
Page 1LBJ LIBRARY DOCUMENT WITHDRAWAL SHEET 

Doc# DocType Doc Info Classification Pages Date Restriction 

03 memo "Review of Intelligence ... II s 2 5/26/66 A 

[Exempt per RAC, 9/00) 

03a cable USRO Paris to SecState s 4 5/26/66 A 

[Exempt per RAC, 9/00] 

04a memo "Review of Intelligence Guidance ... " s 1 6/2/66 A 

[Duplicate of #5a; sanitized per RAC, 9/00)) 

05a draft Duplicate of #4a s 1 6/2/66 A 

06 cable Deptel 6496 to Paris s 1 6/6/66 A 

1Sanmzed per~AC, 9,our-
8tMt17id.\ \· \0 • Ot\tJL;r(X;\· \ f.45 

07 memo Keeny to Bator s 1 3/11/66 A 

07a memo Howard to AsstSec of Defense TS- 3 3/11/66 A 

07b list "Support of French NATO Forces" TS- 0 [3/66) A 

11a memo Wells to C. Johnson PCI 2 5/18/64 A 

13a memo Seaborg to Bundy PCI 2 5/12/64 A 

Collection Title National Security File, Files of Charles E. Johnson 

Folder Title "NUCLEAR - French Cooperation" 

Box Number 32 

Restriction Codes 3/25/2009 CJ) _ 
(Al Closed by Executive Order 13292 gov.ming accHs to national HCunty Information. 
(Bl Cloud by statute or by the agency which originated the document ~ 
(Cl Closed In eccordance with reab1ctions contained In the donor's dffd of glfl 



Page2LBJ LIBRARY DOCUMENT WITHDRAWAL SHEET 

Doc# DocType Doc Info Classification Pages Date Restriction 

-20e ,,,erno Oiwiek te-Klein -s 2 3!19764 A 

op-tnI (tf-f18 PU ~AC 12t1'l 

20d report "Sharing of Nuclear .... " s 12 3/18/64 A 

20e report "Analysis of Nuclear ... " s 3 3/20/64 A 

21 g:ieg:io awRd!,'te State Eixec Se~re•ai:y- p 1 5f~1i6zt /ii:" 

Op-ln l(c.r\\Spex~G r2.f,,-

2"1a 11181110 ~eadto "or ,dy s 1 5(22/64 -A 

opw 'li'I, e pe,.r~c \'2.lr,· 

A22 1¥1eA:IQ Klein to Bpndy O~-in , l't I , e,V/J<R.ftC,e 7 a1201s~ 

[Duplicate of#31, NSF, Subject File, "Nuclear \ll lt 
Weapons, France, Vol. I," Box 33; sanitized 2/07) 

23a memo Intelligence Memorandum S- 4 11/7/63 A 

24 letter U. Johnson to Bundy s 4 10/5/63 A 

28 memo U. Johnson to Bundy TS 5 8ll/63 A 

30 letter Seaborg to McNamara C 2 7/12/63 A 

Collection Title National Security File, Files of Charles E. Johnson 

Folder Title "NUCLEAR - French Cooperation" 

Box Number 32 

Restriction Codes 3/25/2009 
(A) Closed by ExecutiveOrder 13292 governing acceH to nationalMCurlty lnfonnatlon. ---
(8) Closed by etatut• or by the agency which originatedth• documenl Initials 
(C) Cloaed In ec:cordance wtlh rHtrlctlona contained In the donor'• deed of gift. 



Page 3 LBJ LIBRARY DOCUMENT WITHDRAWAL SHEET 

Doc # DocType Doc Info Classification Pages Date Restriction 

32a report "Military Cooperation ... " 5- 4 undated A 

A-36 cable Pa, is 447 (1 ef 2) e 2 112zi1'02 n 

Op~n'l't\,e pex~e, ltl IT 
058 cable Paris 447 (2 ef 2t s 2 7!24,'62 A 

ortn 1It I,8 \?fK R-ftt \2/r-t 

-ae coble" F'BIS1'Zr Ftel 1/24762 A 

optn'ft 118p~r~c ,21,,. 
ae cable Pa,is 0945 s 2 gt~0t62 A 

opm 'l't'l18r« P--f\C'2 I\-=t 

40 cable Intelligence Cable s 1 6/20/62 A 

[Sanitized per RAC, 9/00] 

41 cable Intelligence Cable s 6 6/18/62 A 

[Exempt per RAC, 9/00] 

43a report "Possible Scope for UK ... " s 2 [1962] A 

'fS 2 A4-4 cable Atl ,e, ,s SECTO 80 

46 memo Seaborg to Bundy PCI 2 4/19/62 A 

Collection Title National Security File, Files of Charles E. Johnson 

Folder Title "NUCLEAR - French Cooperation" 

Box Number 32 

Restriction Codes 3/25/2009 
(A) CIOMd by Executive Order 13212 govery,lng eccna to national aecurlty Information. ----
(Bl Closed by atatute or by the agency which originated the documenl Initials 
(C) Closed In eccordance with rHtrlctlona contained In the donof'a deed of gift. 



Page4LBJ LIBRARY DOCUMENT WITHDRAWAL SHEET 

Doc# DocType Doc Info Classification Pages Date Restriction 

"51 mefl'l9 6ereld John9en to Reffie;- =fS 2 :;t{5f69 A 

optn1l'tl ,~ ftY flflC,12J1-,. 

•61e fl'l8FAO "l2i:gpgsea 6en,n1t1nic:atio11. .:f9 z! (Zlo3j AIAfeFFRatien .... 

oy.en''1-ltBfet r.u+c,-i1,1 

i¾'53 FA8FA8 Seaeerg te U. dohnseA e 1 e,121to3 A 

optn 1/ttI,era ~c..12 1 \,-

~a 111e1110 u. Johnson to Bundy -s 2 612410S A' 

[Duplicate of #56a] 0pln 1/41l~ pa 
~G l21l"l 

56i memo ef #64e s :.2 ri 
A01o1pliGa&o 6~24~6~ 

opm'It\ ,spo {U1C\-Z.\rt 

t66b fflCiiiO U. deRAlii9R to Secretiry 9- ~ re,e21 /:(. 

op-tin'\'t\, B ro ~c \21,1-

68 memo ~amey to c. Jot,n9on G 1 6110l63 k 

Optn ' 1-t l,a p.(A' ~c \2..\r,. 

59 memo Duplicate of #58 C 1 6/10/63 A 

60 memo Ramey to Tyler C 2 6/6/63 A 

61 memo Seaborg to Rusk C 2 3/14/63 A 

Collection Title National Security File, Files of Charles E. Johnson 
Folder Title "NUCLEAR - French Cooperation" 

Box Number 32 

Restriction 3/25/2009Codes 
(A) CIOMd by Executive Order 13292 governing acceas to national aecurlty lnfonnatlon. ----

(8) CIOMd by atatute or by the agency which originated the documenl Initials 
(C) CIOMd In accordance with rHb1ctiona contained In the dono(a deed of gift. 



Page 5 LBJ LIBRARY DOCUMENT WITHDRAWAL SHEET 

Doc# Doc Type Doc Info Classification Pages Date Restriction 

62 memo Duplicate of #61 C 2 3/14/63 A 

63 report "Possible Cooperation with the French" S- 46 2/13/63 A 

Collection Title National Security File, Files of Charles E. Johnson 

Folder Title "NUCLEAR- French Cooperation" 

Box Number 32 

Restriction Codes 3/25/2009 
(Al CIOMd by Executive Order 13212gowmlng accna to national MCurlty Information. 
(Bl CloMd by atatute or by the agency which originated the document Initials 
(Cl CIOMd In accordance with rutl1ctlona contained In the donor'• deed of gift. 



1his document consists 0 ~ ~ 
Nwnber ........... 1 ......... of·-·····•'J....._.....co~i·e·;·, ·s~;~. 

?!!=-.\tQt 

PROM I <Jll'M - Hr. Orwick 

SUIUEC'l's Policy statemonto on Sharing of m.cle3r 
Inforuntion ai:d Zqulpm:aat 

In preparing the attadl.S, l t:riod to avotd tho 
appearance o! any p=oJudi~ other than tho plc~ for 
cl.irlty and ratiomllty. % auccec.,.ded tn putting 
together euc:b a bland at&temont thBt t•m ~~rn1d it 
doezn't evan make my 4enired point vo.ry t:e!ll. 

~1lo our bl\aic pol1ay atatemunta ar.=I arms 
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as pol1t1c:ol pic;ua w1th do aaullo. For a~l$. if tiO 
wish to 112hibit adlieve::2nt of Pronch Forco c<3 ~appo 
o::>jcctlvo:,, why do wa ansiat their aircraft c1aUvery 
dcvelO~lltf uby do wa aell t:611lcar3 co th1:1t tl:• MIP.AG3 ff 
can roach its deoirQd target, why do wo keop t:ying to 
o!fer nucloar .PZ'OPllaion for oumar:lne:J? 
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mest d1ff1C\llt to aasuro tbo da31red cu~t of a 
v1d~spread bureaucracy and 1mlustry. 'lhay alco encourag• 
probing and challongo of •tho policy .. "by ~er.mta of qulto 
aupportabls pointa of view f3voring coope=2t1on for ~ea•arch 

(>ECLASSIFIEP i..4/ana dG2velopant, b;slanco of payidnt:a, etc. t,enofite. I, of 
A.rtrirNIJ~ -couru, recogni:o th.at fo~ a •arioty of political l1Dd 

.,~NAM. ~ 
I 

I @1!4-&¥. . 
P~ESERVATION COPY cowngracJod ot: 12 _rar 1ntorval!J, 

I not au~oma.tically declaaaif1od. 

https://inco:u,ist<J:1ci1.1a


- 2 -

dlplcmatic rctaoona uit v111 amt aaat ·apr••• from U.. • -
~o ti.me variclJa nuam:o• OD th• pol.JA:7the•. BowffGr. 
when wo do. we noed alN to repeat to tb• bureaucrac,y 
a clemr a19n.:1l ao to our lntntioaa 1n tho on.._oi.nq 
dBy to day i.Qple:JOnta~ioD aetiona ~ 

G/PM:OOrwicksfeaa 

..... 



iii&fl iiS 

u T: 

...... 11111_ .. .,r'IIG'l•ttl!lO •-Nr .. 
,... lneJDO 

SiiaMil• 

DF.a.ASSIFIED 
- • ~J-D?o'?-~ 

ll,:C.1> . NARA,Date~ 11 



.:.0:::1:r.J~ ~;;.;.c, .• L =~MUH&CATI< ...... TO 
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'•'IA:.rllH'-•;:)H :s. 0. C. Sil8RiflT 
DE?ARTMENT OF STATE 

WASHINGTON /,~-~-

May 22, 1964 ~ 
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3.~ 
MEMORANDUM BUNDYFOR MR. McGEORGE 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

SUBJECT: NSAM 241 on Report on French 
Gaseous Diffusion Plant 

The situation which gave rise to NSAM 241 anc! t:-.e 
subsequent 5/30 memo to holders of this NS.A..~has 
significantly ameliorated. During the past year ~here 
h~s been no indication of any attempts by the French;~ 
e~list German or Italian cooperation in the Pierrela~~c 
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. 

fl/«
Benjamin 
Executive 

PRESER Tl C y 



IECBSW ___.. 

