THESIS TQO HARD,
REACTION IN FRANCE IS DEFINITELY BECOMING ADVERSE NO MATTER
HOW BENEF ICIAL EFFECTS OF THSE STATEMENTS MAY BE ELSEWHERE,

(CY SULZBERGER TOLD ME THIS MORNING THAT AT SOCIAL GATHERING
IN MY HOME LAST EVENING A NUMBER OF FRENCHMEN SPOKE TO HIM
ABOUT THE PRESIDENTYS COMMENTS AT PRESS CONFERENCE AND
EXPRESSED CONSIDERABLE BITTERNESS OVER WORDS HE USED IN
CONDEMNING FRENCH NUCLEAR PROGRAM, THE WORD "INIM]CAL"
UNFORTUNATELY HAS A MUCH STRONGER CONNOTATION IN FRENCH
THAN IS CUSTOMARY IN ENGLISH USAGE, FEELING IN GENERAL
HERE, IN WAKE OF RUSK VISIT)/ WAS THAT U,S, AT LAST
RECOGNIZES THAT FRANCE |S GOING' AHEAD WITH ITS OWN NUCLEAR
PROGRAM, FOR THIS REASON kT IS PARTICULARLY DIFFICULT TO
RECONEILE THIS VIEW WITH ABOVE STATEMENT, |IT IS MY FEELING,
PARTICULARLY IN VIEW OF EXCHANGE OF IDEAS THAT TOOK PLACE
DURING RUSKYS VISIT AND PROBABILITY OF U,K, ENTRY INTO
COMMON MARKET THAT WE RE-EXAMINE OUR PRESENT NUCLEAR
SITUATION VIS-A-VIS THE SIX NATIONS AND NATO USING CURRENT
DISCUSSION OF MRBM!S IN NATO AS REFERENCE POINT, WE HAVE
BEEN STUDYING THIS PROBLEM, WITH THIS ASPECT OF IT IN

MIND AND WILL SUBMIT COMMENTS SHORTLY,)

GAVIN
JTC



EDITORIAL

By S,
+France’s Nuclear Force

Weapons to as few powers as possible and to
«4ighten controls over them in order to reduce
dhe danger of accidental war and to prevent
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»: Todlth.c,mdmnnyothu-ahnihrm"

-a:cold shoulder has been turned in Washington.
“.While proliferation of atomic weapons in inde-
"wtmeouuwmmu» §

“of inflexibility in foreign policy which its spokes-
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. tun 80 effectively leveled against its predecessor.
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CENTRAL TNTELLIGENCE AGENEY

-m CLASSIFICATION — DISSEMINATION CONTROLS
(When PUliss n) NOFORN/CONT [NUED CONTROL/NO D ISSEM ABROAD
Lo 'tuﬂa_m i [ — .
COUNTRY FRANCE ~ " DUNGAN PRI, oo ._j 25X1A
SUBJECT FRENCH NUCLEAR TEST PROGRAM-— ;%gg; DATE DISTR. 21 JuNE 1962
TRSEN
VA U8 DESTRDY —I5m s
25X
DATE OF TG\\ ?{AYEJ»-QAQ’“ =~ REFERENCES iN 15388
INFO.
PLACE & { FonRESTAL - 25X1A 25X1X
NATE ACQL eOMRR.___ ) R -
] . .m . -

e e s - I, ot

1o FRENCH PLAN FURTHER UNDERGROUND ATOMIC TESTS IN SAHARA
LATE THIS YEAR,

2, FRENCH DEFINITELY PLAN TO CONDUCT ATOMIC TESTS IN PACIFIC
NEAR TAHIT|, MOOREA ISLAND NEAR TAHITI IS TO BE INVOLVED AND
ALSO ISLANDS SOUTH OF TAHIT!, SOURCE DOES NOT KNOW EXACT DATE BUT
HIS IMPRESSION IS TESTS WILL NOT BEGIN BEFORE MID-1963. . . | 25X1A
COMMENT, MOOREA ISLAND IS APPARENTLY TO BE USED AS A BASE. ISLANDS
REFERRED TO SOUTH OF TAHITI MAY POSSIBLY BE THE TUBUAI GROUP OR
MURUROA. )

3. SHIP FOR USE IN THESE TESTS IS BEING OUTFITTED WITH NECESSARY

GEAR. 25X1A
4, EEESAOISSEM: STATE AIR GEN NORSTAD AEC.  (END OF MESSAGE)
e CLASSIFICATION — DISSEMINATION CONTROLS rdk
1 SECRET NOFORN/CONT INUED CONTROL/NO D ISSEM ABROAD ““_‘?"‘%?:

[sTate [ ARMY/ACst | NAYY ] AR | JCs | SECDEF [ Nsa [ NIC [ <o [ ocl [ oNe [ ocR JORR [ G [DIAa]EX0
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INCOMING TELEGRAM

"| AM DEEPLY DISTURBED BY JACK RAvﬁprmb sronv THIS MORNING TheT
~TATE  IMPLIED AMBASSADOR GAVIN ADVOCATES' ct.nmm VIEWS NOT IN ACCORD W ~

CUR THE POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES,* ™ **

D “»

3S "I WAS PRESENT AT THE BACKGROUND BRICFlm WltH MR. RAYMOND (11
'JA' AS THE SOURCE FOR HIS STORY, THE PURPDSE OF THE BRIEFING WAS 7
Lig GIVE AN ASSESSMENT OF THE PRESENT STATE (OF FRANCO-AMERICAN RC -

'LATIONS TO A GROUP .OF VISITING AMERICAN NEWSMEN, THE BRIEF!I\G
OFFICIAL SPOKE OF 'U, S. POLICY TOWARD fsmcz AND EXPLAINED
.. THE RANGE' OF VIEWS HELD BY REPRESENTATIVE FRENCH GROUPS CON-

CERNING LURRENT, FRANGO-AMERLCAN I1SSUES, -1

" CAN SAY THAT AT NO TIME WAS TiE SUGGESTiON ‘MADE THAT
AMBASSADOR GAVIN WAS NOT IN ACCORD WITH THE POLICIES OF THE
UNITED STATES. NOR WAS |T SUGGESTED THAT:AMBASSADOR GAVIN
PLANS TO GO TO WASHINGTON WITH "A NEW. NT FOR NEGOTIATING
A NUCLEAR WEAPONS AGREEMENT WITH FRANCE, FURTHERMORE | AM
AUTHORIZED T0O §TAJE CATEGOR|CALLY -THAT- _MASSADOR GAVIN HAS
NEVER HAD ANY ‘SUCH:4NTENT{ON, WOULD, APPRECIATE PUBLITATION
ABOVE TEXT, JOHN M(MINCKEL, PUBLIC AFFA]RS OFFICER, AMER(CAN
EMBASSY PARIS,* .

END TEXT. ' o .

