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April 22, 1966

MEMORANDUM FOR
1. Mr. Francis Bator

2. Mr. W, W. Rostow

Here is a flle of documents to bring you up to
date on the French nuclear submarine prototype
fuel.

As of today Secretaries McNamara and Rusk still
hold to the agreement they reached last June that
the action on the French request should be
indefinitely postponed.

Charles E. Johnson

E.0. 13292, S€C. °* . »4
B aqz. NARA, Date 3.
) -
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| PLEA HELD UP uranium to

Daily Telqriph Staff Correspondent
WASHINGTON, Monday. France halted
The United States acknow-

FRE@%R’A&Y M ' Delivery of Uz‘,ﬂ"
!

ledged today that it is holding
up action -on a French request
. for enriched wuranium, The
French, who would like the ura-
nium for use in their nuclear sub-
marine development programme,
made the request over a year ago.
A State Department spokesman
said today that the matter was |
still *“ under consideration.” There |
is no doubt that the hold-up is !
due to America's reluctance to
assist France develop her own ,
nuclear deterrent force.

e—

Paris, April 18

The French Atomic Energy
Commission confirmed today that
the United States had stopped
enriched uranium shipments to
France. It was pointed out, how-
“ever, that French nuclear reac-
| tors at Pierrelatte were produe-
| ing enough uranium and the
| French  atomic-powered  sub-
i marine programme would not be
. affected. )
! There is some resentment at
i the US action which, according
to some French officials, is a
breach of contract. Under an
agreement concluded in 1959 the
US contracted to supply France
with enriched uranium for use in
an experimental submarine
?’uclear engine.—British United

ress.

HERALD TRIBUNE (Paris Edition) 4/19/66

U.S. Misled
On French

A-Sub?

Jotd ,'M§« ) a,«//7
Model Altered
To Offense Type

By Ronald Koven

PARIS, April 18.—The United
States feels that France misled it
after getting a pledge of American
help for the French nuclear sub-
marine program.

U.S. help, pledged in a 1958
agreement, was given on the under-
standing that the French were
hullding a defensive submarine—a
hunter-killer for use against Soviet
attack subs.

But several years sfter the pro-
gram started. the French turned
rround and designed an offensive
vessel, the Polaris-type submarine
it 1s now working on for delivery
by 1870. ‘

There is no difference beiween

- the nuclear engine for the two
types of submarine.

The change in plans is consider-
ed one of the main reasons the
Uhited States is refusing to sell
France any more enriched uranium
for the land-bound prototype of
its nuclear submarine engine now
being tested at Cadarache, in

France Got 418 Lbes.

The Americans have slready sold
Prapce 418 pounds of 90 ggment
enriched uranium, over half the
Zﬂs g:und: France was to Have
oug under the -
ment. VLR Agroe

In 1959 Washington had no firm
policy on nuclear proliferation, By
the time of the latest French pur-
chase request in late 1964, the U.S.
had come out against proliferation
and decided against alding France
further in atomic delivery systems,

The French are thought to be
producing enough enriched ura-|
nium of their own to complete the!
Cadarache program, but at a some-
what slower rate. They had ori-
ginally planned to have a Polaris
submarine in service by 1970 and
two more in the next five years.

US. Law

American sources said U.S. law
requires that each sale of enriched |
uranium be individuklly approved |
by the president. The rule requires
that that the Americans make a
Judgment each time on whether,
the French actually need the'
uranium for their program. The
Americans do not therefore feel
their agreement binds them to fill
et%l] French order.

e uranium was stri
limited to use in the cndua(égz
prototype. Representatives of thel
US. Atomic Energy Commission
periodically inspected it to make
sure no uranfum was being divert-
ed for other purposes. The.
Prench have been complaining for

some time
‘Um.alliaa » that such distrust was
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France See
US.D 'vl’ay

NoR etv:‘asa”

By Waverlcy Root i
Washington Post Forelgn Service '

PARIS, April 19 — French
official sources professedi

" %oday to see no connection be-,

‘¢ween the NATO crisis and|

. riched uranium for a nuclear

" cent-enriched wuranium was
‘made in 1964, for on-shore

. plant to be placed eventually
" in French submarines.

. quest was for the balance of

- agreement’ does not obligate
- mot to provide the uranium.