......... 
II 2W4k1Ny •• 

.......... ., ......... ]!'al .. . 

Cle,NJjDINIIMIII ef ....,. .. -••• 

a. M._p !P•V ... Mbap IV ... 
llleon'9M,m ... el 

1111........ ._ .. wltll a..._. 
--.11Mla&51Mtelllt& 

Ntotwt• P_. •~~--

---ai&IIMutla -
61uc..a-...........~..... 

.,.. .. ~clall ..... .. 
-.Dal ...... .., 

ca pey •• TIM Fnacla 
.. ou N6a•I tit Mll w.W -■t 



r!
i!

l-
.-

1 
,,-

• .
.. •1

~:
-'•

 

'-,
~ f1
 

I a.
 

•~
1(

l•
o1

C
i(

S 

11
11

,1
:,,

 
JJ

!I 
IiI

 
,t;

},
!i

}I 

r 
. -

--
, 

• I
 I •

 t
=

1i
 &f

 1" 111
1 l,

-::.
1

i ,1
~ I 

I'
 

r 
,I

f"
' 

I 
; 

- •• .i 
I 

I 
I.

 

rf
' 

i'-

>
 

.,.
 

0 r ~ ir
 

lJ
 

..r 
•U

: 
~ 

•
r 

~ 

i 
1"

'~f
i"

 .
.

...
 

C
 5

 f
sf

~•J
i

;1
, 

'i 
ir

f 
a'

'• 
.. ,

r 
f

~J
s:

1·iJ
,!!

:c
 

~ 
• 

i: 
r

i'•
 'l'

 



_,_ 

.. 
, ... agy .... 

• ... ..m.u ........... 
____ ..,..._ 

• 
• ..... &:a.11~-

-mm-..~ ...... ..... 
••• a 

..-,... 

.. ......,...._.,._ 
litJ!IINIWI'. .. F ... .cll 

--.-~ .............,... 

(Tait Dt 

l•r. ••n• 
t 

tllle 

tMCilf 



iliOft■ T 

Ha.., ....... cala• 

....... 1a1 deeeela 

c»m;>Jl~e& dUtQl-:IOII .. an J•r., -•IE'• 

a.. ,anu •--d~~aaa ~~•~ ...._ 

s. 

..-c:u:1ca1. .........i aa&1 _...._._. 
.....-..i, 

•1,111td:lrlllCEiel .,.Ce 

,._.••••cfJa­
.... ,., ..,__._ 

rea•ftll f 



l■ Ctal 

-s-

, • lu ..... -•• 
Me lflff D •D' 

unoen1iac• 

-- ............. 
...... ,w&111... 

SEC1&i 



ttJ
~r

"i
'il11

 1
r 

1 ,t1
i; 

f~
if

l1
I

I 
I,

 
r:

t 
ff

 
·1

 
•I

f!
 

v 
ll1

11
1 

,
. r .

. 
~ 

! ;
 : 

U
 ] 

t ~
 ~

 :.?
-
! ,

: r 
~ !i

Ji
f 

I~
 -. 

! I
.1

 :
 

: 
I::

 

tt 
,r

 •
• 

~ 
1~

 
•(

~
• 

r 
i.~

 

:~
 !

 i
fl

i}
~!

,1
. 

ii 
1
fl

 
i&

Jt
r 

J!
aJ

1f 
-

f:_
r.

J!
k 

ft
 

II 
•E

:f
l 

5:
2 

f'
lo

...
.. 

c:
i•

•1
 f 

..' ' 
~ i

 
-I

ft·
 tr

• 
~!

I 
::i

~
I 

If
fl
f

I 
i a

 
1:

1l
• 1t~

 i
t 

!t l1
 
!•

liJ
 1

~
r!

1~
 

-
r 

ir!
.fl

 
i1

 i!
 

~f
iff 

~i
'1

1l
&

 
~ 

I 
1f

 
llp

f 
·r

(r
 

r 
e.

 •
 

.-
-.

-f
E

:•
• 

1:
 

i 
,ll

 
;·;

r!
:l"

J 
0

! 
t 

!!,
 

1(
1'

'! 
fr

 
~

"!
'r 

••
 ,

._
 

>
 

• 
• 

l 
~.

 
.. 

g 
~ 

~
l 

~
 

. 
.

=
ir

 
• 



iii&H'P 

la adiMti-. Ille r •ed •l•• pl1lcJ opetUS tile broad.er 
le-•• wlle._r •• wlu • eller to Hll ATO COWl&ne• C.._r 
tllaa Fnace) CMWmleellN or aircnft ca,.W. f Rratepc mleelou 
.... tulde SmetUaloa. 

c. c-us 

an d9 we •taad? Are preNat pncedaral coatnl• 

la • c raU uehl for tecll■le::al ol" peHdal ~•eoa• 'P 
1 ar........- 1Mmeclift•cl? Auwue • llotll Ille•• 

... •II•& .,._•tr :-,..,an MIMI' lalormetloa oa tile ext.eat of Ille 
pnNat ar....,.... aacl •• •c of W.nudell aad tecllao9-a, 
-•-& 6Xleblt.Jll:U .... .. • ........ 

ct el tW. ..erclae lie tile prepan&loa el a 
te ua,uw t:11&&a.rraatfeD11ct• for mlHlllry ..i.. 

ft.a &re coae&etelll whla our 
DDC ? 

-·• ....-•ry 
•XACbal.1ll(e f Wo:rwati-

y ...... 

SNttE I 

https://broad.er


.Juu ,. 196J 
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Ma(: .... 

M Ole- S.abora'• luacbeoa today Mmiater 
P Ni a.eked me &o ezpr••• lo you hla 
~ r over • ldormal mMM■a wltll eke 

Pr.cl 1 a& T•N&J ........ aa4 to COllftJ lo 
JOI&Jal• pwtfaa11 aDll thenki11 for JOIU"pan la 
UTUpll for tu lllterriew. 

M tu laladleoa 11.e alao apre•H• hi• aopea 
for anMer u.s. -Fnacla coepentioa la botb tbe 
''ceautructlft and •11U11Ctlw" aapecta of 
wclau Wrff. Ha look• ~ to aDOtber 
vlalt to tile UaltiN State• Dest ,-a.r wbea Ile 
mlpt, ban more time to ..... wUa the AEC 
atalf _. Yl•Hiac AEC flldllU.a. 

l to!i Im I co.W ■ot r f.raia &om •Jial that I 
....., JO.Wanat f::ndn••• for Fraace aDd. the 
Fnacla ·•~•-- wOIIW HCOllll aia aope for 
an ... r cooperation betwNa oar two COWlltrl••· 

Charle ■ E. Johnaon 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION t1t:WASHINGTON ,,,,,,.,, 
OFFICE Of' THI: CHAIRMAN 

December 26, 1962 ~ 
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 ltr dtd 12/26/62 - fr Seaborg 

to Perrin (French AEC) 
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aDl NCNriV. 

Ia tMN irCNa11uaoea, I woul4 bope tut~ ra,Je o,aaer"Dal 
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ot tate an4theAi&lTaDCe41-■-rcm l'roJecta ~. 

·~J'Olll'8, 

61 nn T.Seaborf 

Proteuor haDci■ hrrila 
B1c)a Coalai■■ iGMII' 
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Juia YU, mace 
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Fot • llinil, Fore, 

~NATOCo■li Use 
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\ 

PAD, ~ 21-J'rance bas 
adOpW blueprtnta for modern-
1-1 &l"IINllt tones al 100,000 
_ ....._ wapmia will lnclude 

thermaimel.., ~ mJs • 
.u....Tbe ,... I- to be in ef. 
feet b:,ll'fl. • . , 

I Alllnilltr1'of~re­
!Jqt -,. tM ftltun llbategic 
!f_.. w1)l ,._ J'Nnoe trom 
Id-!pendenee Oil &117 extariol' 
force. 'nae nport -- not. 

I
ti. paalblllt)- tllat - force 

I could .. employed ''within. ti. 
fnmwwk" of U.. l'l'ortll A.t-

luU. ~ ·-·TIie 1'&n,.na for poupmc 
forces oi U..·army. .., and 
atr force, ,.... ~ l!eedlnp 
~ atiaup ...,_, .... 
of tnteneatica 'and ,..._ of 
defalae. ·( • "I' . 

•'nae nuclear -- .. planned 
In two pb&NL O...now1IDdlr 
--,y. ts dlalped to pfl JMnce 
by 11N .. "ftnt ,-.nUoD.." 
DUCllu eapaaty CIC fll!lbl 

bomN ~ - IU,-,..lc
lllnp6111mmed ...... eapa.. 
ble al tn-fllpt to -­reftleUas 
tend their rap. IA the lecond 
phue. 11M to 187~ lt la plannad 
that Jonc•ranp mlSBUes with 
hydrosen warheacla wdl.become 
operational. • 

llaJerPelley~ , .. -

Thia force. tlle report ays, 
will ba "a major lmtrumant 
of ti. ~ el th6 Oot•w 
fne4of~atmmlcllpmd­
ence, but oap&llle Of -plo:r­
mst wltbln the frUMWork of 
th9•--Itcafct~u:,
mciment. _.,, place." 