L

BACKGROUND BRIEF ING' WAS ORGANIZED AT REQUEST OF EUCOM FOR
VISITING GROUP AMERICAN NEWSMEN ON TR!P -SPONSORED BY DOD,

' " RCPRODUCTION FROA 1+
OFFICIAL USE ONLY ' ‘COPY IS PROMIBIT! D

UNLESS “UNCLASSIFi
PRESERVATION Copy e
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-2-584, JUNE 6, FROM PARIS

BRIEFING OFF ICIAL REFERRED TO WAS AMBASSADOR WHO SPOKE
FOR THIRTY MINUTES IN ANSWER TO QUESTIONS,

-

- MOWINCKEL .

cor o w m g
NOTE: Miss Crawley (USIA) and Mr. Jsmwes (EUR) notified 6/6/62
C‘D‘H i ' s a » N _ n P
, "
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Action Control: 4143 MM
Rec'd: May 7, 1962 /»/[; 7
EUR  rOM: Athens 338 & 2 :
Info /
Ss TO: Secretary of State ﬁ_
?;R‘ NO: SECTO 80, May 6, 10 p.m.
SP
L
SB ACTION DEPARTMENT SECTO 80, BONN 39, BRUSSELS 17, LONDON
NEA 63, PARIS 188, MOSCOW 60
10
g:g POUCHED ALL QTHER NATO CAPITALS
P LIMIT DISTRIBUTION
I0P
INR 8
RMR Reference: SECTO 24
In connection with reference telegram re nuclear sharing
policy toward France, should be understood that points
listed were intended to be illustrative of specific
political and political-military difficulties in our
relations with France. Qur basic policy with respect
to not assisting national nuclear capabilities is firmly
established and is applicable generally. The rationale
for this policy was made clear in Secretary McNamara's
speech to the NATO Qouncil in which he stated: '"... our
analyses suggest rather strongly that relatively weak
nuclear forces with enemy cities as their targets are
not likely to be adequate to perform the functiom of
deterrence. In a world of threats, crises, and possibly
even accidents, such a posture appears more likely to
deter its owner frgm standing firm under pressure than
to inhibit a potential aggressor. If it is small, and
perhaps vulnerable on the ground or in the air, or inaccurate,
it enables a major antagonist to take a variety of measures
to counter it. Indeed, if a major antagonist came to
believe there was a substantial likelihood of it being
used independently, this force would be inviting a pre-emptive
REPR({Df%!I;Bt strike
DECLASSIFIED 13 TOT=SReRT PROMIBITED UNLESS "UNGLASSIFIED"
Ay A, Dem o0l
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-2- SECTO 80, May 6, 10 p.m., from Athens

first strike against it. 1In the event of war, the use of
such a force against the cities of a major nuclear power
would be tantamount to suicide, whereas its employment
against significant military targets would have a
negligible effect on the outcome of the conflict. 1In
short, then, weak nuclear capabilities, operating
independently, are expensive, prone to obsolescence, and
lacking in credibility as a deterrent."

While our policy with respect to denying any aid to French
nuclear deterrent program is thus firm and unchanged,

we are also being careful not to let that policy be
transferred to other fields. Our policy is strictly
limited to denying aid to French nuclear weapons and

MRBM program. In spite of French unwillingness to
cooperate on many matters of basic importance to US, we
continue to remain willing to work with French toward
constructive solutions in these fields and do not retaliate
against France for its failure to cooperate with us.

RUSK

DLW






MISSILES FOR FRANCE?

*
Malcolm W. Hoag

The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, California

I.

Our refusal to aid France in developing her nuclear deterrent has
never lacked American critics. Should we not seek an accommodation
with General de Gaulle, trading missile technology and components for
some other cooperation? Lately more seem to be saying that we should.

They note that France is well on the road toward her force de frappe,

despite our opposition which has embittered French officials and made
their program slower and more expensive. The bitterness and higher
cost leave France both less willing and less able to support common
enterprises, including modern French divisions to NATO and toleration
of American-controlled nuclear weapons upon her territory. These are
unpleasant consequences of American policy, especially when inflicted
upon one honored major ally and not another. If we supply Skybolt
missiles to the United Kingdom for Bomber Command, should we not assist
France in some comparable way? Especially if France pays for it and
eases our troubled balance of payments?

So the critics argue, and with considerable force. But far more

* Any views expressed in this paper are those of the author. They
should not be interpreted as reflecting the views of The RAND Corporation
or the official opinion or policy of any of its govermmental or private
research sponsors. Papers are reproduced by The RAND Corporation as a
courtesy to members of its staff.
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important than Franco-American relations is America's arms policy
toward NATO and the world, which seeks to arrest the proliferation

of nuclear powers, not to speed it. To this end we seek many means,
with none more important than persistence in one message to woeuld-be
aspirants: "If you go toward independent nuclear capabilities, you
will go it alone. Then the road promises to be long, costly, and
bitter. And for what?" If this be our theme, the painfulness of the
French experience 1s a forceful example to others. For France we
regret the burdens, and no doubt seek to lessen their impact by any
compromises that can be accommodated within our basic arms policy.
But abandorment of this policy can hardly be acceptable. Are we now
to give evidence to the cynics who say that it is stubbornness that
pays? Should other nations be induced to get into like nuclear
programs nearly as onerous to us as to them in the expectation that
we will bail them out with military aid? The real test of our policy
toward France is measured in reactions elsewhere. Beyond the incentives
it may supply for emulating or not emulating France, what we do will

speak eloquently for the constancy of American foreign policy.



One doubts that American arms policy has been ideal, or that
its many spokesmen have expressed clearly the same philosophy toward
NATO and nuclear arms. So prgbably we have affronted France more
than we needed to, and should articulate one consistent philosophy
better. If some of its implications are unpleasant to our allies,
then it is all the more important to show these implications within
the full context that embodies others. Where we seem inflexible we
must be seen to be thoughtfully resistant, not Just stubborn. Also
we need to hunt for constructive alternatives that, unlike an independent
national deterrent, meet legitimate French needs without an unacceptable
compromise of our deeper mutual interests. These criticisms, however,
should be tempered by appreciation of what is being done, and by
awareness of how intractable some of the problems are. While our
publicly expressed nuclear philosophy may be incomplete, there is
more to it than is commonly recognized. One has only to read the
defense statements and speeches of President Kennedy, Secretary Rusk,
and Secretary McNamara to perceive much of a unified doctrine. A
responsible critic of our policy on nuclear diffusion can no more
neglect this doctrine than he can the stated or implied French
doctrine. The key strategic issues that lie behind foreign policy
are posed neatly in the French expressions: What converts a force de

frappe into a force de dissuasion? How is nuclear force to be used,

under what circumstances, in order to dissuade what nation from doing

what?