‘ a stock of the mineral in which

_ isotope, which is more efficient

’

-cent-enriched uranium for ex-

‘to cooperate on NATO can be
"balanced by American “fail-

American failure to respond|
to a French request for en-

submarine. prototype, prom-
ised under a 1959 agreement.

But there seemed to be an
undercurrent of feeling that
the current raising of the
question is not entirely for-
eign to U.S. displeasure with
President de Gaulle’s disen-
gagement from NATO.

The French disavowal Is
based on the timetable of the
affair, The request for 20 per

tests . of the atomic. power

The French had already ob-
tained 171 kxlograms of 90 per

periments - that had started
years before. .
Presumably the 1964 ‘re-

the 440 kilograms covered by
the 1959 agreement. The

the United States if it prefers
(Enriched uranium refers to

the natural U-238 is mixed
with a proportion of the U-235

in producing nuclear reactions
and makes the stock more
suitable for nuclear weapons.)

If the NATO crisis was not
the original reason for hold-
ing up the requested uranium,
some officials seem to feel
that the publicity given the
matter now may be a result
of the NATO disagreement —
to remind France that failure

ures” in other fields.

There have been reports
that the American failure to
supply the requested enriched
uranium was motivated by a
change in French plans from
the construction of defensive
nuclear submarines to offen-
sive craft with -Polaristype
missiles. -

A French spokesman did not
explicitly admit that such
changes had .been made, 'but
said the power plant for which
the uranium was needed “is
.the same no matter what kind

af snhmarine wan nut it in® -

»
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Actlon Apparently lntended
to Penalize the French.
for Stand on NATO

By JOHN W. FINNEY
Special 10 The New York Times

comply with a 1959 agreement
to provide France with enriched
uranium fuel for the develop-
ment of an atomic submarine.
French diplomatic sources
disclosed the refusal today.
American officials confirmed
that since late in 1964 the
United States had ' ignored
|French requests for additional
uranium fuel under the agree-
ment, but they declined to dis-
cuss the reasons.

The French disclosure lhods a
new light on the American role
in the cwrent crisis’ of the
North Atlantic Treaty Orga.nl-
zation.

Washington has depicted it-
sclf in a passive role, waiting
for specific proposals from
President de Gaulle. But it ap-
pears that in at least this in-
stance, the United States has
been taking punitive measures
against President de Gaulle for
seeking French “independence”

WASHINGTON, April 16 —|
For more than a year the}
United States has refused to|

from the military alliance.

NEW YORK, SUNDAY, APRIL 17, 1966.

A Blow to Paris
French inability to obtain
additional enriched uranium
fuel could represent a serious
blow to the de Gaulle Govern-
ment's plans for a fleet of atom-

with intermediate-range mis-
siles.

on the United States for fuel
for the submarine reactor; be-
ing developed at Cadarrache.
For General de Gaulle per-
sonally, the American action

itouched on a2 sore point; past
|American ° refusals to help
{France develop atomic weapons

and submarines have been a
principal divisive issue between
Washington and Paris, and a
major underlying reason for the
French campaign to end mil-
itary “subordination” to NATO
and the United States.

The differences go back to
1957, when the Eisenhower Ad-
ministration decided to help
Britain—but mot France and
the other Atlantic allies—to
manufacture atomic weapons;|

States offered to help. them
develop atomic '.submarines
much as it had agreed to help
Britain develop submarine re-
actors, ‘

'rhls proposal drew a favor-

ic-powered submarines equipped|

At this point, France depends :

‘|about enough for three fuel
{ficulties began developing. They

|the French Government.

‘|officials were

To mollify the allies, the United|

o

able response from France and
some other allies, such as Italy
and the Netherlands, But it ran
into objections from the Joint!
Congressiona]l Committece on
Atomic Energy, which was con-
cerned about protecting subma-
rine secrets.