Tim wu aae man pl'OClam&­
Uon CICPresident cit Gaulle' ■ CM­
terrobwHce to ~ wttb an 
lndepeadent ~ nuclear 
force dMplte ett.. t. d'9-
11Ude him by United Statu 
people ID J"nlnce.». d9 Guan. 
beliefta that Europe cannot 
f1Dd , protectioa lndeftultel7 
from United ..... llUllear 
forcN UDdar W••--•it ex­
dualv• ~-

Wbea Secretary of State 
DN.n Ruak vialtecl Paris lut 
llpl'inc, Frencb otttclalll termed 
''premalun" bl• ~ tor 
u■uranoaa. tW. tht future 
French f:i ..... .,. inte­
crated wt UMa et. the 

l
jUnlted· ... ilit to, 
operatlolllf & J O I . 

'ne Klniltry of Defen■e ,tat. 
ment left ai,ett ~ ·poan,wty.

1,It. unclelp' ~ the term 
: "employmeet wU,bm U.. tram .. 
·work of U. •~ coul4 be 
Istretcbed M ta. t\ib1n to ~ 
transform&~ _of the purew,IIFrench force IDto • Duo,_.. 

I OD9' U ad"YQCM.edby -
FrencJa1111dEuropean oplnloL ~ 

U-'ftoope la NA.TO ~ 
GNIQI ...... ta ot tile la• 

tervenUoo. farce wouW be built 
around mMenl mrben1M4 cit,, 

viaiGna~tloaed • Germanf., 
wader JU.'l'O oonimend and la 

1northem and eutera' l'renait 
under national N1Dmen4 
~ 'Q&VY ta, ~ be equl~

1
. with modern units and a •~ 
,Inc log'iltlc&l -■-'' to com~ 
sate for the le-■ of buea la 
former colonial arae.Jt'be tac•
Itical air force will recelff ~ 
\proved ~ and ~ 
Isupport urcraft. 1nclud1ncU. 
vertical talill-ofl type, and U. 
Icreuecl ~ eapaclty:. I 
i The defena forcewould lit 
'made up· oi reserve di~ 
tilled by ca»-upe, of c:outaJ 
vesaell. min...-.,.n and mtn.­
layers, submarines and ~ 
light forces, and . tJle ~ • 
darm ~~ 
the oat ol' 
;rural • ~ 
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We believe important trend~ •~hinking on nuclearSSA 
strike force have emerged fr~;onfusing Frenchp 
Parliamentary debate.·USIA 

NSC 
INR 1. Defi~ite Parliamentary and popular consensus developing 
CIA in· favo·r of European defense arrangement to which France would 
NSA make nuclear contribution .. Many of 206 deputies who voted fur 
OSD 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 1DOnopoly and pro-·
WHB liferation national forces of dissuasion to which Government 
RMR policy leading, there· was plac·e for coamunity (i.e., European) • 

solution. Thus censure motion itself gave implicit approval 
for De Gaulle's nuclear program to extenr la~ter presented as 
evolving toward eventual merger in European effort. ·Moreover, 

t ~.4r:tost oppositi~n sp~kesmen (including Mollet and Maurice Faure) 
• .·\ < made clear·they did not favor baiting current French effort but 

only wished see -it adapted along European lines. , Speaking on· 
'· • --.- behalf of Government,- Pompid~u, Couve, and Messmer all gave 
· .• /.i-:Fest encouragement to thls appr~ach. • 

. . t . . • • . . 

2. Atlantic Cotmnuni ty ( 1 • ,·., ·MATO)·ai· ·b~sia. for US-European 
~~\u nuclear c~operation n.ow largely discarded.by French as un~ 

-=;::::=:;=---· realizable because of US insistence on control or veto over any 
,)I!._ •• • ;··,I~ ·1\tlantic nuclear "for~e ... Presid~nt.' 8 July 4 speech on 
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i~te_rdependence being 1.n~e:tPrettd. 1-J h'each commentators as _ 
belated US recognition of ~-l~pean n1olution to proceed 
with organization of European· :auclau· ·force. • . . . . . ~ . . 

. • . • t ,. , . . • • 

J. It almost universalty·r•qnl&e4~~bat Prance and Europe 
must depend on us aupport .aftd.-prot.ctlon ·for their ,urvtval.. . . . . . 
French con1ider what they are.dolnt l•~to create more equitable 
sharing of defense roles by US and lurope and thus bring about 
partn~ra1'ip .advocated by Prea14•n~-~~~.1•. French Government 
leaders at pains point out Prance llltend_a•coordinate its • 
nuclear force with US vben·develo~nt·,Pranch force makes this . .. . .... ,........... . 

•.appropriate. • _ . . " • 

4. Support for French developlient of .smclear ~chnology is 
virtually unanimous in Parliament_aiid'jtre~a. Although gas 
diffusion plant at Pierrelatte wilt ••rve aiilitary'largely 

~purposes, Government spokesman ahr...tly p1ayed up acientifi~ 
and technological ·benefits already being ob~ained and in. 
prospect. As.reaclt nuclear weapon• program received Parliamentar) 
approval and even though pre1ented ~ti.117 and with best foot 
forward. It will be much aon· diffi9alt for opposition in future 
to mount major obje~tions ~1tber to entire prog~am or to 
significant portions. At aas:net1- acceptance of force de- frappe 
will for many French be conditional upon aomedegree of European 
defense cooperation. Present and· aucceaaor Governments will 
doubtless be willing make ge1ture,· ~ direction European co• 
operation as required to push-nuclear.weapons program Parliament. 
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FROM: Paris Info 

ss TO: Secretary or State· 

G 
SR 
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SP 

. ~ f • • ' • ,
L 
H ••• AC:ION DEPARl'MEtrr •44;, iNPO.. i9J(~~ 46, IONN 28, 
10 BRUSSELS 22. • . • ,-1 : ·• r--···" :· • •• ·, 

... .. .DAC 
SAE Embaslgy con~iders that· eYoiri.~~~~c~ ~evi. on~ii~t~t:~ 
SSA problem ha.ve significant 'impllcattona:. · · 
p . .., . . : .. . . . .... 

USIA 1. : Critics of De Gaulle who:-;.,; ;that ·j,~eaent \trench nuclear 
NSC policy -is purely -De Gaulle'• are OD:ilea ground, ·as for -
1~1' exa::iple Spaak at White ·House meeting.,J~e 9. Nuclear program,
CIA 

... f which begun ttnder. Fourth Republic~ lioirwidely accepted. While 
...\ 

OSD is true that many.Important French.believe.nucl~ar_ force should 
• eventually becO'Jie part' :of br~er Euro~. ctef~nse .ef'fort, De _ ..__ .}~. 

Gaulle himself probably deteriained':tcf~~ed ;;!.ch national •.--:. '.J).~ 
program.with open mind re· European ·onacceptablesome ~ration!•.l~ 
t~nns ~ _.In any case~ howe>ver°; ·: ~fftl, .people·-~n .~ance t~a~ -~ld.\EC 
agree France abould give up what lt bas ·4eveJoped independen_~lyW'l:8 
or dbandon french control ol ita~aucleartforce at least untilRMR 
effective· a'iterri~tlj.ve ,fQrc;e 1• ·i. 1D!Wdiate protpect. 

.. • ~ • • •··••:A,,, 

2~- It evid~nt ma~y-:Fr~n~h½~~••t' b:;,-~rgme~~·s,'.mainly 
advanced by US officials ·an4'.·•.tfi~1iat1·, that tiational nµclear 
forces are ~nefficient: and ~-~..i'~•-,~- T~ae:~ar~nts have _ • 
spurred trend in ~ranee towar4.lclea of supranational military 
cooperatio_n w~th Europe~_ l)Jrpier:,;·. At._aae time French th~nking 
on nature and roles of-poaaible:lµropean nuclear force, and its 
relation to NATO, is 'practic~ltf'110n-exiatent~ • 
,: . 
3. We ·believe French ·evolui:I.Ob'~ard-•uropean nuclear approach 
has i:,romising a_spccts. Politi~ll:,, it 'reinforces trend t~~ 
European unity. Militarily, •it ·:recognize• requirement for ctose 

";.J - • • 

coordination 
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coordination ·of nuclear fore•• although lt iau1t be pointed 
out that De Gaulle.highly unlikely agree ·to aurrender of 
national control over French force1 contlributed to any 
European nuclear force.· . . . . . 

4. • We-~,id~~--~': ~l~Cta .ti· 
. . . ...., 

I • • t 
A) Continuing· atre11 .by·~t and 4iplcaatic•aeans on in-

., - effecti~ness and -danger of national nuclear forces operating 
~~•pendently ~. • • • • ~!',f~~.::t~~ • 

-.. T . 
B) Poaition~we tak~ regardlg s·-au.clear ~ration with 

• Europe a11um,1.ng .Ult ·entry· 11ito ec.,mMarket. ·10 our view 
,·· • liberal· US position would facilitate •uro~an iiuclear 

. • . cooperation WMler·UKand Frinch leadeJ1hlp •· eventual in• . 
teST~tlon of· ~U:I"o~~·force ·wt~n_IA1ro~ ~,~t\:t~ve· us 
po1ition·wou1d accelerate French national program and poaaible 

•.French•Ce;rman. nucl~ar ·-~~~~!P.•. r • • 
I • I • • • ~ • 

C) Fina but discreetpr•·•~· for cloae ~nation of ill 
., nucleu- forces withirl alliance, ncoplsing qat French will 
: almost cert,d.nly not merge their 'national nuclear force in ·any 

large; grouping ·untll-~the7 are iure French bterests :are 
protected· and alao·recognizil.ll ~t rrance will probably insist 
on its legal right.to Ule Fresic,b-DUClear~orce for national 

·) interest. , . • .. ., ..· • . . 
. .. . ;, ... ·,,,· . ,• .. 

' -D) •~osition ~s takes regardiq .~an•· if -UScontrol °"'°uae 
of US-European nuclear force wi:11 be cruct.1 in efforts -to 

•. ... .. .#0 ~ -

.• ,
• .· .. • ?!l .• 

:.J ..h 

. .., . 
'! ....' • ..-. 