One prominent feature in American doctrine is that nuclear force
not be used at all save in direct retaliation in kind or where the
defense of ffeedom leaves no feasible alternative. We have not forsworn
the nuclear initiative; ours is not the "no first use" policy that some
strategists have proposed. But the change from 1954 simplicity about
'massive retaliation" is as umistakable as it is natural. To shrink
from unleashing nuclear violence is not cowardly where alternative
defense is available; it is prudent when retaliation and counter-
retaliation can cycle easily to excessive levels of damage; and it is
politic when even those we propose to defend are likely to view nuclear
weapons as symbols of their destruction rather than their defense.
Hence the emphasis upon strong conventional arms to raise the "threshold"
of violence above which we are driven to use nuclear weapons first.
Conventional arms are not to be viewed exclusively as alternatives to
nuclear arms, however, for an enemy is likely to find a nuclear
response more credible when he must crash through a thick shield of
conventional forces in an unmistakably major attack.

Thus the United States favors a complete deterrent for NATO, and
naturally find most lacking the conventional component that older
doctrine disavowed. When our allies plead scarce resources, our
doctrine suggests concentration upon neglected Shield forces.

Diverting resources to a series of national nuclear forces is serious
when Shield deficiencies are glaring, and when France, for example,
appears to be spending about one per cent of her GNP upon the force de
frappe. Interdependence is more than a nice word when aversion to it

is this costly. Nonetheless, the financial aspect is distinctly



secondary. If the military function of the force de frappe promised

to harmonize with our strategic retaliatory forces in all respects,
we could do less of the same strategic job as they did more. Then
an American Secretary of Defense could himself offset much of the
added financial burden by reductions in American strategic forces,
and inter-allied would become merely inter-service rivalry. But such

a trade is not in prospect. The force de frappe promises acute dis-

harmony. Militarily, it threatens to interfere with the functioning
of our nuclear deterrent; politically, it erodes the basis for allied
trust in this deterrent.

NATO members must be confident that their allies will honor
their pledges to aid attacked countries. The greater the threat, the
greater the need for confidence. Yet if one French motive is prestige,
another is open doubt that America can be relied upon to invoke the
supreme deterrent after Soviet attacks that are confined to Europe,
no matter how aggressive and destructive they are. The dread logic
is familiar: because a big nuclear strike risks suicide for its
launcher, it is not credible that it will be launched when one's
homeland has not been attacked. If not credible, it will not deter
a bold enemy from attacks elsewhere. Clearly there is something in
the argument, but no such misleadingly simple formulation can be
allowed to stand. For if defense of one's homeland is the only

key to nuclear credibility, the force de frappe also yields no credible

defense for attacks confined to Germany, or to Turkey, and so on.

Members are driven back to self-defense where it matters most, while
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enjoined somehow to preserve collective defense where it matters
least.

West Germany is commonly cited as the next likely claimant for
help toward a national deterrent, because she is an exposed and major
power. No prospect arouses greater passions in NATO, for World War II
memories run deep, as do apprehensions about Soviet reactions that are
likewise founded in scarred memories. Beyond inflamed emotions, more-
over, lies the perception that Berlin, unification, boundaries, and
unrest in East Germany are unresolved problems. These can trigger
violence whether coldly intended by the Soviets or not; and violence
can grow, especially because the West is driven to join in the distasteful
business of threat and counter-threat in order to maintain its position.
Should control over strategic nuclear arms then be put in the hands of
West Germany where war in Central Europe is least unlikely, with the
act itself constituting a tacit acknowledgment by the United States
that the big deterrent is no longer sufficiently credible? Even if
such a course made strategic sense, it would certainly arouse intense
quarrels within NATO. Opposition to such a course throughout British
and Scandinavian political parties and peoples is apparent, but is not
confined to them. If one wants to cater to the Soviet aim of splitting
NATO, here is a way to do it.

And what about lesser powers in NATO who would find nuclear strike
forces for themselves, even with generous help, less feasible or more
abhorrent? Beyond fears aroused by nuclear diffusion to others, there

is the affront to prestige. The French claim that a force de frappe is

needed for first-class status in the alliance, and if we should appear
to agree, we stigmatize the others. In an alliance where all members

are proud, what could be more divisive?



II

NATO unity demands a better answer for nuclear defense, and
American policy and prospective capabilities already supply one.

There is, first and foremost, our pledge. That we view and express
ourselves as part of NATO, and not apart from NATO, is mandatory, as
are the deeds that back the words. Our military presence in Europe
must not be forgotten. An effective Soviet surprise attack upon West
Germany could hardly avoid some of our nuclear capabilities and would
probably kill more American than German soldiers, and certainly many
more Americans than Frenchmen. To further enhance the credibility
of American nuclear response after so direct an attack upon us and
our allies, if that response be needed, our strike capabilities
greatly exceed those required to cover only Soviet cities. We can
employ the strategy of a rich nuclear power, not a poor one; and
contrary to popular belief, there remains a vast difference between
the two.

The difference lies not so much in greater numbers of retaliatory
instruments, although these are important, as in their greater protection
and more sophisticated planning and continuing control. We obviously
could and might launch the all-out strike that fits the usual image.
This strike would be designed to minimize Soviet capabilities to
counter-retaliate, which implies that we would not shrink fram killing
Russian civilians where such grisly damage was a by-product of smashing
Soviet retaliatory capabilities. But in cold self-interest, as well as
moral revulsion, we might well choose to do otherwise. What our

strategic plenty buys is the ability to choose among alternative tactics,
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each of which poses so formidable a threat to Soviet interests that

it is a compelling deterrent even where self-imposed restraint is
involved. What strategic poverty would buy is a capability so much
smaller and less sophisticated that, in order to pose a formidable
deterrent, it must credibly promise to be used in as blunt and bloody
a manner as possible. City-killing is commonly assumed to be the easy
Job, and to this end proposed small national deterrent forces are
directed. City-sparing in otherwise full-scale general nuclear war

is a heresy that, consistent with formidable deterrence, can be enter-
tained only by a big nuclear power. Here lies the novelty of an
American policy that NATO, above all, needs to understand. At Ann
Arbor on June 16th Secretary McNamara stated bluntly that, "principal
military objectives, in the event of a nuclear war stemming from a
major attack on the alliance, should be the destruction of the enemy's
military forces, not of his civilian population."