As a result, the Administra-
tion was forced in effect to
withdraw the offer. It entered
into a limited compromise
agreement with France under
which the United States would
provide enriched uranium fuel
for a'land-based reactor proto-
type but no information—unlike
the case of Britain—on how to
build the reactor,

Under the 1939 agreement,
the United States agreed to sell
France up to 968 pounds of en-
riched uranium, essential as a
fuel in a compact reactor such
as the one used in a submarine.
At the time of the agreement,
France was beginning the con-
struction of a separation plant
at Pierrelatte to produce en-
riched uranium. The plant is
still not completed.
Cooperation under the 1959
agreement proceeded satisfac-
torily until 1964, with® the
United States delivering ‘374
pounds of enriched uranium—

loadings. But, late in 1964, dife

have still not been explained to

New Request in ’64

In November, 1964, the
French Government requested
additional uranium. The request
wit never answered, according
Lo i'rench dnplom.ml.s.

When pressed for an explana-
tion of their inaction, American
reported to have
alluded vaguely and unofficially
to “over-all developments” with-
in the Atlantic Alliance. In the
preceding months, President de
Gaulle had withdrawn French
naval units from allied forces
in the Atlantic and the English
Channel and had recalled
French naval officers from the
alliance’s integrated commands.

These French actions were
apparently interpreted as viola-
tions of a basic provision of the
agreement and of the Atomic
Energy Law, specifying that
military atomic assistance may
go only to a nation that is

1g “substantial and ma-
terinl contributions” to an in-
ternational arrangement for
mutual defense and security.
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FOR THE FOON BRICFING
April 18, 1966

Subject: U=2

QUESTION: UWhat about the story that we have broken an

agreement to supply France with U=235 for their
submarine project?

ANSWER: VWe concluded an agreement with France on this
subject in 1959, Under the azreecment the French
may request the sale and delivery of U-235 from.
time to time. Pursuant gt to the agreement, ite
self, the U.3. has authority to determine whether
the request will be met. £mxm One such request
is pending and isstill under consideration within
the U.S. Government. There has been no violation
of the agreement.

'019arancea:

EUR - Mr. Schaetzel
EUR/P:AOlsen:pt L « Mr. Meoker
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Following is from Dept. spokesman's press briefing of April

18:

QUOTE «ee Q. It concerns the report x about the U.S. re-
fusal to supply France with enriched uranium, and there have been
stories back and forth on both sides of the Atlantic. Do you
have anything on that?

A. Yes. We concluded an agreement with France on this sub-
Ject in 1959. Under the agreement, the French may request the
sale and delivery of U-235 from time to time. Pursuant to the
agreement itself, the United States has authority to determine
whether the request will be met. One such request is pending, and
is still under consideration within the United States Government.
There has been no xxkak violation of the agreement.

Q. Pending since when?

Q. No violation because the agreement left you the option of
deciding whether to fulfill it? Is that correct?

A. Vell for--

Q. When was that request made?

Drafted by

Telegraphic transmission and

classification approved by ~a
—aBiR/ PrAOTsemrpt— 4 A8/ 66— EHR—=Mr+Oisen

rMDs-322

P - Mr. McCloskey (in substance)

REPRODUCTION FROM THIS COPY IS

PROHIBITED UNLESS “UNCLASSIFIED"
UNCLASSIFIED
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Page 2 of telegram to___Amembassy PARIS
UNCLASSIFIED

A. For BACKGROUND, it is my understanding that; while this set
a possible ceiling, there was no contractual arrangement for specific
amounts in fixed times.

Q. Sir, what was it set, a possible ceiling on what?

A. On the amount of enriched uranium. |

Q. You mean the agreement limited the amount? You couldn't be
above a certain volume?

A. For BACKGROUNﬁ, that is my understanding; yes.

Q. So what you're saying is that anything negotiable on amount or
on time or on whether to do it or not is at a level lower than that agree-
ment, than the amount fixed in the agreement?

A. Well, I think the better answer is ﬁhat any decision on a
specific request--on that; the U.S. Government reserves the right, as I
have said here, pursuant to the agreement; the U.S. has the authority to
determine ' whether the request will be met.

Q. Well, now, does this mean that if the United States had decided
not to meet any requests at all, it would still have--it would not have
violated the agreement? I'm just trying to get how & broad this is.