~stablish-~cl\ for~~- -~a~,y.-"liewa 
time i~_icate pr~vately. and •~ blah 
our wi.llingneas to attempt to work 

.. • •

acceptable ~11 participants. . 
. . • I,· • p!l. • • . • 

WGM 

w·abould at_appr0priate 
lewl to European.: allies 

out con~l aecbanl• · 
J • ' f

• . ~ ::.~-~t•-:r. • .. 
,_. • ; . :. . L!ON 
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IT 1:, "3UIT~ Clr.4\;( WHY T'f:. P!~TA3~~ D1::LI3E:l\T~!.Y'l(EPT ·rHED.!T~CTI~ 
Cl.~y,n; ;J"IJ!il~~()tJ~i) ~U~LE.\,=?F.'<.Pl")SI 1~ S~C:ltT • TH! UriIT£!) STAT!S ..• 
:,T TH~ t ·"•~tl\Tl'1'·J ~lISl\Fc:1"'·1E~~TC~l:1~ITT~£ IS STIJ3Sl');~1tY ·I-1SISTI~~ "N 
I~T?f;~~TI:lf·I \L CO!?T~rnLn'JE:1 ~1J1:t~Aii £-~PL'JSI1111S'IIT~- "~•TM!•SPOT 
I~BP~·:rr-1·1, r:i:.,:; TH'-1ARTI'l'J Tij: C"\~CL'.JSIo•, t)J:' A T~ST•:~AfJ. \G!lr.F.:.tE~T• . 

'31Jj '•l\.fAT ''!\J:: T1{S: P:.~:TA~".'N'J,')t,,I DEC!:)£ rn ,AKE 
Or T:ft: E--:Pt/)Slr.'.'1PIJ Jt.IC? THE L \ r::sr AqHI!V!'1E~TS 
l"JCLIJ1I:IJ A~ft!?lC,,v, 51~0,., T"IAT 'MTI JtJ,\L FACILITl!S 
r'J.1 o~r~=t1·~0 mrnS;?iJR')IJ'I~ ~,1,cL::~R ~;(~LOSI!:>NS. n1 
F'AC T5 T\.f? P~~ITAG~~ 1E~ I DE:J T:) T~"! T:iE .. I1lTIATIV 

. 
THZ DiTECTIO~l 
iF S'i:.1 ~1TI~T3, 

4qz '>tlITt SUFFICI! 
F'AC! Or Tlf~S£ 
: .. S'l A3 TO T~Y 

'\'I') ~~'ITU ALLY. DI3C~!!)IT TH! !JATI~~At '1£A~JS 'lF !>ET!~TI"•1• l~H)E~D, 
A3 i0Lt'1WS r:f0-1 1I'm'.!Y'3 R::P')rlT, THE D!:'1T~t'J0~-1i\c~,·1PM1Ir~ ITS . 
ST.!\TE'1::'JT 'HT:.t t:JU'l~·~ous ~7.SE~ .\Tlf'l'JS •• FHJPtl~YPnJ.MT~ ~UT T.'4ATTH! 
rl!T!::CTI•)'I '): T'iE F,l~•~Cij £:-(Pl''Sl1H 13 R::3ARO£:r I~I T:i~ mHTE!> STAT~S 
.\S "~!'.'T C·)~l~L1J.:il 1/! F:Vl1~~C~· THAT S'1ALL rJH!lER/l~QU~;') ·!~Pt..r,SI1'1S 
C11Ut..;) lE n~r::cr~n.3Y SEI·,~IC: STATI~3 OUT3Ir5::·r~E'-sovt!:T 1JNIO'l." ..·.....·. 

I'J T'il:1 cm,._,E:CTIO~FP4~ty•s· Cll\I'1 THAT .TlCt U'flTE~ sr,ttS rs 
I'J~LI'U~D T1 A1n£E r, "SOMS: FOP.~ OF' ~~ATlnM.\14C?.-JT:-i11. ·S'fST!~S" 
Ai>P~t,:·t1 Pl ITS r,mzLI JHT: 'tl"1TtN J I\T Ti(£ P.)SSt Jll.ITY: 1F A. · ... • 
·:n~cc:.5~1')~¾, i'.tt 'J'.JIT?;1.ST~T'=S' l;l !RYI"I: TO ~tr..\t~ T~? .,!3SttJCF. 'lF 
ITS J,. • .,;\~Ji'') r=.)if I~TZtiUATi''1~·1A!.ci~JT;l'>L TH~ AI"'f OF· W.•iIC:i ts K~OW'lt, 
1£ ~JPl!J'!A·-=~ ~!! TH: TZ~RIT·'l:fY OF l'i£ S'lVI!T u-,an~:. • 
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.IIIIID Embtel 6, rptd inf'o London 2, 

Concur in Embassy view■ as stated ref'tel. to be provided UKEmbasay. 

Woul.d, however, auggeat )'OU &dd two points: 

l) If US were to change pol.icy to provide nuclear assiatance to France 

thia woul.d in time promote preasures vithin FedRep for cOIIU)arabletreatment. 

2) If multilateral solution not found to nucl.ear problem, a solution 1n 

which FedRep can participate on basis of :ruu equallty with other European 

countries, FedRep ~ be increaaingly attracted to other approaches to 

problem, e.g., national program or Franco-German col.l.aboration. 

END 

RUSK 

Tolegrephlc tran,miulotl encl~fRPM:RBKranich:mck 7/3/62 RFM - Rueseu• Fessenden 
daulflcaliCNI -ovecl ..Y, 

Clearanc.s, s/P - Mr. Owen (substance) 
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INCOMING Department of StareTELEGRAM 

Action 24175 
-l>UN~A 'Rec'd: 
-KA~ JUNE30, 19(,2

EUR -KILDUFF 1i15 PM
FROM:PARIS -PETERSENInfo 

_f5,_,JIJ58"'1.. ER 
ss TO: Secretary ot State _TAYLOR 
SR -BELK 
G NO: !ill, JUNE30 2 PM -FORRESTAL 

011SP IDJ~$VIRllIDW,DAC E ~~00@\Fl :1t~~~ 
-KOMERSAE ACTION DEPARTMENT 6345, INfOR~WN.ONDON 999 •. SSA _.SAUNDERS 

p 
RECENTu.s. THAT LIMITED NUCLEAR STATEMENTS CAPABILITIESIOP 
ARE DANGEROUS ANO THAT U.S. CONSIDERSFRENCHNUCLEARPROGRAMINR 
INIMICAL TO CCJ+1UNITY INTEREST OF ATLANTIC ALLIANCEARE 

RMR HAVING EFFECT ON OUR RELATIONS UNFORTUNATE WITH-FRANCE. 
THESE STATEMENTS IN fRENCH PRESS HAVE BEEN FUUY REPORTED 
AND ON RA0-10. THEIR-IMPACT IS GREATERBECAUSETHEY HAVE 
BEEN FORCEFUL ANO REPEATED. 

OFFICIAL GOF REACTION HAS BEEN CAREFULLY CONTAINED. 
FONOFF SPOKESMAN TO QUESTIONS. HAS REPLIED "NO COKNT" 
FRENCHOFFICIALS HAVE, HOWEVER, ADVISEDEMB THAT THEY 
BELIEVE TIMING OF THESE STATEMENTS VERY BAD~ PARTICULARLY 
THOSE MADE JUST PRIOR TO SECRETARYtS EUROPEANTRIP, 
AND THAT CUMULATIVE EFFECT IS INDUCINGREACTIONor CONSIDERABLE 
HOSTILITY IN FRANCE. 

RUMORIS CURRENTIN PARIS THAT USG SEEKING GO OVER HEAD 
OF GOF AND PERSUADE FRENCH NUCLEARPEOPLE THAT INDEPENDENT 
FORCE IS FOOLISH ANO DANGEROUS. EXPRESS JUNE 28 CARRIES ARTICLE 
TO THIS EFFECT. ~ BELIEVE u.s. TOFRENCH TIMING STATEMENTS 
AIM AT FRENCH PARLIAMENTARY ON SUPPLEMENTAL TO DEBATE BUDGET 
REQUESTINCLUDINGFORCE DE FRAPPE PROGRAM, WilCH IS 
SCHEDULEDFOR JULY 10-12. SEVERALfONOfF OFFICIALS HAVE 
GIVEN THEIR VIEW U.S. STATEMENTS PAR­MAY WELL STRENGTHEN 
LIAMENTARYSUPPORTFOR FRENCH STRIKE FORCE, AND THAT THESE 
STATEMENTSWILL INEv·.,wsLY HAVE EfftCT OVER TIME Of IN-
CREASINGFEELING IN FRANCE THAT EUROPEANS MUST SOMEHOW 
DEVELOPMOREEQUALDEFENSERELATIONWITH U.S. WE RECALL 

REPRODUCTION THIS COPY IS FROM 
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-2- 6345, JUNE30~ 2 PM: FROM PARIS 

SIMILAR PROBLEM RE SUSPICtONS OF U.S. EXERTINGPRESSURE 
DUR-ING-PARLIAMENTARY ON FORCE DE FRAPPE OCCURED DEBATE 
LAST YEAR. 

SENIOR-FRENCHOFFICIAL STATED IN-CONFIDENCE THAT TWO 
OTHER EUROPEAN DIPLOMATIC IN PARIS TOLDREPRESENTATIVES 
H1M THEY SERIOUSLY CONCERNED THEY CONSIDER BY WHAT U.S. 
DESIRE-TO MONOPOLIZE STRATEGICARMS. FRENCHOFFICIALS 
AND PRESS ALSO NOTING OBVIOUS U.K. EMBARRASSMENTOVER 
STATUS IT BOMBERFORCE. 

EMB APPRE.tlATES NEED FOR CLARIFICATION Of u.s. POLICIES 
IN THIS IMPORTANTAREA. MANYTHINKINGFRENCH IMPRESSED 
BY COGENCY OF SECY MCNAMARAJS SPEECH OF JUNE 16 BUT FEELING 
IS STRONGHERE THAT u.s. IS PUSHING ITS THESIS TOO HARD. 
REACTIONIN FRANCE IS DEFINITELY BECOMING ADVERSENO MATTER 
HOWBENEFICIAL EFFECTS OF THSE STATEMENTS MAY BE ELSEwttERE. 