Why spare enemy cities in a nuclear attack prompted by extreme
Soviet attack upon Europe? The answer is as simple as it is upsetting
to established patterns of strategic thought. Our ultimate deterrent
power is that we hold enemy cities as hostages, and the enemy knows
it. The bargaining power over him that these hostages give us is an
asset we should be loath to throw away. We surely want to compel
restraint in whatever retaliation he is capable of after our attack,
and the way to compel restraint is to bring home to the enemy that
most of his civilization remains hostage to us, and that it survives
contingent upon his own restraint. With great and secure strategic

power, we can withhold enough from an initial counter-military attack



to keep his cities always under an overriding threat. To leave
his war industry alive another day or two is, contrary to yesterday's
dogma, a trivial price. To leave untouched those military control
facilities that are in cities may, in contrast, be costly because it
permits him to retaliate; or it may yield enormous benefit, because
only then can enemy political leaders stop or restrain retaliation.
The measure of this last gain or cost must be left open. But we
may choose, by city-sparing, to carry the power to deter powerfully
through nuclear war, rather than deem deterrence wholly to have
failed if nuclear war occurred. And for this element of American
policy and capabilities, as with emphasis upon conventional forces,
our seriousness is demonstrated in the most tangible way. We are
spending billions of dollars to purchase the necessary capabilities.
In describing this novel possibility in our nuclear policy, the
term "Counterforce" is best avoided. Traditionally this term has
implied the all-out strike, with city destruction regarded as bonus
rather than bane. The opponents of traditional Counterforce, therefore,
find it attractive only when it can confidently be expected to be
nearly 100 per cent effective, forecast dimmer and dimmer hopes for
such effectiveness, and so dismiss the strategy. But city-sparing
becomes more important, not less, as enemy retaliatory capability
becomes less vulnerable to the classic counterforce strategy. If a
nation is sure that hitting the enemy all-out will lead to intolerable

counter-retaliation, then it must gamble on inducing restraint in the
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enemy rather than on reducing his capability. It may well choose to

do so by restrained counter-military attack even when most enemy forces
are thought to be vulnerable, as the best of bad gambles irn a situation
desperate by assumption. The novel aspect of possible American nuclear
strategies rests firmly upon a non-obsolescing concept of what not to
hit. What specifically it is feasible to hit instead may change,
although common sense suggests that no collection of military targets
is likely to be composed entirely either of easy or hard targets. At
any moment of time there will be a mix. Consider the strategic
retaliatory program that we know most about, which is the American.

Now and in the foreseeable future it contains some soft, fixed elements
that are expected to be vulnerable as well as some that are hard or
mobile; and no doubt it contains some elements that are not expected
to be vulnerable that will unfortunately turn out to be. Unless the
cnemy is in magically better shape, a city-sparing attack against him
will not lack for important targets.

Given its ability to hit both enemy capability and intent,
American nuclear protection for NATO continues to have great comparative
political appeal. Note where the hypothetical situation now ends that
begins, implausibly, with extreme Soviet attack confined to Europe,
and proceeds to an American retaliatory attack upon Russia. If this
be a damaging but city-sparing attack, it is Khrushchev, not President
Kennedy, whose military decision then comes closest to facing the
exaggeration of "suicide" as an alternative. The risk that the Soviets
might face such a paralyzing choice is itself a great deterrent to any

such extreme attack upon Europe in the first place. Barring always
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that the Soviet leaders are blind or mad, this makes such an attack
exceedingly unlikely. Yet even if it happened, an American city-
sparing reaction is the best remaining chance that deterrence for
Europe will be replaced by meaningful defense. The restraining
power upon the Soviets will be tremendous to keep the Red Army and
medium-range missiles in check.

If America supplies the best ultimate deterrent, plus the last
best hope in war for stopping short of a holocaust, Europeans more
than anyone should wish to make sure that this deterrent is able to
perform. But could our strategic forces fulfill their promise if

concurrently a force de frappe were doing what it will presumably be

designed to do? Suppose it destroys Soviet cities while American
forces are taking pains to spare them! Would Soviet political leaders
then have reason to be restrained? In their rage and dismay would
they have time to reason? Indeed, would they be alive to order any
restraint? What hope there would be depends crucially upon tight
operational control of all striking forces, designed and coordinated
to supply maximum leverage to one concurrent offer of terms. Both
politically and militarily NATO nuclear policy requires what
General de Gaulle so publicly despises--Integration. A world with
such terrible weapons is too small for anything else.

Granted, general war is improbable; and even if it comes a

force de frappe might cooperate in operations, might even have become

formally integrated to insure coordination, or might be simply inactive
or ineffective. The worst situation is uhlikely to arise. Where the

fate of all NATO may hang in the balance, however, even very small



probabilities need to be taken seriously. Independent nuclear
operations have became anachronisms to be consistently opposed, not
subsidized. This proposition applies as much to Bomber Command, of

course, as to a force de frappe. But with Bomber Command we have

operational coordination through the same unified target planning
that coordinates our services, and Britain's 1962 White Paper on
Defense speaks no longer of a British Deterrent, but of British
"contribution to the Western stratcgic deterrent."”

General de Gaulle speaks otherwise, and surely we should accord
him the honor of believing that he means exactly what he says,
especially when he takes such pains to be clear and eloquent. And
we should respectfully disagree. About our nuclear aid to Britain,
which is so galling to France, we can try not to exacerbate matters
in the future and reasonably explain the past. Born of shared wartime
nuclear and bamber programs, and nurtured by the earliest postwar
govermments, the origins of cooperation are not hard to explain. It
is far easier not to create a Bomber Command than to kill one that
flourished in victorious war. Also Anglo/American cooperation took
placc in the context of strategic thought that moved but slowly from
consideration of cities as the natural targets to cities as bonus
targets to, possibly, exempt targets. Consequently integration in
operations used to appear easy and desirable, rather than hard and
imperative. Finally, aid has been continuously reciprocal, without
the distressing spectacle of an ally conspicuously withholding needed
facilities until America has been bludgeoned into assistance. Hard

bargaining there undoubtedly was, but bases have been continuously
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If American opposition to independent national deterrent forces
elsevhere is well-based in global arms imperatives, these should also
constrain American independence. We cannot simultaneously preach
Atlantic community and practice unimpeaired sovereignty on life-and-death
matters. If we should try to dismiss vulnerable and proud allies with
but vague and secretive reassurances, we shall provoke anxiety and
resentment rather than cooperation. We must somehow square the circle,
and reconcile the operational need for unitary nuclear control with
allied political participation and partnership.

To repeat, the most important step is the one we took a long
time ago to pledge ourselves to common defense so that, for example,
a nuclear bomb on West Germany would provoke an appropriate American
counter no less than would a bomb on Maine. We are now taking other
steps to reassure and inform our NATO allies about our defense
policies and capabilities, and these could be very important. For
instance, if we fail to provide data sufficient for our allies thoroughly
to criticize and review our strategic capabilities relative to the
Soviets, they may doubt Western superiority. If one globally integrated
force is to be the ultimate custodian of their interests, our allies
are surely entitled to know that this force is ample and securely
protected. Yet even this minimmm of reassurance involves information
about what the Soviets have, estimates about how it might be used in
the manner worst for the West, and about likely outcomes given the
ability of our forces to survive and respond. Such information is not

lightly held nor given, but, with appropriate security safeguards, its



sharing fulfills a deep political obligation. Our allies are also
entitled to be convinced that we are not skimping in our strategic
budget at their expense, for example, by failing to cover a known
Soviet medium-range missile site in our target planning while we do
cover & known intercontinental missile site. Such information is still
more delicate, but the worst for a security officer is yet to come.

Our allies ought to know and influence the general outlines of plans
for various contingencies, so that the intellectual core of our
policies is as reassuring to them as our capabilities.