A. Well, that is academic because some amounts havg been supplied.

Q. When was this request received; this pending request?

A. I'd have to check that. I have an 1dea; but I would Qant to!
be precise on it.

Q. When does the agreement expire? ...

)

A. I don't know what the terminal dgte on it is. ;..

INAT AQATRTEN



Page_3 of telegram to____Amembassy PARTS

UNCLASSIFIED

Q. You say that some amounts have been supplied under the
agreement?

A. That is my understanding, yes.

Q. Prior to this request?

A. Yes.

Q. Can you tell us how much?

Q. I don't know.

Q. Can you cite me the clause in the bilateral agreement on which

you base your argument that we have the right to determine whether to

supply the uranium?

A.

I cannot. I have given you what I have been able to, based on

what I consider to be good guidance.

Q.
Q.
A.

Is the agreement public, as mayxm many of these are?
Yes?
Let me ch +«UNQUOTE—END+———

» e T
Dept. later confirmed that agreement is a public documen{)

~ \/
——

END.

RUSK

MIAT ACOTTHTETN
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Janwary 22, 1963 g

Dear Chet:

The President asked me to thank you for your thoughtful
letter of January 1ith and the appended letter dated
October 1, 1962, both of which preseated your views and
those of several other members of the Joint Committes
concerning the Skipjack matter.

As you know, the Presideat discussed this subject with
the Committee last Friday, at which time he assured
the Committee that if the proposal took on new life, the
White House would be in touch with them to discuss the
matter in the light of the circumstances then existing.
Meanwhile, the President is glad te have a full statement
of your views.

The Honorable Chet Holifield

Vice Chairman

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
Congress of the United States
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Dear Mr. Holifield:

The President has asked me to thank you for your thought-
ful letter of January 11, 1963, and the appended letter dated
October 1, 1962, both of which presented your views and those
of several other members of the Joint Committee concerning the
Skipjack matter.

As you know, the President discussed this matter with the
Cominittees last Friday, at which time he assured the Committee
that if the proposhl took on new life the White House would be in
touech with the Jeint Committee ggmin to discuss the matter in the
light of the circumstances then existing.

Your views are on record and will be taken under considera-
tion in formulating any future plan of action on this métter.

Sincerely yours,

McGeorge Bundy

Honorable Chet Holifield

Chairman

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
Congress of the United States

r/ft.r:,s& 2
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CHET HOLIFIELD, CALIF. JOHN O. PASTORE, R.I.
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ALBERT THOMAS, ALBERT GORE.
THOMAS G, MORRIS, N. MEX. r HEMNRY M. JACKSOMN, WASH.
JMEs & Ve 2. A Congress of the United States S
WILLIAM H. ., MASS. WALLACE F. BENNETT,
A WESTLAND, WASK. JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY KVERETY MCKIMLEY. CHUKCORN, AL

JOHN T, CONWAY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

January 11, 1963
Tfli:': material ¢un
hationg] defenge -L“'.- " s

h . <4 affeeti
m Wi ing th,
Caning of the »y, £ alateg wi ‘K t.
Secs. 793 ang rge L8 laws, oy thin e
of which jn an,m' e traigim;o g, e 18, Us.c,
S Prohibiteg y";:‘:ltl oany ‘-'51:1.-1'7::-:1‘9}4":“':
v “Cd persun

Dear Mr, President:

My concern over press reports in regard to the acquisition
of a nuclear submarine by the French under some type of arrange-
ment with the United States caused me to prepare a letter to you
under date of October 1, 1962. 1 did not deliver this letter to you
because of a consultation with Secretary Gilpatric in which I showed
him the propesed letter to you and, after reading the letter, he
urged me very strongly not to send it. I explained to him that I
wanted you to have my viewpoints on this matter along with such
viewpoints as might be expressed by members of the Defense De-
partment. I pointed out to him at that time that I did not want this
matter to be accelerated to the point where it would become a
partisan issue in the then pending political campaign. He agreed
with me that this was undesirable and stated that if I did not send
my letter to you at that time that no presentation would be made
through the Defense Department until after he and the Committee
could meet in January and discuss the problem and, in any event,
no proposal would be put before you until I had an opportunity to
present my views to you.

1 understand that under date of December 10, at your request,
Mr. Gilpatric did forward to you a presentation which gave some of
the arguments for and against the proposal. Shortly after that I was
notified by Mr, Gilpatric that he had furnished you this memorandum
at your request and he was kind enough to send me a copy of the
memorandum. I received this notification shortly before the
Christmas holidays.