(CY SULZBERGER TOLD ME THIS MORNING THAT AT SOCIAL GATHERING 
IN MY HOMELAST EVENING OF FRENCHMEN A NUMBER SPOKE TO HIM 
ABOUTTHE PRESIDENTfS Co.NENTS AT PRESS CONFERENCE AND 
EXPRESSEDCONSID£RAB~EBITTERNESSOVER WORDS HE USED IN 
CONDEMNING NUCLEAR "INIMICAL"FRENCH PROGRAM. THE WORD 
UNFORTUNATELY STRONGER IN FRENCH HAS A MUCH CONNOTATION 
THAN IS CUSTOMARYIN ENGLIS~ USAGE. FEELING IN GENERAL 
HERE~- IN WAKE Of RUSK VI S 1T!JWAS THAT U.S.. AT LAST 
RECOGNIZESTHAT FRANCE IS GOINQ'AftEADWITH ITS OWN NUCLEAR 
PROGRAM. FOR THIS REASON l,T .IS PARTICULARLY Dlff ICULT TO 
RECONE;ILETHIS VIEW WITH ABOVE STATEMENT. IT IS MY FEELINGa 
PARTICULARLYIN VIEW OF EXCHANGE IDEAS THAT TOOK PLACE Of 
DURINGRUSKfS VISIT AND PROBABILITY Of U.K. ENTRY INTO 
COMMON THAT WE RE-EXAMINE NUCLEARMARKET OUR -PRESENT 
SITUATION VIS-A-VIS THE SIX NATIONSANDNATO USING CURRENT 
DISCUSSIONOF MRBM•S IN NATO AS REFER~NCE POINT. WE HAVE 
BEEN STUDYING THIS PROBLEM, WITH THIS ASPECT Of IT IN 
MIND AND WILL SUBMIT COMMENTS SHORTL¥.) 

GAVIN 
JTC 

fiilMIIT 
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In connection with reference telegram r~ nuclear sharing 
policy toward France, should be understood that points 
list-ed were intended to be illustrative of specific 
political and political-nJilitary difficulties in our 
relations with France. Qur basic policy with ~spect 
to not assisting nationat nuclear capabilities 'is firmly 
established and is applicable generally. The rationale 
for this policy w~s made clear in Secretary Mdiamara's 
speech to the NATO (!ouncil in which he stated: " ... our 
-'14lyses suggest rather strongly that relatively weak 
nuclear forces with enemy cities as their targets are 
not likely to be adequate to perlorm the function of 
deterrence. In a world of threats, crises, and possibly 
even accidents, such a posture appears more likely to 
deter its owner frqm 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 maj'or antagonist came to 
believe there was a substan~ial likelihood of it being 
used independently, this force would be inviting a pre-emptive 

/first strike 
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first strike against it. In 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. In 
short., then, ~ak 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 
t]:'.ansferred to other fields. Our policy i.s strictly 
limited to denying aid to French nuclear weapons and 
MR.BMprogram. In spit~ of French Wlwillingness to 
cooperate on many matt~rs of basic importance to US, we 
continue to remain willing to work with French toward 
constructive 
against.France 
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M!Llcolm W. Hoag * 

The RAND Cor~oration, 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 Ge.ulle, trading missile technology and canponents for 

sane other cooperation? lately more seem to be saying that we should. 

They note that France is well on the road toward her force de fra:ppe, 

despite our opposition which has embittered French officials and made 

their program slower and more expensive. 'lbe bitterness and higher 

cost leave France both less willing and less able to support camnon 

enterprises, including modern French divisions to NA.TOand toleration 

of American-controlled nuclear weapons upon her territory. 'lbese 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 Kingdcm for Bomber Command, should we not assist 

France in some canparable 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. 'Ibey 
should not be interpreted as reflecting the views of The RAND Corporation 
or the official opinion or policy of any of its governmental or private 
research sponsors. Papers are reproduced by 'lbe RAND Corporation as a 
courtesy to members of its staff. 
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important than Franco-American relations is America's anu policy 

toward NATO and the wor.ld, which seeks to arrest the proliferation 

ot nuclear powers, not to speed it. To this end we seek ~ means, 

vith none more important than persistence in one message to would-be 

aspirants: "If you go toward independent nuclear capabilities, you 

vill go it alone. 'lben the road promises to be long, costly, and 

bitter. And for what?" If this be our theme, the painf'ulness of the 

French experience 1s a :force:f'ul example to others. For France we 

regret the burdens, and no doubt seek to lessen their impact by any 

canpromises that can be accoamodated vithin our basic arms policy. 

But abandonment of this policy can hardly be acceptable. Are we nov 

to give evidence to the cynics vho 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 

ve vill bail them out vith military aid? '!be real test of our policy 

toward France is measured in reactions elsewhere. Beyom the incentives 

it may supply for emulating or not emulating France, what ve do vill 

speak eloquently :for the constancy o:f American foreign policy. 
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One doubts that American arms policy has been ideal, or that 

its many spokesmen have expressed clearly the same philosophy toward 

NATO and nuclear anns. So probably 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 ve 

must be seen to be thought:f'ully resistant, not just stubborn. Also 

we need to hunt for constructive alternatives that, unlike an indepement 

national deterrent, meet legitimate French needs without an unacceptable 

comprcmise of our deeper mutual interests. These criticisms, however, 

should be tempered by appreciation of what is being done, and by 

awareness of how intractable sane 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 McNamarato 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 vhat circumstances, in order to dissuade vbat nation frail doing 

what? 
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One praninent feature in American doctrine is that nuclear force 

not be used at all save in direct retaliation in kind or vhere the 

defense of freedan leaves no feasible alternative. We have not f'orsvorn 

the nuclear initiative; ours is not the "no first use" policy that sane 

strategists have proposed. But the change i'ran 1954 simplicity about 

''massive retaliation" is as unmistakable as it is natural. To shrink 

from unleashing nuclear violence is not cowardly where alternative 

defense is available; it is prudent vhen 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 anns 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 canplete deterrent for NATO, and 

naturally find most lacking the conventional canponent 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 vord vhen aversion to it 

is this costly. Nonetheless, the financial aspect is distinctly 
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secooo.ary. I:f the military :function of the force de frappe promised 

to harmonize with our strategic retaliatory :forces in all respects, 

ve could do less of the same strategic job as they did more. 'lben 

an American Secretary of Defense could himself offset much of the 

added financial burden by reductions in American strategic forces, 

and inter-allied vould become merely inter-service rivalry. But such 

a trade is not in prospect. '!be 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. '!be greater the threat, the 

greater the need for confidence. Yet if one French motive is prestiee, 

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 hov aggressive and destructive they are. '!be 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 

alloved 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 somehov to preserve collective defense where it matters 

least. 

West Germany is camnonly cited as the next like~ claimant for 

help toward a national deterrent, because she is an exposed and major 

paver. No prospect arouses greater passions in NATO, for World War ll 

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 Germaey are unresolved problems. These can trigger 

violence whether cold~ intended by the Soviets or not; and violence 

can grow, especial~ because the West is driven to join in the distaste:f'ul 

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 Germanywhere war in Central Europe is least unlike~, with the 

act itself constituting a tacit acknovledgment by the United states 

that the big deterrent is no longer sufficient~ 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 povers 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 sticn,atize the others. In an alliance where all members 

are proud, what could be more divisive? 
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II 

NATO unity demands a better answer for nuclear defense, and 

American policy ard 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 sane of our rruclear capabilities and would 

probably kill more American than German soldiers, and certainly many 

more Americans than Frenchmen. To further enhance the credibility 

of American rruclear 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 paver, 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 fran killing 

Russian civilians where such grisly damage was a by-product of smashing 

Soviet retaliatory capabilities. But in cold sel.f-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 canpelling deterrent even vhere 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 premise to be used in as blunt and bloody 

a manner as possible. City-killing is camnonly assumed to be the easy 

job, and to this end proposed small national deterrent forces are 

directed. City-sparing in otherwise f'ul.1.-scale general nuclear war 

is a heresy that, consistent vith 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 ?«:Namara 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 knovs 

it. '!be bargaining power over him that these hostages give us is an 

asset we should be loath to throw away. We surely want to canpel 

restraint in whatever retaliation he is capable of after our attack, 

am the way to compel restraint is to bring hane 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 enous}l from an initial counter-military attack 
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to keep his cities always under an overriding threat. To leave 

his war industry alive another day or tvo is, contrary to yesterday's 

do~, a trivial price. To leave untouched those military control 

facilities that are in cities may, in contrast, be costly because it 

pennits him to retaliate; or it may yield enormous benefit, because 

only then can enency-political leaders stop or restrain retaliation. 

'l'he measure of this last gain or cost must be left open. But we 

may choose, by city-sparing, to carry the pover 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 vi th 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, vith 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 

becanes more important, not less, as enemy retaliatory capability 

beccmes less vulnerable to the classic counterforce strategy. It' a 

nation is sure that hitting the enemy all-out vill 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 in 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 comnon sense suggests that no collection of military targets 

is likely to be canposed entirely either of easy or hard targets. At 

any moment of time there will be a mix. Consider the strategic 

retaliatory program that we knov most about, which is the American. 

Nov am 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 sane elements that are not expected 

to be vulnerable that will unfortunately turn out to be. Unless the 

enemy 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 can:pe.rative 

political appeal. Note where the hypothetical situation now ems 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 canes 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 :f'ulfill their promise if 

concurrently a force de frappe vere doing vhat it will presumably be 

designed to do? Suppose it destroys Soviet cities while American 

forces are taking pains to spa.re them! Would Soviet political leaders 

then have reason to be restrained? In their rage and dismay would 

they have time to reason? Indeed, vould 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' tenns. Both 

politically and militarily NATO nuclear policy requires vhat 

General de Ge.ulle so publicly despises--Integration. A world with 

such telTible weapons is too small f'or anything else. 