How much is being done about sharing such information cannot be
publicly known, although the Communique after the NATO Ministerial
Meeting in Athens this Spring made clear that some progress has been
made. Secretary McNamara's policy statement at Ann Arbor is explicit:
"We want and need a greater degree of alliance participation in
formulating nuclear weapons policy to the greatest extent possible."
The United States has shared more knowledge with its partners about
the What and How of our nuclear power, and is open to counsel about
the When. Here arises that dilemma summed up in each ally's desire to
possess both a trigger and a safety catch, while denying them to other
allies so that strategic power be neither too loosely controlled nor
paralyzed by multiple vetoes. Perhaps this dilemma is best resolved
along the lines apparently now being attempted, which seem to involve
no diffusion of physical control but an attempt to achieve a consensus
about the general circumstances for nuclear employment. A skeptic may
find the United States here cast in the ro;e of the dictatorial

secretary of a committee who guards jealously his prerogative to write



what the "sense of the meeting" was. Nonetheless, NATO consultations
about what should govern nuclear employment matter deeply to all, and,
incidentally, should serve to bring home to others that it is not
America alone that blocks some aspirants from uniquely influential
positions. Even where consensus in NATO cannot be achieved, participa-
tion in moving toward partial agreement should satisfy some national
desires and clarify matters for all.

An Atlantic Deterrent requires no less than this, but does it
require more? If more is needed beyond shared understanding and as
full political consultation as possible, allied physical participation
is possible, even extending to a role in the most sensitive area of
Command and Control. A component of the Atlantic Deterrent could be
European, and could be organized as a symbol of unity in the West.

Any one of many technological alternatives is possible for this
component in terms of various basing and delivery-vehicle combinations,
but technical discussion can be minimized here. The political image
should be the dominant one, provided only that suitable protection and
secure control be supplied in any one of several ways. One possible
combination was suggested by President Kennedy in May last year when
he spoke at Ottawa about "the possibility of eventually establishing

a NATO sea-borne missile force which would be truly multilateral in
ownership and control, if this should be desired and found feasible by
our allies once NATO's non-nuclear goals have been achieved."

Clearly this suggestion is conditional, as it should be. The
United States does not need such a force for any overriding military

reason, and the test of its need should be European enthusiasm. If
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European NATO members are satisfied with new assurances and a greater
political voice in nuclear matters, splendid. Or even if dissatisfied,
they disagree more than they agree about further steps, it is only
prudent that we not push for measures that breed more discord than
harmony. But if there are deep-seated pressures in Europe for a
nuclear force that is not wholly American, here is a way to meet them.
The American offer is unprecedented for all its necessary caution,

and Europeans need only agree in order to achieve such a force.

Unlike a force de frappe, such a force would symbolize inter-

dependence rather than national dependence, especially if the meaning
of "truly multilateral" were made clear. A sea-borne force could be
made international in ownership and operation, down to and including
mixed ship crews of different nationalities, so that not even one ship
with its missiles could revert as an operable force to any nation in
time of crisis or internal unrest. People worry little today about
"Ultras" caming into power over SAC or Bomber Command, but if the
number of national nuclear powers grows large,the specter of bellicose
control, like those of heightened risks of accidental and catalytic
war, cannot be ignored. If there is to be any growth in the mumber
of muclear powers, better a safeguarded collective addition than many
national ones.

Nor should the possibility be dismissed that a European force
could lessen the number of nuclear powers rather than increase it.
This year Great Britain has V-Bombers, and next year France will have
some Mirage IV fighter-bombers. On the other hand, Bluestreak has

been cancelled and the British speak only of prolonging the life of
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the V-Bombers for a few years with air-to-surface missiles. What
then follows? France says that she will have an operational missile
force before the decade is out, but this is years away. Perhaps
French govermments will persevere in seeking missiles of their own,
perhaps not. Surely their future choices will not be totally
independent of costs and alternatives. Is it beyond the ingenuity of
such experienced powers as France and Great Britain to devise a political
campromise in terms of a NATO deterrent acceptable to all, while they
gracefully phase out outmoded airplane forces?

If they try, the awkward question will, of course, be that of
control. We must return to the multi-trigger and safety-catch
dilemma. The symbols of European uniforms on ships that carry part
of the ultimate deterrent are important, as is the assignment of
American Polaris submarines to a NATO Coomander. Control over firing
missiles from a multilateral force is more important still, but so
hard an issue that many find it impossible. Yet it can be solved, if
necessary, along familiar lines. What most worries some Europeans
is that there would be no guaranteed nuclear response by America after
a Soviet attack on Europe that overwhelms non-nuclear defense possibilities.
If we let a multilateral NATO force be designed to insure European
control over some nuclear response in this worst case for them, we give
them a trigger for the case where we already expect to respond.
Consequently we give nothing away if the nature of the response fits
our global operations. This vital proviso can be simply met, for
example, by keeping the missiles of the European force aimed at key

vulnerable Soviet military installations. These installations are



almost certain to be included as targets within any strike we launch,
unlike less vulnerable military targets that we may not be able to
hit and very vulnerable people that we may not want to hit. So the
requirements for integrated operations can be met, although doubtless
far more complex variants for targetting and other operational aspects
would be better than this illustrative crude one.

The political essentials are more troublesome. Assured response
implies that the North Atlantic Council will pre-authorize the Commander
of a multilateral force to retaliate against overwhelming Soviet attack,
for time will not permit consultation then and the enemy must not be
allowed to expect that the most reluctant among fifteen nations would
stop retaliation. Do Europeans really want control made so grimly
explicit, with its feared automaticity in any nuclear response?
Perhaps they do not, in which case their public admissions will be
clarifying to them in their own parliamentary debates. If they shrink
from assured response in the worst cases of Soviet attack, what are
national deterrents credible against? NATO debates should also be
illuminating, for the more restrictive our allies care to make any
muclear response the more they must admit the utility of non-nuclear
alternatives in credibly facing Soviet challenges. Facing the issue
will be unpleasant but educational. Probably restraints upon any
automatic element in response that NATO will authorize will be severe,
which is good. There must be an irreducible element, for no sudden
removal of the White House and related top political echelons can be
allowed to promise immunity to the Soviets. A little more is

dangerous, but not unthinkable. What could safely be allowed,



although left to European initiatives for advocacy, would be a firing
pre-authorization that falls far short of response based either upon
fallible radar warning systems or sweeping military autonomy. Yet
such authorization can still insure against paralysis of the NATO
multilateral force by any one of fifteen nations in the worst of
military contingencies for Europe.

Constructive alternatives to a proliferation of national nuclear
forces thus are possible for NATO, up to and including a militarily
meaningful NATO deterrent if it be necessary to go this far. The
United States has made these alternatives possible, perhaps not fully,
clearly, or consistently, but nonetheless publicly, and at the cost
of renouncing any narrow interpretation of purely national interests.
We have a policy, and it is a good one. Now is not the time to
abandon the policy and please France, but to improve and solidify

it as we move toward greater Atlantic partnership.
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UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON 25, D. C.