[ é o

The President
The White House When s
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I have now returned to the Capitel and have this day gene
through my files of correspendence on this matter and believe that
1 should sead tc you the letter which 1 withheld an Octeber 1, 1962
at the request of Mr. Gilpetric. In my epinica, it preseats mere
completely my positien, and I believe the pesitien of most of the
members of the Joint Committee, than the arguments pesed in Mr,
Gilpatric's memorandum with his answers thereto. ! am forward-
ing this letter after a phone conversation with Mr. McUoorge Buady
and with his acquiescence. The letter will be hand-delivered in his
name and brought to your stteatiem.

Aleag with ether members of the Committee I am looking
ferward to meeting with you on this matter. 1 wish to assure you
of my continued desire to cooperate with you in this vital matter,

Sincerely yours,

Chet Helifleld
Chairman

Enclosure:
Classified Secret Defense
Infermation letter to the
President, dated Oct. 1,
1962

The Presidet

The White House
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MEMCHARZ W OF CONYET@ATION
Between :
EECRETAXI GILPATRIC =4 )INISTIR OF (X7XEX MECONER

boptesber 7, 1962

During his discusaions vith Besrwtary Gilpstris, Mr. Messmer oon~
veyed his reections to the aix pointe presented ia the US Talking Peper
uwtilised for the mseting.

(1) Research and Develorment Cormittes. Minister Mosemer stated
that the French wers reedy to procesd a8 suggested by the UB. Thelr
repreemtatives vill be rvaly to neet in Paris vith Messrs. Adbel end
Tobinscn an! Cemerwl 0'Neill, and they vill send their two besis re-

Ollpetris and wvithin one monta's time would indicate those ia which
they are intsrested.

(3) BRxlear Suimarice. Minister Mesemsr said thet any decision
a8 to this proyosal sa the part of the Frenah wvould heve %0 be made &t
the Goverumsutal level. Be indicsted thst persemally be was in fevor
of this project for two reasens. First, there 15 a military need for

o tardld theirs indspendectly. Ho stated that this tise elsmeut bad

boon disvussed adlicly, ad 1t ves new that no Fremeb-produced

l would be cowpletad befurg 1969. . Messmer esncluded by
that if the Freaclhi Coverusesmtal position is favoreble ou this

abject, he would follow the U8 suggsstion of sending & tesimical and

asvel misgicn to the UB,

i

(h)%c % The MOD said that it vas trues that pregress
ia Shis ares snd thst he personally wvould losk iate the mstter
axd see 10 it that Orzarals Allleset and Oeliot pursued the sudjest.

| "_k A
Auvkecisy N
WO N/

%'030?«-32"4’3
KA, Deze_11{10(1
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this eomversation to Mr. Baladby vho isdicated that he has already
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Kilitary Assistant

‘Prepared by:
‘Colonel Frencis J. Mobarts

SECRET

TOP



January 15, 1963
Sedeiswisand]

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BUNDY
Mag--

The sals of a nuclear powered submarine, which would
be constructed in a U. 8. shipyard for foreign account, would
require no new legislation. Compliance with two specific
statutes would be necessary--the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, as amended, and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended. The procedure is described in Tab B of the state-
ment attached herewith and set forth at length in an appended

annex ¢omtaining applicable legislative and legal procedures.

This statement, which has been furnished by Mr. Gilpatric’s
office, gives a complete listing of the data with respect to the
submarine, its construction, sals,afimne factors, ete.

Charles E. Johnson

Attachment:

A

Statement re Transfer of a Nuclear Submarine (1 4,'0 — Pn Z‘cﬂjrj tw

—
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Yor your Wtio:f, mne’fg'ﬁ lpoh rth Benator guuemn la.et mk-
a5l Tegariing nuclear submarine uum- to l‘nnch Anferson's rea -uon :
vas favorable a.nd‘ﬁ undert-ook*‘to take ntur u‘p vith ther l{lém'bera of
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to "brim thel lmund Anderson

-treued that terms of offer should make olut mch would pot n.c(mlm

'an‘? _"‘"'-—-.__._

basic US pmnihion I.n.fomatl&m inclﬁing lmclur c.nalnnering ’ dntil
1967 -- that is -.pproximtely one year hgt?nleliww of ahipa under |

’/f":;;;'ar constiuction schedule.