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

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

formally integrated to insure coordination, or might be simply inactive 

or ineffective. The vorst situation is unlikely to arise. Where the 

fate of all NATO may hang in the balance, hovever, even very small 
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probabilities need to be taken seriously. Independent nuclear 

operations have becane anachronisms to be consistently opposed, not 

subsidized. 'Ibis proposition applies as much to Bcmber Camnam., of 

course, as to a force de frappe. But vi.th Bcmber Ccmnand we have 

operational coordination through the same unified target planning 

that coordinates our services, and Britain's 1962 White Paper on 

Defense speaks no loneer of a British Deterrent, but of British 

"contribution to the Western strategic deterrent. " 

General de Gaulle speaks otherwise, and surely we should accord 

him the honor of believing that he means exactly what he says, 

especial}¥ 'When he takes such pains to be clear and eloquent. Am 

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 banber programs, and nurtured by the earliest postwar 

governments, the origins of cooperation are not hard to explain. It 

is far easier not to create a Banber Ccmaam than to kill one that 

flourished in victorious war. Also Anglt;,/American cooperation took 

place 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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available to our airplanes, canplete with nuclear storage, and vecy 

recently we have the Polaris base in Scotland and use o:f Christmas 

Island. For all these reasons, past aid to Bomber Camnand can be 

rationalized as a special case. Continuance o:f special cooperation 

is nonetheless a pity, and certainly ve should not replace the 

Bluestreak missile whose production the British have cancelled with 

Polaris or its equivalent. Our policy toward the United Kingdan 

should likewise not be treated in narrowly Anglo-American terms, 

but should be made canpatible with our global arms policy. 



Ill 

If' American opposition to independent national deterrent forces 

elsewhere is well-based in global arms imperatives, these should also 

constrain American irxlependence. We cannot simultaneously preach 

Atlantic community and practice unimpaired sovereignty on life-and-death 

matters. If' we should try to dismiss vulnerable and proud allies with 

but vague~ secretive reassurances, we shall provoke anxiety and 

resentment rather than cooperati11n. 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 camnon defense so that, for example, 

a nuclear bomb on West Germany would provoke an appropriate American 

counter no less than would a banb 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 ver-y 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. It' 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 mini.m\n 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 intormation is not 

lightly held nor given, but, with appropriate security safeguards, its 
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sharing :f'ulfills 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 a 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 capabilitiez. 

How much is being done about sharing such information cannot be 

publicly known, although the Ccmmunique after the NATO Ministerial 

Meeting in Athens this Spring made clear that some progress has been 

made. Secretary M::Namara'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 vi th its partners about 

the What and How of our nuclear power, and is open to counsel about 

the When. Here arises that dilemma surmned 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 role of the dictatorial 

secretary of a committee who guards jealously his prerogative to write 
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what the "sense of the meeting" was. Nonetheless, BATO conaultations 

about what should govern nuclear employment matter deeply to all, and, 

incidentally, should serve to bring hane to others that it is not 

America alone that blocks some aspirants fran uniquely influential 

positions. Even where consensus in NATOcannot be achieved, participa­

tion in moving toward partial agreement should satisfy sane national 

desires and clarify matters for all. 

An Atlantic Deterrent requires no less than this, but does it 

require more? If more is needed beyom shared understaming am as 

full political consultation as possible, allied physical participation 

is possible, even extending to a role in the most sensitive area of 

Camnandand 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 marry technological alternatives is possible for this 

component in terms of various basing and delivery-vehicle canbinations, 

but technical discussion can be minimized here. '!he political image 

should be the dominant one, provided only that suitable protection and 

secure control be supplied in any one of several Wll¥8. One possible 

combination was suggested by President Kennedy in May last year when 

he spoke at Ottawa about "the possibility of eventua~ 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 comitional, as it should be. The 

United States does not need such a farce far any- overriding military 

reason, and the test of its need should be European enthusiasm. It 
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European NATO members are satisfied vith new assurances and a greater 

political voice in nuclear matters, splendid. Or even if dissatisfied, 

they disagree more than they agree about :rurther steps, it is only 

prudent that ve not push for measures that breed more discord than 

harmony. But if there are deep-seated p:re ssures in Europe for a 

nuclear force that is not wholzy American, here is a way to meet them. 

'!be American o:ff'er is unprecedented for all its necessary caution, 

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

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

dependence rather than national dependence, especialzy 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 

vith its missiles could revert as an operable force to any nation in 

time of crisis or internal unrest. People worry little today about 

''Ultras" caning into pow-er over SAC or Bomber Command, but if the 

number of national nuclear pow-ers grows large,the specter of bellicose 

control, li~ those of heightened risks of accidental and catalytic 

war, cannot be ignored. If there is to be any grow-th in the rrumber 

of nuclear pow-ers, 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 pow-ers rather than increase it. 

'Ibis year Great Britain has V-Bombers, and next year France will have 

some Mirage IV fighter-bombers. On the other ham., Bluestreak has 

been cancelled and the British speak only of prolonging the life of 
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the V-Bombers for a :f'ew years v:l.th air-to-surface missiles. What 

then follows? France says that she v:l.ll have an operational missile 

force before the decade is out, but this is yeara away. Perhaps 

French govermnents v:l.ll persevere in seeking missiles of' their awn, 

perhaps not. Surezy their future choices will not be tota~ 

independent of' costs and alternatives. Is it beyond the ingenuity of' 

such experienced powers as France and Great Britain to devise a political 

ccmprcmise 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. 'lhe 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 NATOr.cmrnamer. 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 scme Europeans 

is that there would be no guaranteed nuclear response by America after 

a Soviet attack on Europe that overvhelms non-nuclear defense possibilities. 

It we let a multilateral NATO :force be designed to insure European 

control over sane nuclear response in this worst case :for them, we give 

them a trigger for the case where we already expect to respond. 

Consequentzy we give nothing away il the nature of the response fits 

our global operations. 'Ibis vital proviso can be simpzy met, for 

example, by keeping the missiles of the European force aimed at key 

vulnerable Soviet mill tary installations . 'lhese installations are 
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almost certain to be included as targets vithin any strike ve launch., 

unlike less vulnerable military tarirets that ve may not be able to 

hit and very vulnerable people that ve may not vant to hit. So the 

requirements for integrated operations can be met, although doubtless 

far more complex variants for targetting am other operational aspects 

vould be better than this illustrative crude one. 

'11le political essentials are more troublesane. Assured response 

implies that the North Atlantic Council vill pre-authorize the Camnander 

of a multilateral force to retaliate against overvhelming Soviet attack, 

for time vill not permit consultation then am the enemy must not be 

alloved to expect that the most reluctant among fif'teen nations would 

stop retaliation. Do Europeans really vant control made so grimly 

explicit, vith its f'eared autanaticity in any nuclear response? 

Perhaps they do not., in vhich case their public admissions vill be 

clarif'ying to them in their ovn parliamentary debates. If they shrink 

from assured response in the vorst cases of Soviet attack, vhat are 

national deterrents credible against? NATO debates should also be 

illuminating, for the more restrictive our allies care to make any 

nuclear response the more they must admit the utility of non-nuclear 

a1ternatives in credibly facing Soviet challenges. Facing the issue 

vill be unpleasant but educational. Probably restraints upon any 

autanatic element in response that NATOvill authorize vill be severe, 

vhich is good. 'lbere must be an irreducible element, for no sudden 

removal of the White House am related top political echelons can be 

alloved to pranise immunity to the Soviets . A little more is 

dangerous., but not unthinkable. What could safely be alloved., 
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although left to European initiatives tor advocacy, would be a tiring 

pre-authorization that falls tar short of' response baaed either upon 

fallible radar warning systems or sveeping mill tary autonomy. Yet 

such authorization can still insure against paralysis of' the NATO 

multilateral farce by aey one of' fifteen nations in the vorst of' 

military contingencies tor Europe. 

Constructive alternatives to a proliferation of' national nuclear 

forces thus are possible tor NATO,up to and including a militari~ 

mee.ningt'ul NATO deterrent it' it be necessary to go this tar. The 

United States has made these alternatives possible, perhaps not~, 

clear~, or consistent~, but nonetheless public~, and at the coat 

of' renouncing any narrow interpretation of' pure~ national interests. 

We have a policy, and it is a good one. Nov is not the time to 

abandon the policy and please France, but to improve and solidif'y 

it as we move toward greater Atlantic partnership. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 2!5, D. C. 

MAYl 4 1963 

MEMORANDUM Mr. JohnsonFOR: Charles 
The White House 

You a.re 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 developaent and operation of a laod-based, prototype 
nuclear sulnarine reactor. The Agreement, which was signed 
May 7, 1959, provides tor no cOlllllWl1.cation of any u.s. submarine 
reactor information - whether classified or unclassified. The 
safeguards inspections under this agreement would, in addition 
to Terifying the presence of the iIIVentory of material, determine 
that the material is not being used for any other purpose. 

The CCIIIDission has receJitly approved a formulation which would 
provide for four anroiaJ inspections ot 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 f'ull. audits of records &Dd verification or 
iIIVentories and use of the material. The other two will be 
llmited to determine the location or the iIIVentories and a 
review of the use of the supplied material. The COJIIDission is 
satisfied that an inspection program ot this nature, taking into 
account guarantees fram 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 Camission took into consideration 
in reaching this conclusion, members of the Camisaion staff have 
receDUy met 'With staff members of the French Camnissariat a 
l'Energl.e Atamique to discuss inspection problems arising out of 
the classified nature of the French sub:Rarine nuclear propulsion 
program. In these discussions the French representatives were 



Mr'. Cbarlea Johnson 

extrseJ.y cooperative not only 1D 1dent1ty1Dg areas ot aens1t1ve 
1ntoraat1on but 1D auggeat1ng alternate means by which intonation 
neceaaary to account properly tor material. could be olvtained 1D 
theae c1rcumatancea. AD 1Dapect1on ot the French prototype 
aulllar1ne proJect 1s scheduled tor th1a month am.,as a consequence 
ot theae d1scuss1ons 1 it 1■ our expectation that it v1ll proceed 
without d1tt1culty. 

Ve have worked very closely with the Departaent ot state 1n this 
matter and the Cc:mm:l.aa1on'sdecision 1s cona1stent with the 
ad'ri.ce provided by the Department. 