M 14 1963

MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. Charles Johnson
The White House

You are probably familiar with the Mutual Defense Agreement for
Cooperation which the U.S. has with France under which we have
agreed to supply up to 44O kilograms of U-235 for use by France
for the development and operation of a land-based, prototype
nuclear submarine reactor. The Agreement, which was signed

May T, 1959, provides for no communication of any U.S. submarine
reactor information - whether classified or unclassified. The
safeguards inspections under this agreement would, in addition
to verifying the presence of the inventory of material, determine
that the material is not being used for any other purpose.

The Commission has recently approved a formulation which would
provide for four annual inspections of the facilities in France
in which the U.S. material is stored or used, unless unforeseen
circumstances develop requiring additional visits. Two of these
inspections will be full audits of records and verification of
inventories and use of the material. The other two will be
limited to determine the location of the inventories and a
review of the use of the supplied material. The Commission is
satisfied that an inspection program of this nature, taking into
account guarantees from the French Govermment and the nature

of our relationship with France, provides adequate assurance that
material supplied under this Mutual Defense Agreement will be
used only for the intended purpose.

In a related matter, which the Commission took into consideration
in reaching this conclusion, members of the Commission staff have
recently met with staff members of the French Conmissariat a
1'Energie Atomique to discuss inspection problems arising out of
the classified nature of the French submarine nuclear propulsion
program. In these discussions the French representatives were



Mr. Charles Johnson

extremely cooperative not only in identifying areas of sensitive
information but in suggesting alternate means by which information
necessary to account properly for material could be obtained in
these circumstances. An inspection of the French prototype
submarine project is scheduled for this month and, as a consequence
of these discussions, it is our expectation that it will proceed
without difficulty.

We have worked very closely with the Department of State in this
matter and the Commission's decision is consistent with the

advice provided by the Department.

I have considered that this information would be of interest to
you in light of the considerable quantities of uranium 235 which
are being transferred and, reflecting as it does one particular
phase of our cooperation with France.

-~

P eV a > ~ y
U dint el CC
« A Wells, Director
Division of International Affairs

NOTE: Carbon copy (trans w/orig) to Mr. Kaysen, 5/15/63
Typed copy to Mr. Klein, 5/15/63
Typed copy to Mr. Chester Cooper, SitRm, WH, 5/15/63
Repro copy to Mr. Dana Orwick, State, 5/15/63
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. Charles Johnson
The White House

You are probably familiar with the Mutual Defense Agreement for
Cooperation which the U.S. has with France under which we have
agreed to supply up to 440 kilograms of U-235 for use by France

for the development and operation of a land-based, prototype

nuclear submarine reactor. The Agreement, which was signed

May T, 1959, provides for no commnication of any U.S. submarine
reactor information - whether classified or unclassified. The
safeguards inspections under this agreement would, in addition
to verifying the presence of the inventory of material, determine
that the material i1s not being used for any other purpose.

The Commission has recently approved a formulation which would
provide for four annual inspections of the facilities in France
in wvhich the U.S. material is stored or used, unless unforeseen
circumstances develop requiring additional visits. Two of these
inspections will be full audits of records and verification of
inventories and use of the material. The other two will be
limited to determine the location of the inventories and a
review of the use of the supplied material. The Commission is
satisfied that an inspection program of this nature, taking into
account guarantees from the French Government and the nature

of our relationship with France, provides adequate assurance that
material supplied under this Mutual Defense Agreement will be
used only for the intended purpose.

In a related matter, which the Cormission took into consideration
in reaching this conclusion, members of the Commission staff have
recently met with staff members of the French Commissariat a
1'Energle Atomique to discuss inspection problems arising out of
the classified nature of the French submarine nuclear propulsion
program. In these discussions the French represemtatives were

PRESERVATION COPY

[s:



ALY
22N,
X

- Mr. Charles Johnson

extremely cooperative not only in identifying areas of sensitive

i information but in suggesting alternate means by which information
necessary to account properly for material could be obtained in

. these circumstances. An inspection of the French prototype

i submarine project is scheduled for this month and, as a consequence
; of these discussions, it is our expectation that it will proceed
without difficulty.

'We have worked very élosely with the Department of State in this
matter and the Commission's decision is consistent with the
advice provided by the Department.

I have considered that this information would be of interest to
you in light of the considerable quantities of uranium 235 which
are being transferred and, reflecting as it does one particular
phase of our cooperation with France.
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WASHINGTON 25, D.C.
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5 JUL 1963 Or'du

Dear Jim:

This is in reference to our recent phone conversation
in regard to the proposed outline of possible U. S. cooperation
with the French in the area of nuclear safety.

While the scope of the outline as attached, covers the
major procedural and technical considerations in a nuclear
safety program, I think it desirable that we examine in advance
of any further communication to the French, the details of
cooperation which might be involved in any expanded discussions
under the various sub-headings of the outline.

I understand that staff members of the Division of Military
Application and my office have been working closely on this mat-
ter and that arrangements have now been made for the Sandia
Corporation and the Field Command, DASA, to jointly develop
a written program in expansion of the proposed outline of U. 8.
cooperation with the French in nuclear safety. I am also given
to understand that this joiant program will be developed in three
gradations of information; an unclassified version, another cover-
ing Defense Information only, and a third will be expanded to
finclude Restricted and Formerly Restricted Data but not significant
design information.

When we have these versions in hand, I believe we will
then be able to evaluate at what level we can develop a meaningfull
program which will be consistent with the provisions of the
present U, S.-French Agreement for Cooperation. [ am informed
that the program details will be available for review, due in
Washington on July 22, 1963. At that time the Department of
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Defense will be prepared to discuss this matter in further detail.

In view of Executive interest in this matter, I am forwarding
a copy of this letter to Mr. McGeorge Bundy for his information.

Signed: Jerry

Gerald W. Johnson
Assistant to the Secretary
of Defense (Atomic Energy)

1 Inclosure
Proposed Outline of U.S.
Cooperation with the French
in Nuclear Safety

James T. Ramey

MEmMefss04a8¢# Bundy w/Inclosure
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington 25, D. C.
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5 o * 'Propo.id Information Commuaicatioa to the Freach Goverament S

It appears that the following are areas ia which exchange of
information would be useful with regard to weapoa safety and coatrol
matters:

1. Administrative Coatrol

a. Personnsl control in preveating access by usauthorised
perseas.

b. Nuclear weapoa safety organisational structure.

c. Training of persoanmel.

d. Techaical Safety Features

a. ldeantification of auclear safety hasards.
(1) Spoatanscus equipment malfunctioa.
(2) Eavircamestally iaduced equipmeat malfunction.
(3) Accidental buman action. |
(4) Deliberate uaauthorised human actioa.

b. Generalised weapoa system safety desiga, including
generalised discuseions of:

(1) Delivery vehicle
2) 'u‘pu armiag aad fusing syetem.
(3) Electrical system.

