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nuclear matters, it is no surprise that the French government
was prone to take an uncompromising stance. The proposals
for equallity with the United States and Britain on strategic
issues as well as the right to deploy a military atomic force
not controlled by the Americans derived logically from this
attitude and this capability. Although President Eisenhower
and some high-ranking American statesmen certainly understood
French eagerness, Congress and the JCAE remained steadfastly
insensitive to these considerations.

The decision for a French nuclear armament program
was not made immediately after World War II but in the 19%50s,
following the initial developments in civilian atomic energy.
Indeed, after World War II, there was no requirement for a
nuclear armament capability. To pursue such a goal at that
time would have been politically unreasonable since the
country was emergling from its ruins and was struggling with
the reconstruction policy. Therefore, untll 1955 when
plutonium began to be produced as a by-product in the
Marcoule plant, the CEA exclusively worked on peaceful
applications of atomic energy such as basic studies,
prospecting for uranium, manufacturing fuel, and evaluating
piles and power-generating reactors. It must be spelled ocut
that during the flrst ten years of its existence, the CEA,
established as a civil authority, ha& no military program,
although this option remained viable since it was allowed by
its statutes. It was not before the mid-fifties that

governmental decisions were made, in the framework of the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



74

First Flve Year Plan, to start a military program including
nuclear explosive devices and nuclear-propelled submarines.
Contrary to what happened in the other nuciear powers of the
time (United States, USSR, Britain and China), France began
her atomlc program as a civillian program without specific
military research and development. This orliginal approach,
explained by historical and circumstantial reasons, at least
gave French politicians and officlals the opportunity to
conduct a long and thorough assessment before deciding in
1956 to join the "club."

When the rift in milltary nuclear relations deepened
between France and the United States, a political argument
erupted in the United States according to which the French
nuclear armament was a Gaullist invention which would not
survive the General’s retirement. That contention is clearly
refuted by the fact that a Socialist prime minister, Mollet,
endorsed the military program, after two years of hemning and
hawing, in the aftermath of the shock created by the abortive
Suez expedition. Later, the government led by Galllard, a
Radical, took the necessary sSteps to pursue the program.

When de Gaulle returned to power, his line of action on
nuclear matters followed the one already designed by his
predecessors. De Gaulle inherited and extended but did not
invent French nuclear policy. This remarkable continuity
underlines the wide political consensus which somehow or
other supported the emergence of the French military atomic

program. Therefore Washington’s way of attributing this
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policy to de Gaulle alone, with all the political fraglility
that implied, dld not take into account the full meaning and
the genuine foundation of the program in French politics.

Controversial Political Assumptions Concerning French
Nuclear Deterrence. The bulldup of a French nuclear

deterrent force independently from the Anglo-Saxon powers,
which resulted in a lengthy misunderstanding between France
and her Allles, was based on political assumptions rooted in
French history. French unwillingness to rely wholly on any
other power for nuclear support was inspired by the events of
the preceding hundred years when France was invaded three
times. One cannot forget that the Third Republic, born in
the aftermath of the Franco-Prussian War, later had to face
two World Wars fought on French soil from which the natlion
emerged deeply disabled and rulned. Among French politicians
of the fifties, many of whom were World War I veterans, the
gspectre of the battle of Verdun, into which the nation poured
its extreme resources during a ten-month struggle for its
very survival, exerted a major, if not always recognized,
influence. Similarly, the critical role of an Alllance could
not be forgotten since France was saved twice from
annihilation by her Allies. Therefore, after World War II
the line of conduct adopted by successive governments
maintained the falthfulness to the principle of the Atlantic
Alliance and envisaged the buildup of a nuclear milltary

force which would guarantee that no more Verduns would ever
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occur in France. Such a guarantee implied that the
government would have full control over its own armament.

The memorandum of 1958 from de Gaulle to Eisenhower
and Macmillan demanding a reorganization of the decision-
making process within NATO, specifically on the employment of
nuclear weapons, derived from this assumption. Similarly,
the refusal to join the MLF, and, vears later, the decision
to leave NATO’s military structure, were the abrupt political
transliation of the fact that France did not intend to be left
atomically naked or iIn a less developed state.

Furthermore French political circles which, with the
exception of the Communists, favored the Atlantic Alliance as
a protector-shield of Western values, could gquestion through
historic examples the timeliness of an American intervention
in Europe, should a conventional conflict erupt. In 1917 the
United States entered World War I after France had been
fighting for nearly three yvears and was on the verge of a
total collapse; in 1940 Franklin Roosevelt, struggling
against an isolationist Congress, could not do much to
forestall the fall of France and the desperate situation of
Britain which remained alone against Nazi Germany.