I have considered that this information would be ot 1Dtereat to 
you 1D light ot the considerable quant1t1ea ot uram.a 235which 
are being transterred and., retlect1ng as it doe■ one particular 
phase ot our cooparat1on with France. •-.,,// /

/2/1 1/f /~
• ~sH1rector 

D1v1a1onot International ~airs 

NOTE: Carbon copy (trana w/orlg) to Mr. Kayaen, 5/ 15/63 
Typed copy to Mr. Kleln, 5/ 15/63 
Typed copy to Mr. Cheater Cooper, SltRm, WH, S/ 15/63 
Repro copy to Mr. Dana Orwick, State, 5/ 15/63 
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MEMORANDUM Mr. JohnsonFOR: Charles 
The White House 

You are probably familiar with the MUtual Defense Agreement tor 
Cooperation which the u.s. has with France under which ve have 
agreed to supply up to 440 kilograms ot U-235 tor use by France 
for the development and operation of a laDd-based, prototype 
nuclear submarine reactor. The Agreement, which was signed 
May7, 1959, provides tor no cammmication ot any u.s. sumarine 
reactor inf'ormation - whether classified or unclassified. flle 
safeguards inspections under this agreement vould, in addition 
to verifying the presence ot the inventory ot material, determine 
that the material is not being used for any other purpose. 

The Canmission has recently approved a formulation which would 
provide tor tour annual inspections ot the facilities in France 
in which the u.s. material is stored or used, wlless unforeseen 
circumstances develop requiring additiocal. visits. Twoot these 
inspections v1ll be f'ull. audits or records and verification ot 
inventories and use ot the material. The other two will be 
l1m1ted to determine the location ot the inventories and a 
review ot the use ot the supplied material.. The Camnission is 
satisfied that an iDBpection program of this nature, taking into 
account guarantees from the French GoYernmentand the nature 
ot our relationship with France, provides adequate assurance that 
material. supplied under this Mutual Defense Agreement will be • 
used only tor the intended purpose. 

In a related matter, which the COJ!lldssion took into consideration 
in reaching this conclusion, members ot the COlllllission staff' have 
recently met with otatt members of the French Comnissariat a 
l'Energie Atan1quo to discuss inspection problems arising out ot 
the classified nature ot the French submarine nuclear propulsion 
program. In these discussions the French representatives were 
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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 1n 
these circumstances. An inspection of the French prototype 
submarine project is scheduled for this month am, as a consequence 
ot these discussions, it is our expectation that it will proceed 
without difficulty. 

'We have worked very closely vi th 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 ot interest to 
you 1n light ot the considerable quantities ot uranium 235 which 
are being transferred am, reflecting as it does one particular 
phase of our cooperation with France • 

./°}· .IZ.../1· , • - I ... 
/ i / I / · ,.,( ' · 1 

,, ·; -1 . ,J l <--·.' a , , • (.... / .... ; --\_ ' ... .. 
'A~ A. ·Wells, Director • 
Division of International Atf'airs 

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 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE SI 
WASHINGTON 25, O.C. 

Ii JUL 1963 

Dear Jim: 

Thl■ i■ ln reference to our recent phoDe conver ■ulon 
la re1ard to the propo■ ed outllae ol. po■■ lble U. S. cooperation 
with the Freach la the area of nuclear ■ afety. 

Wblle the ■ cope of the outline a■ a&&ache4, cover ■ the 
major procedural and technical coaalcleratlou la a maclear 
■ afety proarun, I think it cle ■lrable that we examine in adT&Dee 
o1 any further commwdcation to the French, the det&lla of 
cooperation whlcb mi1ht be bwolved in any expand•d di■ cua ■ion■ 

Wider the variou■ ■ ub•h•adlna• of the outline. 

I waderatand that ataff member ■ ol. the Dlvlalon of Military 
AIJpUcatlon and my offlce have been worklq cloHly on thla mat­
ter &Delthat anan1aneata bave now been made for the Sandla 
Corporation and the Fleld COIIUlll&lld, DASA, to Jolatly de.elop 
a written proaram ln expan■ io11 ol the pN,-■n oatllDe of U. S. 
coo,eratioa with tbe French ln auclear ■ afety. I am al■o pven 
to Wlderatand that thla Jolat pro1ram will be deYelopecl iD thrH 
pMlatloaa of iaformattoaa an 1111cla ■ alfl•cl ver ■ loa, aaother cover­
"• Def-.• laformation Ollly, and a third wW be ezpaadecl to 
iaclwl• Jle ■tricted and Formerly Jleatricted Data but not aipllflcant 
dealp lafonnatton. 

When we ha.e the•• ver ■iou in band, I believe we will 
tben be able to evaluate at what level we can 41eTelop a meaalnafull 
pro1ram wbich will be con■ l■tent wltb the proriaiou of the 
pr•••• U. S. -French A1r•em .. , for Cooperation. I am informed 
that &be pro1ram detail ■ will be available for review, due la 
Wa■kl.-oa on July 12, 196J. At tbat time the Department of 
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Defeu• will be prepared to cllacua tbla matter la farther cletall. 

la Ylew of hecutlve lmereat ln thl• matter, I am forwartll .. 
a copy ol tbla letter to Mr. McO.or1• Buuly for Illa laformatlon. 

Signed: JerrJ 

0.rald W. Jolauon 
AaalataDt to the Secretary 
ol. Def•u• (Atomlc Enerff) 

l laclo••r• 
Pro,oN4 0.tllM ol U.S. 
CooperaU.a wldl th• l'reach 
la Nuclear Safety 

Jame• T. Ramey 
:tdcim.MfHfBiif Bundy w/Inclosure 

U. S. Atomlc Ener1y Comml••lon 
Waahlqtoa 15, D. C. 

\ 
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• ., •• 'Propoaecl lnformaU011 Coamuaalcatl• to Ill• Freacll ao.ermne• 

It ap,.ar• that die followl., are areae La wlllcll a.cM111e ef 
lnlormatloa would be uaelw with re1ard to••...- aafety &ad coatrol 
matter•: 

1. Admlabtratlve Coa&rol 

a. Per•oual cootrol 111preftldlq acc••a lty 1111&11U.Ortaed 
per••••· 

b. N11clear ft&poa ealety or1&111aadoaal iltractue .• 

c. Tratalna ol per10Mal. 

1. Teclaatcal lately l"•t.r•• 

a. ICS.atlflcatloa of auclear_ eafetJ ~-

( l) Spoma-• ..-,-.at malfmlcUoa. 

(2) Ea•lroameatallJ '--ced ..-, • •i malfwlctloa. 

(l) Accldiantal bumen acUoa. 

(4) Deliberate vaaeathorlN41 ),ween acdoa. 

b. 0.Mrallae4 ••a,oa ayatem 1afety u•la•• lacllMIIA1 
1•aeralla .. dl•cuetou ef: 

Cl) Dell""' ••lalcle 

(1) weapoa analJII __. fullla ,,-tea. 
CJ) ,lectrlcal .,. ..... 

,,, a,, .. .....,., .. ,.,..w.. 

a. .. ral .. •la• r..-AremM&a a,pllcaW• te certa&a ••• • • : :;.~--~.,,. ..1~if«·cam~••••• aad .,.clllc 41eel.p r...,&rwat f• , ... ,...._, c,a •••• ..... 
nc:11 aaz Eloctrlcal te•t •••,-••• ,._..,,. 1afal'f .. .tc••• lawlllat .~ .• : 
&ad r•l-•l• coetl'Ol, etc. 

-------.1 ::. 

DEOASSIPIED 
AliaDriq tJ(, - - i-- -\'? ---- - --:_~----~:~I .._--_-_ o 

B,...w..o...o_, 'W11NARA, Date\'1.-
- J .. ; 
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OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN 

UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. 

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 June 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. Proaerpine is a reactor physics 
experiment which will permit a comparison of plutoniUJJl, 
enriched uranium and U-233 as reactor fuels 1.mder 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 urginal 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. 

Sincerel~,, 

Chris L. Henderson 
Special Assistant 

to the Chairman 

Mr. Charles Johnson 
National Security Council 
The Wbi te House 



UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 25, D.C. 

JUN 2 7 1963 

Deal' Alalaa 

I MM ).- nedwii ,._ 1-hl' ef .,_ 14 ......,._ 
,-Dia wutwe te tlla h'1alll • _,.,. _. 11ntnl 
ef wlearwllf•■ .-

la ...., ef ,-. 'l"■.,n•~ tlla C Cu.._ atalf ta al9illa
-"-at._ u w11ac.,..us. I.tea ., f.ldt11111atua..._ 
Ile ,ndtW ..._ tlla ..,1s..61a ...UtfAM. I ..... Illa& 
llau.Ul Ile far ••alt aleaawltlda •9N7,_ .... u 
.... a IINtilla - lhta, MC _. .. ,__ efft.lala 
w,rt....,.. We nll .. ill t-■11 wttll ,- .... • tlda 
llll&ter. 

1 • .... us • nn of &Ill• le&UI" •• t11iauautat t• 
dlia a.a--, ef De,_ f• Ataala .._., f• Ida 
tafemat._ ... alN • -,, te Ille .,_lal ANutlllt u 
tlle Pneu.nt f• lat.....,_ l ■■•lt, Afldra. 

lillt ■NlJ, 

(Sl,ned) 8/enn T.Seaberg 

CMiNa 

!Ila --■-eltle V. Al•ta Jntn ■c:a 
... ., ...... ~e11tata 
a Pelltual Affa&ra...., ...,.... 

"····-· ,.c. 

t:Jk,\-030- $2.-1-lto 
__ NARA, DuciiJMll1 
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DEPARTME T vF TATE 
EXEC TIVE ECRETA.RIAT 

aeRE'f ~Attachment) 

June 25, 1963 

TO: Mr. McGeorge Bundy 
The White House 

FROM: Mr. William H. Brubeck 
Executive Secretary 

Attached for your information and 
files is a copy of a letter to Chairtrtan 
Seaborg from Mr. U. Alexis Johson ( ( 
regarding possible cooperation with the 
French on nuclear weapons safety and 
control dated June 24, 1963. 

Attachment: 

As stated. 

-eEeRET ~~ttachment) 
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DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF' STATE 

WASHINGTON 

' ·.• 

:• . 
JUN2 4163 

&flBid!!' 

i)ca:- Glenn: 
.• .• I 
... • I 

' I am :;orr:t for- t;tc delay ln reply:tne to your letter 
or f>".arch 14, 1963 tc Secretary Ruslc on po:mible coopera­
tlon wlth the French on nuclear weapons safety and control 
bu~, a:, you ~no,•; thronch cur staff contacto, we have 
been workinG on the qu~stlon. 