(4) High explosive preblem

General design requiremeats applicable te certaia weapon N
compoasats and specific desiga requirement for ladepeadeat components . -%g, :
such as: Klectrical test equipment, handling safety devices, laumehiag * '~
and releasing coatrol, etec. ‘

__ 1
DECIA‘i.‘iE‘e'!iéi \ 6
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We would appreciate iaitial discussion oa cach of the

foregoing topics without the necessity scussiag weapoa
iateraal design information as od by the US-AKC actica.

Due to the avallabllity of US techaical perscansl ia Eurepe
toward the end of July, we would be prepared to held 3- or 3-day
discussions with appropriate Freach perscassl as carly as the
last week ia July. If this date is not sonvealent, we will of couree,
be pleased to work an alternate time. Ia the interim, we would
appreciate to see aay Freach comments ea the outline te reflect
topice of particular interest or to express tepics of congera we
have overleeksd.
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OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN

UNITED STATES ‘%
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION ~
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. ’K{
v-i""
‘ Y [ﬂ
June 28, 1963 { ~

Dear Chuck:

With reference to our recent telephone conversation
I am supplying the following information as a supplement
to Dr. Seaborg's letter to Mr. Bundy dated Jume 17th,
on the loan of three kilograms of separated U-233 to the
French. This small amount of material would be used in
the French Proserpine reactor and the Alecto critical
assembly,

The experiments in Alecto are concerned with criti-
cality as it might be affected by various materials or
conditions in a reactor, and are related to questions
of reactor safety. Proserpine is a reactor physics
experiment which will permit a comparison of plutonium,
enriched uranium and U-233 as reactor fuels under various
conditions. Experiments of this nature are basic to
civil reactor design and to evaluating competing reactor
concepts; while conceivably a small fraction of this
information might be of military interest, its value would
probably be marginal for such application. The material
would be transferred pursuant to our Civil Agreement with
France and would be subject to the safeguards contained
in that Agreement which are designed to assure the peace-
ful use of such material.

Chris L. Henderson
Special Assistant
to the Chairman

Mr. Charles Johnson

National Security Council
The White House

#
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UNITED STATES M
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION [

WASHINGTON 25, D.C. ' ' /

JUN 2 7 1963

(Slgned) Blenn 1, Seaberg
Chairman

The Hemorable U. Alemis Johmson

Deputy Undexr Sesretary of State
for Pelitiecal Affairs

Departmsnt of State

Washingtom, D.C.

CC: Hemorable Gerald W. Johmson ,
Howorable Moleorge “’:(______r____ﬁf\: i

DECLASSiHE% .
MuithocisyN L) -030-31- -l
By (1S, NARA, Date El@—]ﬂ
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DEPARTMENT u¥ STATE
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT \ &A’

SREeRPA—Attachnent) M

June 25, 1963

The White House

“
TO: Mr. McGeorge Bundy M.l/"rpﬂ
A

FROM: Mr. William H. Brubeck UJ
Executive Secretary

Attached for your information and
files is a copy of a letter to Chairman
Seaborg from Mr., U. Alexis Johson
regarding possible cooperation with the
French on nuclear weapons safety and
control dated June 2L, 1963.

Attachment: La,

As stated.

SEeREE—{Attachment) ;\\;}/
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DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON

3757

JUN 2 4 1963
S

vear Glenn:

I am sorry for the delay in replylng to your letter
of March 14, 1963 tc Secretary Rusk on possible coopera-
lon wlth the French on nuclear weapons safety and control
but, a3 you ¥novw throush cur stafl contacts, we have
been working on the quz2stilon,

We a;re; that 1t would be in our national interest
to azsist the French and give them the benefit of our
expcv;ence in nuclear weapons safety and control within
She parameters set forth in your letter: that is, on
an unclassified and Defense Inlormation basis, and within
“he l:n:uv oi' the present Sectlon 1443 Aureemenu. Any
such asiistance chould, of course, ston short of weapons
desl. _n¢o“rat on,

Ve believe 1t inportant in our national interest
that we should respond affirmatlively and immedlately to
a fir: regquest from the French for assistance on safety
and contrel of nuclear weapons within the above limilts,
is clear that an unaushorized use of French nuclear
nens oy an accldental detonation could have an adverse
on onr acility to deploy Unlted States nuclear
12 in She REuropean theater and elsewhere,

.

ELA

of Stnate Gaston Palewsitl should recently have railsed
infortall; in Washlngton the question of recelving infor-
nmation and assituaqc» on nuclear safety and control

Wo belleve 1t highly slgnlficanu that French Minister

rneasures,

The licnoranle
ulenn T, Seadborg,
Chairran,
Atomic Energy Commission,
Washlngton, D, C.

Devmzraded at 12 year
Ant:zreiz: not

artr—attanily 2aa ,,.-..-.-'--1(-;1

Aushority - -22-|-5 m .
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measures, particularly against an unauthorized use of
nuclear weapons, Thevrefore, Ambassador Bohlen has been
authorlzed in his discretion to inform the French Foreign
Minlster that (1) we have noted the French Government's
interest as expressed by Palewski (2) we are prepared

to conslder assistance which we can give solely in the
f'leld of safety and control of nuclear weapons within
the limits descrlbed avove and (3) if the French Govern-
ment desires to pursue the matter we should be pre-
vared to follow up by discussion at the technical level
elther in Washington or Parls. We have informed
Amnassader 3Bohlen, in this connection, that our willl-
inzness to provide suvch asslstance does not represent
any change in our attitude toward assisting France in
develoning 1ts nuclear weapons capability, and should
not e so interpreted by the French,

Wihile awaiting the French Government's response,
I velleve that we should at the same time move ahead with
~the meetlng ol interested officials of State, AEC and
Delense whlch you proposed, to agree on the specific
type of information which can and should be conveyed to
the %rench,

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Assistant
to the Secretary of Detense for Atomic Energy for his

‘nforiation,.

17 Jginson

Sincerely yours,

iionorable Gerald W, Johnson
ssistant to the Secretary
of Defense for Atomic Energy

Q
[¢)
1]

Honcrable McGeorge Bundy
Special Assistant to the
Presldent for National
Secarlty Affairs




~INCOMING TELEGRAM

Department of Stace

oL

BUNDY-SMITH
BELK

34
Action

.88

Info

SECRET~

.. CHASE
. DINGEMAN

FROM: Paris

TO: Secretary of State

NO: 5332, June 25, 10 a.m.

LIMIT DISTRIBUTION S/S

Control: 20907 _ DIJNGAN
Rec’d: June 25, 1963 "LDMAN
6:14 a.m. S I fi;leSTM‘
. H ':l"‘\

_ KAYSE

. WILDUFPF
TOMER

. PARROTT

_ SAUNDERS
SMITH
*VIESNER

I took up with Couve de Murville yesterday afternoon the
question of the safety and control of nuclear weapons
(Department telegram 6104), mentioning that Palewski had
made some reference to possible cooperation in this field,
and outlining the three points contained in reference tele-

gram.