Such troublesome memories were reinforced after World
War II with the emergence of the Amerlican nuclear strategy of
massive retaliation. The nuclear umbrella which the United
States deployed over its European Alllies induced an
underlying debate as to whether the Americans would be

willing to put Chicago, for example, at risk if Frankfurt or
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Marseille were the target of a Soviet nuclear attack. Later,
starting In 1962, the progressive introduction of the
flexible response doctrine was viewed by some as a means of
accepting nuclear conflict and limiting it to tactical
nuclear weapons, thereby confining most of the battlefleld to
continental Europe.

These doubts basically reflect the reality that the
guarantee given by the nuclear armament of one natlion to
other nations introduces immeasurable risks for the
guarantor; therefore, the extension of a true nuclear
guarantee to Allies is acceptable only if the Alllies, part of
the same bloc, renounce thelr fundamental rights as natlons
able to make autonomous decisions on matters of defense. In
the late fifties France was not ready to make such conces-
sions. In 1956, her humiliating withdrawal along with
Britain from Suez in the face of US pressure and obligue
Soviet threats strengthened the case of the French government
for building an independent strategic nuclear force.

Given these differences in perspective, it did not
matter that the scale of US nuclear armament was assessed on
both sides of the Atlantic as sufficlent to protect Europe
against a Soviet attack. Thus, Washington sometimes regarded
the French deterrent, which did not add to the global
strategic balance, as an unnecessary tool. On the other
hand, Paris asked a different set of question: on what basis
could a sovereign nation be reproached for safeguarding its

own terrcitory, for protecting its vital interests, and for
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providing itself with a freedom of action in world politics?
why should a nation such as France depend under all circum-
stances on the United States for protection?

US Uncompromising Attitude Versys French Determi-
pnation. There was some righteocusness in the Congress’
intentions not to do anything that would help the emergence
of the fourth nuclear power. The crusade against nuclear
prol iferation was good from a moral standpoint and was, after
all, intended to facilitate a peace settlement with the
Soviet Union, to the benefit of all nations. But the fallacy
of this reasoning came from the idea that the United States
would be able to stop that proliferation by keeping its
nuclear information secret. In the late fifties the United
States could have reasoned that a natlion having some atomic
knowledge, reasonably educated scientists, a good industrial
base, and enocugh money, would be able to join the atomic
club. Furthermore the sharing of US atomic secrets, with
discrimination, would have been more apt to keep the
development of nuclear weapons under US control.

The avoidance of duplication of effort, so often
advocated in Allied cooperation in order to save money and
resources, was never applled to the French case. In the
nuclear armament field, France had to discover all the
prerequisite technologies and every step of the program,
often relying with only some indication from the Allies’
experience that such a system or such a process was feasible.

One might as well say that French researchers had to
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rediscover America. This lmposed quite a financial burden on
the state budget. After 1961, however, that burden was
partlally offset by the repatriation and demobilization of
the Army from Algerlia and also by years of unprecedented
economlic growth.

In 1957, lacking American assistance, the French
government pushed decisively to set up the European atomic
energy consortium, EURATOM, with West Germany, Italy, and the
Benelux countries. Among them France was the most advanced
in nuclear science. Although EURATOM was devoted to civilian
programs and although civilian and military programs to a
certaln extent go hand In hand, the implementation of
EURATOM, beneficial to European integration, was only a
stopgap measure which could not come up to French military
expectations. The US attlitude favoring EURATOM had no
implication for the French military program in its actual
state of development.

The agreement of 1959 allowing the French government
to buy from the United States a modest quantity of military-
grade uranium appears as an exception in a rather intran-
sigent US attitude. Despite the commitment of the US
administration, it was clear that Congress would oppose the
transfer of atomic submarine technology to any nation but
Britain. 1In no way could the uranium deal be compared to a
transfer of technology, but its implementation revealed
implicitly that, in the American view, the French reactor

program would continue even without that specific aid. To
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refuse the deal, however, would have been an effective, if
unrefined, means for the Unjted States to delay the building
of French nuclear submarines. It may be also that in the
mind of lawmakers, the mastery of pressurized water reactors
was out of the reach of French scientists, and therefore the
deal bore in itself no critical consequence. But it actually
speeded up the reactor program and reduced its development by
several vears.