We a~ree that lt W\mld be in our national interest 
to a~sist the Fr~nch and give them the benefit of our 
expe~ience in nuclear wca?ons safety and control within 
~~e pa~amet~~s set forth in your letter: that is, on 
a:-i uncl9.s31fled and Defense In!'ormation ba3is, and within 
';he 1 :r:1.Lt~ oi.' tte _presen!; Section 1443 Agreement. Any 
::;uch a:-3::;i~tance ::hould, of c•.)U!'se, stop short of weapons 
dcsl.:r: .lnl'or1::atlon. 

~·le believe it ir.,porta:it in our national interest 
tr.at 1•!e should resoond affirmatively and immediately to 
a fir::-. re~: ..i•33t :'ro;n the °F'L'ench for assiata:ice on safety 

•,•. a:::11c."'~trcl :if r.•.lclear weavons within the above limits.... . . It~~ clear that an una~thorized use of French nuclear 
\-:eancn:e; or a:1 a:::ciden~al detonation could have a:i adverse 
~:fe,~t c~ •:>1t~"a;;illty to deploy United States nuclear 
-.,;en.1:Gr::J"!.n ~he European theat~r and el!'3ewhcre. 

;::~ Dt:l.!.cve :lt h:tr:;hly s1 0nlf1cant th3.t Fren~h Minister 
01· st~ tc G:i:-ton Palcw::i!ci s;1ould recently have rained 
in::'ori. :ill:,· in \·iashlnc;ton the qu'3ntion of rece1v1n~ infor­
u:atlon and a::Jsi~tance on nuclear safety and control 

r.!easure3, 

The lionor.:1.":)le 
~lenn ~. Seaborg, 

Chairman, 
Atornic Ene:-gy Corrnnission, 

WashlnJton, D. c. 

Siil8iiUiEr 

PRESERVATIONCOPY 

---- CROUP3 ... 
Dc:m;ri,."c!ed a. t 12 year. 
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!i:eaourcz, pai>ticularly .against an unauthorized use or 
nuclear ,..,ea.pons. Therefore, Ambassador Bohlen has been 
au:ho:-1:=ed in his discretion to inform the French Foreign
i'-11n~.ster that (1) we have noted the French Government 1s 
interest as expressed by Palewski (2) we are prepared 
to consider asolstance which we can give solely in the 
field of safety and control of nuclear weapons within 
the li~lts described above and (3) if the French Govern-· 
ment de:Jires to pu'!'sue the matter we should be pre-
~ared to follow up by discussion at the technical level 
either ln Washlnston or Paris. We have informed 
Am0asoador Bohlen, in this connection 1 that ou~ wlll­
J.n:;neo;J t·::> provide st:ch assistance does not represent 
any chan~e in our attitude toward assisting France in 
devalo9ing its n1Jclear· weapons capability, and should 
not be so in~erpreted by the French. 

Whlle awaiting the French Government's response,
I oelleve that we should at the same time move ahead with 
the ·neeting o~ inte!'ested officials or State 1 AEC and 
Dei'e::se ·wh:!.ch you proposed 1 to agree on the specific 
type n~ in.!:""ormation which can and should be conveyed to 
the Frenc!1. 

to 
I 

the 
a~ sendln~ 
Secretary 

a 
of 

copy of 
Defense 

this 
for 

letter to the Aeoiatant 
Atomic Energy for h13 

~n.f.'o~il:at lon. 

Sincerely yours1 

' u 

cc: 1:or.O:-able Gerald "ti. Johnson 
A~~i~tant to the Secretary 
of Defense for Atomi~ Energy 

F.onorable McGeorge Bundy 
Special Asolstant to the 
PreGluent for National 
Sec~rlty Affairs 

fFGPET 

!)
nnson 
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INCOMING Department of StaieTELEGRAM 
BUNDY-SMITH 

Action 

ss 
FROM:Paris

Info 

TO: Secretary of State 

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

LI~IT DISTRIBUTIONS/S 

I took up with.Couve de Murville 
question of the safety and contrpl 

Control: 20907 
Rec'd: J~ne 25,. 

6: 14 a .. m. 

yesterqay afternoon 
of nuclear 

.(Department telegram 6104), mentioning that 
made some reference to possible cooperation 
and outlining the three points contained in 

weapons 
Palewski 

__CHASE 
. DINGEMAN 
_ DUNGAN 

1963'!;:LDMAN 
- I _,RRESTAL 

. KAYSE "=~

. h .. ILDUFF 

. °':Kb.iilnf -
KOMER 

_ PARROTT 
_ SAUNDERS 
-· t,.g 7 U Iiilll!EM81Ht 

SMITH 
'YIESNER 

the 

had 
in this field, 
reference tele­

gram. Couve said he was not familiar with this subject. 
Had not rea;lized that Palewski had raised it but.would look 
into it and let us know. 

SCP-3. 

BOIJLEN 

MM/16 
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r.. • : • .._ :~DI:1··..\RTME~T OF STATE 
.' S-6JJi,.' :'

DBl't;TY UNDEHSECR~'TARY --­ ." ' ... 

G/PM 

ME/ OH1-..NDUM ARYFOR THE SECRET 

TR,,~-)UGH: s/s ~---V A.1/ 
1- • ... : 

FRO'.,i: G - U. Alexis John&;· 

SU3JECT: Possible Cooperation w1rh the French Government 
on Nuclear \·leapons Sa~ ty and Control 

• ~hairman Seaborg of the 1'.EC wrote you a letter on' • • • 
Mur.~h 14, 1963 (Tab C) informing you that the AEC had com.:. 
plP;ed a study of possible cooperation with the French 
Gov]rn~ent on nuclear weapons safety and control. 

This study was initiated in March 1962 on the sugges­
tio:1 of Representativ0 Chet Hollifield, then Chairman of .. -
the Joint Committae 011 ..n.tomic Energy, follov11nc testimony •• ;~ 
'.:>~rJi-•. Harold Agnew, Scientific Adviser at SHAPE, of the • ,. _.,.. 
adv ·;P3e effects on NA'.I10which would result from an acciden~a..l , . 
detnnD-tion in Europe of a French nuclear weapon. Hollifield ~ .. · •• ..'_. 
asb:d both AEC and Defense to study the possibility of an· •. • .~, · 
excLan 6e of information with France·on this subject, both 
in ~u1.. m·m self-interest and as a means of drawing France 
clo~~r to the Alliance. . , 

:n his letter Dr. Seaborg indicates that, if such 
coo1:c~·c1tion is found to be consistent with our present .., 
ove::.•~11 relations with France, he is prepared to recommend ';_. • ·.' 
discussions with the French on two levels: 

(1) an inter-agency team to discuss, on an unclassified ;, :., 
and D~fcnse Information basis with appropriate French author~ . .''~·~· ,-: 
iti<.:s, p1'oblerns in acquiring and maintaining safety on 
ato:,;ic weapons, including safety procedures and-various 
safety controls and 

(2) discussions with French military officials under 
Sect:loi.1 11i4 (b) of the bilateral Atomic Information Agree­
ment, of certain safety features on u. s. weapons furnished 
in support of French NATO forces. ... .: . 

c::oup3 
D0nngradctl at 12 year 
1r, turval::;; r.ot 
a~tc~at1c~lJy declassified 

PRESERVATIONCOPY 
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. ..... . , . ~. . --~ .,~-.\, ; . 
l:J.st vreek, French ~linister of State· Gaston Palewski .·: _.. r·;: ... • ... • 

l'lhO is· in charge of atomic energy matters in the·F-rench·· _... '..-"· ~j~r~. 
Goverr~:~cnt, inqui_r~_g informally during the course of his • ·) : _;' _: \-:--· r~1 

visit i.;o ~·!3.shington, J:_~.c;arping___the .. possib111ty of ,.Y,._s. ·: ~ "·, ."!"~~ _ "\· 
s0opcra.tion \·Tith France to provide informat.ion and . ' .. ,-_:, .. 
c1ssTs'"t:~~10eon nuclear vieapons safety and control, particu~ •. ·_ · _.._:· ~. _.-'.. 
lirry"· m: rr:eans • of preventing unauthorized use of nuclear • _.. •• ··: '.-; 1 ~~ 
treapor.s. ..1 letter on this subject from Commissioner Ramey ·., -. '-~-.\-1·, 

o~ the .t.EC to Assistant Secretary Tyler 1s attached at .- ~ • : ._.:_:~ 
Tab B. _.. • .. ._-: _. : -; 
-------·-·· • f "" • ... ...,.,~: ~ , .... 

It is suggested in the ·proposed reply (Tab A) t~t "._._. :'~-/{' t::·,_1-.·· 
you irdcrm Dr. Seaborg that (1) while we generally concur . , ,~. r· 
in the li:r9e of cooperation i·rith the French which he pro- ·-- .. ·.l-~ .,. 
po:::es., 1·;2 ~'lould Wi3h to have prior agreement between AEC., ' : • --~-- -~ 0 

State .:~nd Defense on specific types of information to be 
.... 

given, and the manner anJ timing of its presentation, 
befor·c o.r--..ydiscus::iions are held with French officials, and 
(2) 11;(.;believe that .any such program of cooperation should 
be 1:-r:,.Lt;ed to safety and control of nuclear weapons and . 
not inr;lude any design information. The latter would 
requirJ 3. 144 (c) agreement with France., and be contrary 
to pre~cr--..t national policy. ~ : 

F:! ~•rnuld make clear to the French, and any other inter~ 
e5ted )arties, that this cooperation is in the field of ' • 
::::~fet~,, c.nd does not signify any change in u. s. policy· 
towar6. nuclear weapons cooperation. 

, ...,. 

,:._3 stated. 

I : 

WE/Mr.M~loy, Mr~A•ige~t..Jl, 
MC/Mr. ?-1.iargrave~ L. , . 
s/P - ~.i:r. _OwenLQ • 

~ .,_ ~ 
• t .~ ·,, . 

"·'··~' 

... 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 25, D.C. 

June 10, 1963 

~ 
Dear~: 

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, 

Jam~Ramey 
Commissioner 

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

Attachments: 
1. Staff Paper 2/13/63 
2. Ltr fm Seaborg to Rusk 3/14/63 
3. Ltr fm Ramey to Tyler 6/6/63 

When separated from [losures handle th· d .f~ .~. "·~ f:""• "''""'r .-,,.., • lS OCUlu ·11ti,;~ ,~_o;,,~,A[\,l\•"'i_i ,, _ .... 
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