EXD
BAI[
T 12/14/62 Tekograstlt has mien $od xS .
BB/ APMALS rﬁ.clm..mxi&cgen gk | emsh et BB - Willtem C. Burdett
G - Mr. UA. Johnson KUTUS HO0RE RCOXIOE. Defease - Mr. Gilpatrio
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For your information, President spoke with Senator Anderson last weeke-
end regarding nuclear submarine assistance to French. Anderson's reaction
was favorable end he undertook to take matter up with other members of
Joint Cormittee on Atomic Energy to "bring them around”. Anderson
stressed that terms of offer should make clear French would not acquire
basic US propulsion information, including nuclear engineering, until
1967 -~ that is approximately one year before delivery of ships under
five-year construction schedule.
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Holifield Assails Plan to Sell

An Atomic Submarineto France

&

e

THE NEW YORK TIMES

By JACK RAYMOND
Special to The New York Titned

WASHINGTON, Oct. 17 —
The chairman of the Joint Con-
gressional Atomic Energy Com-

mittee assailed today the Ad-
 ministration’s plan to sell an
atomic submarine to France.

| The chairman, Representative
Chet Holifleld, Democrat of Cal-
ifornia, telephoned the staff of
the committee from his office
in Pico-Rivera, Calif. to issue
a statement emphasizing that
he had net changed his long
opposition te the plan.

My. Holifield, without naming
France, stressed also that he
opposed the transfer of nuclear
weapons and secrets “to nations
whose political structure is un-
stable and whose security capa-
bility is questionable.”

The committee chairman said
that this statement was prompt-
ed by a dspated’ in The New

Mr. Holifleld said that no pos
posal for the sale of an atomie
submarine “has been made to
the Joint Committee on M.o-k!
mittee has not cleared such a =
proposal.” %

appesved to be in con-| -
ﬂl:t\,k *ﬂihahed version'
of the megotiation: which was

based em ion_ebtained
from qualified ‘o8. The dis-

patch sald that the Administra-
tion' had tuid the French i§ had
“cleared its intentions with the
appropriate Congressional com-|
mittees.’” \ |

Plans to provide the French|
with an atomic-powered subma-
rine, or at least atomic-powered

have been frustrated by Con-
gressional o tion in past.
Mr. Ho apparently

meant no formal
been made to the committee.
A committee source said that

an Administration “contact” had
been made with the Congres-
sional . The source indi-
cated t the plan had been
under discussion “for a long

Pentagon officials mllnude
official silence about the pro-
It was evident from available
sources, however, that the Ad-

ATTACKS U.S. OFFER:

ve Chet Holi-
field, California Democrat,
who is chairman of Con-

gressional Joint Atomie
Energy Commission. He as-

- [the communication of c
- |iInformation and material

|United States secrets.

_ |tion is that the nation receiving
' |such cooperation is: stable and|
% |can provide proper security for

ministration had undertaken the
negotiations with the French in
the belief that the Congression-

sailed plans for selling
atomic submarine to France.
e

al leaders had relented in their)
past opposition to the plan. Thejother information to foreign
proposed sale was rmed In countries’
Paris today. | “It long has been the policy
At issue is the sale of aof the Joint Committee to op~
Nautilus-type atomic-powered pose thes proliferation of nu-
submarine, not the Polaris type|clear weapons and nuclear sub-|
armed with long-range ballistic/marines to other nations,” the!
missiles, The United States has|California Representative said.
a separate proposal before the| ‘“Before such a transfer could
North Atlantic Treaty Organi- be made,” he said, “the proposal|
zation for the transfer of Po-{would have to be presented to
laris-type submarines to the J\t-!t.he Congress while it is in ses-
lantie Pact forces. sion and referred to the com-|
My. Holifield's attack on the|/mittee. 3
plan té sell the French a sub-| “Unless the time period were
marine was construed in some|waived, it would have to lie be-|
quarters as an effort to get his/fore the Congress and the com-|
strong views on the record/mittee for 89 days. This is a
again safeguard to provide time for

g $ of W, s Opposed adeqyate consideration by the:

: committee the Congress. |
It was considered too early

“The Atomic Energy Act pro-
to tell whether the attack pre-'vides that such proposed agree-|
saged future serious trouble for