Couve said he was not familiar with this subject.

Had not realized that Palewski had raised it but would look

into it and let us know.

SCP-3.

MM/ 16

BOHLEN

DECLAZSIFIED
E.O. 137252, Sec. 3.4
Bm% NARA, Daie /227

\
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DepuTYy UNDERSECRETARY

G/PM
| July 2, 1963
White House - Mr, Johnson |
Chuck:
Per conversation.

Btiae

Duncan Mackay
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the limits of the present Section 1443 isgreement., Any
such assistance shouléd, of course, stop short of weapons

of State Gaston should nmtg raised
informally in the guestion receiving infor-
=ation assistance on nuclear safety and control
eedBures ,
The Honorable
Glenn T, Seaborg,
GMrrn. ¢ ien
touzie Energy Comaiss
vashington, De Co
DECLASSIFIED |
L. ey TR e

By.CTs, NARA, Dz 1f10((1 s



authorigsed

Ninister that (1) we have noted the French Government's
interest as expressed by Palewski (2) we are
ummmumm-maumﬁgm
field of safety and control of nu--u;:.:nun
the limits described above and (3) if the Goverm-
ment desires to pursue the matter we should be preo-
pared to fellow by discussion at the

either in Was on or Paris. Ve have informed

not
any change our attitude toward assisting France in
developing its nuclear weapons capability, and should
not e so interpreted by the French,

¥hile avniting the French Government's response,
Inluuihtum»w“unmmuth
the meet nnmornomasuh.mm

Defense ch you » to on the spec
t of informuation m Md\nmu
French.,
I an sending & of this letter to the Assistant
to the Seeretary of for Atomic Energy for his
inforsation,

ce: Honovable Gerald W, Johnson
Apsistant to the Secretary
of Defense for Atomic Energy

Henorable Bundy
Special Assistant to the
President for National
Security Affaire

@/PHsDADMackaymjf
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Dervry UNDERSECRETARY _*’-?.—.‘?_.6 k
G/PM
g |

ME: OR:NDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

TH,OUGH: SS&_;‘V V : ¥ W T

FRCM: G - U, Alcxis Johns

SUBJECT: Pos ible COOperation wifh the French Government
n Nuclear Yeapons Safl ¥ and Control

Chairman Seaborg of the AEC wrote you a letter on
Mar:zh 14, 1963 (Tab C) informing you that the AEC had com= . . .
pl ;eG a study of possible cooperation with the French .
Gov:.rnment on nuclear weapons safety and control,

This study was initlated in March 1962 on the sugges=-
Elon of Representative Chet Hollifield, then Chalrman of
the Jeint Committee on Atomic Energy, following testimony
oy T, Harold Agnew, Scientific Adviser at SHAPE, of the _
adv .1rse effects on NATO which would result from an accidental
detonation in Europe of a French nuclear weapon, Hollifield -
askea poth AEC and Defense to study the possibllity of an
excl.ange of information with France on this subject, both
in our own self-interecst and as a means of drawing France
cloczer to the Alliance.

In his letter Dr., Scaborg indicates that, if such ;
cooucration 1s found to be consistent with our present . e )
overzll relations with France, he 1s prepared to recommend = -
discussions with the French on two levels: ‘o

(1) an Inter-agency team to discuss, on an unclassified
and Defense Information basis with appropriate French author- . -
iti.s, problems in acquiring and maintalning safety on .
atoric weapons, including safety procedures and -various
safcty controls and

(2) discussions with French military officials under
Secilon 144 (b) of the bllateral Atomic Information Agree- .~
ment, of certain safety features on U. S. weapons furnisned
in support of French NATO forces.

o

Last
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Last week, French Minister of State Gaston Palewski
vno 1g lﬂ charge of atomic energy matters in the French

vis 1t Lo aohlnguon,_gggurging_the possibility of U._S.
cooperation with France to provide information and

assistinace on nuclear weapons safety and control, particu-

larly on means of preventing unauthorized use of nuclear
weapons. A letter on this subject from Commissioner Ramey

o? the AEC to Assistant Secretary Tyler is attached at =

I is suggested in the proposed reply (Tab A) that
you ircrm Dr, Seaborg that (1) while we generally concur
in the Uype of cooperaticn with the French which he pro-
poces, we would wish to have prior agreement between AEC,
State ond Defense on gpecific types of informatlion to be
given, and the manner and timing of ifs presentation,
belore bnj discussions are held with French officials, and
{2) we believe that any such program of cooperation should
oe l*"f;eu to safety and control of nuclear weapons and
not inzlude any design information, The latter would

requir2 2 144 (c¢) agreement with France, and be contrary . ';

to prezent national policey.

vi» would make clear to the French, and any other inter-
ested -sarties, that this cooperation 1s in the field of
czfety, and does not signify any change in U, S, policy
towarca nuclear weapons cooperat;on.

- U7Pii:T Diackay:mif
flearsruzs:  EUR/Mr. Tyler szz | WE/Mr . Méloy, Mr. ueigele2
RPJ/M: Poppe: Ls rz MC/Mr. Margrave (’2

G/PM - Mr. Kitch:n

S/P - Mr. Oven
Defense/ Col. H.oper d2 dl

o
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U. S. Atomic ENERGY

COMMISSION
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June 10, 1963

T

Mr. Charles E. Johnson
Senior Staff Member
National Security Council

Room 368 - Executive Office Bldg.

FROM

Commissioner James T. Ramey
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission

Room 1100-H

D.C. Office

1717 H Street N, W,

INSTRUCTIONS:

1. Original of this receipt to be signed personally by recipient and returned to
2. Duplicate to be retained by recipient.
8. Triplicate to be retained by sender in suspense file.
4. Avoid ldentifying Material Below in Any Manner Which Might Necessitate Classification of This Receipt.
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UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON 25, D.C.

June 10, 1963

(g

Dear My . Jehnsen:

In accordance with our conversation, attached for
your information is a copy of a letter dated

June 6, 1963, concerning possible cooperation with
the French on weapons safety and control matters
which I forwarded to Mr. William R. Tyler of the
Department of State.

This subject has been under study for a considerable
period of time as reflected in the attached letter
dated March 14, 1963, from Chairman Seaborg to
Secretary of State Rusk, and in the attached copy

of an AEC staff paper on this same subject, dated
February 13, 1963. I will appreciate it if you
would return the staff paper to me after you have
completed your review.

If you would like to discuss this matter further,
we will be available at your convenience.

Sincerely yours,

Jamgg T. Ramey

Commissioner

Mr., Charles E. Johnson
Senior Staff Member
National Security Council
Room 368 - Executive Office Building
DECLASSIFIED

Attachments: kfﬁntyu! é—g%ﬁ-s,?, -1-\1
1. Staff Paper 2/13/63 ByCTS N ,Datc_ﬂd_]&[ﬂ
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