Iments shall not become effectiv|

the Administration in obtaining if during this period the Con-|

Congressional ‘?pprovd for dale. gress disapproved it by reso-
Mr. Holified, in his state- lution.

ment, underscored Congression-| "In additio welore suchJ'

n
al pwmgauvming thela transfer com made, the
transfer of a gns and|President would have te deter-

Thu?day/fol 18/62
/‘.
- _\/Uu |

v

‘and certify in writing that
Proposcd  cooperdti and
jed

1
not constitute an unreasonable
Mr. Holifield cited the Presi-
dent’'s obligation to ard
“unreasonable " to

' “Implieit in such a determina-

the sensitive information in-
formation involved,” he said.

The Administration »f former
President Dwight D. Eisenhow-
er indicated its desire to pro-
vide France with an atomie
submarine in 1858. Opposition
developed in Congress and in
some quarters of the Federul
Government and the plan was
abandoned, '

The failure to consummate
the transaction contributed to
strained United States-French
relations. These relations be-
came further strained as the
United States, under the Ken-
nedy Administration, pejected

proposals to seek

approval of to

in" the strategic nuclear weaps
ons field. i .

Actording to the qualified
sources, the latest offer to sell
an atomie ne was made
in the hope of modifying the
stramned relatigng without re-|
\versing the against di-/
|rect assist#ince to the French
inuclear weapons Program

PRESERVATION C



U.5. TO-5EH: PARI

ATOM SUBMARINE [ i’ tnc

INSHIT 0FPOLIY

Accord on Nonrocket Craft
May Ease Rift on Issue
of Nuclear Capability |

By JACK RAYMOND

Special to The New York Times
| WASHINGTON, Oct. 18 —
The United States is planning
'to sell France an atomic-pow-
ered ~“submarine in fulfillment
of a promise made four years
ago.

The ship is a Nautilus-type
attack submarine, not a Po-
laris - type armed with long-
range ballistic missiles:

United States- French rela-
tions have cooled in recent
years, in large measure because
the United States had not as-
sisted F'rench nuclear ambitions

The original promise of an
atomic-powered submarine was
made by the Eisenhower Ad-
ministration in 1958 at the time
of General de Gaulle's return
to power in France.

Subsequently, the plan ran in-
to opposition in the Congress
and thée State Department. In
|the meantime, President de
|Gaulle withdrew some French
{support of North Atlantic Traty
Organization nuclear forces.

Despite a visit to Paris by
|President Kennedy early in his
|Administration, the pelations
lremaimd strained because the
| United States would not assist
'in a French effort to build & nu-
|clear strategie force. '
| Opposition Tentinties

The newly agreed upon sub-
marine sale will not directly
change Washington’s policy of
opposition to a French nuclear
strategic force.
| It marks, however, an aban-
donment of the United States’
unwillingness to provide France
with designs and other informa-

tion related to nuclear power|

This ™ a reversal of the
Congressiottar—%tffude. In at
least one instance, two years
ago, the Joint Congressional
Committee on Atomic Energy

| Capitol to protest any move to
supply atomic secrets to France,
The submarine sale was ar-
ranged last month in Paris dur-
ing meetings between Deputy
Defense Secretary Roswell L.
Gilpatric and the French De-
fense Minister, Pierre J. Mess-
mer.

Asked about it today, As-
sistant Secretary of Defense
/Arthur Sylvester sald, “No com-
ment.” Mr. Sylvester, who is
Assistant Secretary for Public
|Affairs, accompanied Mr. Gil-
patric to the Paris meeting.

‘ The renewal eof the offer of
an atomic-powered submarine
!appenmd to come as a surprisé|
to some of the French nego-
tiators. At one stage of the ne-
gotiations, efther during Mr.

patric’s visit ia Parls or im-
m President
de ihdicated h his|
own French chamnels that he
would heartily welcome the
chance to buy the submarines.
An atomic-powered submas
rine of the Nautilus type costs
about $63,000,000. It s manmed
by ten officers and 90 enlisted
men. There was ne indication
today when the submarine
would be delivered. ’
Presumably, however, Fren
officers and seamen would have
to come to the United States for
training. 81'ly would
through Uni ates con-
:groolled training exercises at sea|
with the ship.
| France has been building her
own nuclear-powdered sub-
|mnrine. But it was designed to
ibe powered by a reactor that
|is considered “old-fashioned.”
| By obtaining a United States-

The French also will be in a
position to obtain design and
other information on nuclear
| mthat. has been denied
many years, § source|
noted. l
The projected submarine sale/
was part of a broad agreement
on ' French-United States mili-
tary cooperation that included
anotehr arran, ent involving'
support for France’s nuclear
orces.
This called for the sale to

for military use.

of a dozen serial tankers;

{France
Moreover, for the first time of the KC-130 type. The tankers!
in the years since the nndq.r}wmud provide air-refueling ca-
difficulties developed between Pabllity for the Fre=eh Mirag.

. Paris Gov-

4 bomber, w)
Paris and Washington, c""‘m'iemment plan€to arm with nu-
sional leaders have indicated  jear weapons.

that they
way of an agreement,

stand in t.lul

THE NEW Y_QR’K/TIMES
Wednesd?y',"' 10/17/62

i o
n At the announces,

ment of the tanker sale, Deputy
Secretary Gilpatric said that
the United States wag
still averse to supporting
France's nuclear-weapons cap-
abllity directly. He added, how-
ever, that the Administratio
“recognized” that the Paris 3
Government was proceeding
‘anyway.

! Under these -circumstances,
Mr. Gilpatric indicated, the
United

States was ready to assist in
certain cases of possible costly,
duplication, - A facotr in the!l
United States policy, it was!
evident, was the United States,
gold drain in France of about
$250,000,000 to $270,000.000 a
year as= a resplt of military
spending.

Last year the French were
bitter, when, in a proposec|
“shopping list” that contained
nuclear support items, the Unit-

ed States ejected sale of|
some of the most rtant|
items. It is understood that in
the recent Paris the
United States some of
those items and thq‘

submatine.

In_making its prépasal to
the French, the Ad:,;:lﬁlmuon
is understood to.have taken the
position that the submarine sale
wtl;gtthwfuub ly aldfulﬂll-
men e year-o .
ise but a new fnitiative m

It was ponted out to the
French that the Congress, as
in the past, could intervene and
prevent the sale. But this time,
Mr, Gilpatric said in Paris, the|
Administration bhad cleared i
intentions with the appropria
Congressional committees.
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE w 0

WASHINGTON 25, D.C. /I » @,,‘ i [
L

October 17, 1962

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In view of the uacoafirmed, aand at least in

one case imaccurate, news stories regarding the Fraach
auclear submarine preposal, I am writing you to say
re we are aloag the lines
of the correspoadence and discussion which you and 1
had before the close of Congress.

The subject of the submarine did not come up
during the President's talk with the Fremch Foreiga
Minister last week, and the President is aware of your
desire to meet with him before any decision is reached.

We are working with Admiral Rickover and
others to develop the kind of training cycle which would
be followed should the preposal uitimately receive approval
by the requisite Executive and Congressiemal authorities.

Siacerely yours,

L S‘gﬁﬂd WA
ROSWELL L. GILPATRIC

K $acretary of Delemse
Homorable Chet Holifield pan

Chairman
Joint Coammittee on Atomic Energy

cC: Mr. McG- Bundy ‘-——0' ‘~<
Mr. U. Alexis Johnson
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T October 3, 1962

Carl -

Dana Orwick told me that Gavin i3 unsasy over the question
of Gilpatric adequately keeping the JCAE informed of developments
concerning the French sub, Some other officers in the Department
share Gavin's uneasiness.

In view of the very solid commitment the President made to
the Committee & year ago, I suggest that it will be good insurance
to ascertain that a consultation has been sufficiently complete so
that there can be no future complaints from the Committee on this
matter.

Alse for your information, I attach a copy of a me morandum
concerning a related problem that has arisen concerning the British
supplying saval submarine propulsion parts to France. The incon-
sistency of our position with respect to the British sale in view of

what we psepese-te do is readily appareat.
/o

Charles E. Johnson

Attachmentst

Cpy of (1) 9/16/61 letter from President to Chet Holifleld
(2) 9/14/61] letter from Chet Holifield to the Presidett
(3) 8/23/62 Memorandum for Dana Orwick, Department
of State from Myron B. Kratzer of AEC.
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