Different in its purpose was the agreement of 1961 on
the training of French forces in the employment of US nuclear
weapons. Training consistent with what other NATO nations
had access to served as a conspicuous sign of the French
commitment to Western common defense. But it did not
interfere with natiocnal armament programs.

Remote Consequences of 3 Migsed Cooperation. During
the period studied, it was always and only with great
reluctance that the United States recognized French achieve-
ments in the nuclear field. During the war de Gaulle had
ordered several nuclear researchers to Britain and North
America, but he was never informed by the Allies of the
results of studies and tests. After the war, rights over the
wartime patents developed by the Frenchmen were simply
dismissed by the US administration. This gave rise to
lengthy international lawsults which concluded in 1969.
During the late fifties and early sixties, every step of the
French military program encountered US resistance or passiv-

ity and on one occasion was qualified as "inimical" by
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President Kennedy. France was not regarded at that time as a
genuine nuclear partner. Therefore she developed her own
program without US technology. Consequently the United
States lost the possibility of influencing or checking French
nuclear research and development.

Pressed by its global defense commitments and eager
not to encourage German military nuclear aspirations, US
diplomacy opposed as futile the effort represented by a small
but credible independent deterrent force which In its view
had no role to play in the Allied defense posture. The
Nassau agreement, which linked the British deterrent force to
the US, reinforced the American diplomatic stance in the NATO
arena and emphasized the singularity of the French position.
As a consequence, the rendezvous of French and British forces
to achieve through mutual cooperation and coordination some
kind of truly European deterrent system was postponed
indefinitely. In the current political turmoil affecting
Central and Eastern Europe, such a European deterrent system,
if It existed, would be most helpful in giving Western Europe
a voice in the debate over European balance of power. Put
another way, Europe could rely on its deterrent as a token of
its political will.

In retrospect, if France had benefited from American
aid in building a nuclear submarine as envisaged in 1958 and
again in 1962, it is probable that the whole French nuclear
program, both civilian and military, would not have reached

its current level. If the government had relied on a
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Nassau-type agreement to obtain strateglc misslles, It is
probable that the French space industry would have remained
tiny and would not have led the European space program.
These benefits to science and technology belong to the

Gaullist legacy.
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APPENDIX A

THE EINSTEIN LETTER

Albert Einsteln
Old Grove Rd.
Nassau Point
Peconic, Long Island
August 2nd, 1939

F. D. Roosevelt

President of the United States

White House

Washington, D.C.

Sir:

Some recent work by E. Fermi and L. Szilard, which has been
communicatec to me in manuscript, leads me to expect that the
element uranium may be turned into a new and important source
of energy in the immediate future. Certain aspects of the
gsituation which has arisen seem to call for watchfulness and,
if necessary, quick action on the part of the Administration.
I believe therefore that it is my duty to bring to your at-
tention the following facts and recommendations:

In the courgse of the last four months it has been made
probable--through the work of Joliot in France as well as
Ferml and Szllard in America--that it may become possible to
set up a nuclear chaln reaction in a large mass of uranium by
which vast amounts of power and large quantities of new
radium-1ike elements would be generated. Now it appears
almost certain that this could be achieved in the immediate
future.

This new phenomenon would also lead to the construction of
bombsg, and it is conceivable--though much less certain--that
extremely powerful bombs of a new type may thus be con-
gtructed. A single bomb of this type, carried by boat and
exploded in a port, might very well destroy the whole port
together with some of the surrounding territory. However,
such bombs might very well prove to be too heavy for trans-
portation by air.

The United States has only very poor ores of uranium in
moderate guantities. There is some good ore in Canada and
the former Czechoslovakia, while the most important source of
uranium is the Belgian Congo.

In view of this situation you may think it desirable to
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have some permanent contact maintained between the Adminis-
tration and the group of physicists working on chain
reactions in America. One pogsible way of achieving this
might be for you to entrust with this task a person who has
your confidence and who could perhaps serve in an unofficial
capacity. His task might comprise the following:

a) to approach Government Departments, keep them informed
of the further development, and put forward recommendations
for Government action, giving particular attention to the
problem of securing a supply of uranium ore for the United
States,

b) to speed up the experimental work, which is at present
being carried on within the limits of the budgets of Univer-
sity laboratories, by providing funds, if such funds be
required, through his contacts with private persons who are
willing to make contributions for this cause, and perhaps
also by obtaining the co-operation cof industrial laboratories
which have the necessary equipment.

I understand that Germany has actually stopped the sale of
uranium from the Czechoslovakian minegs which she has taken
over. That she should have taken such early action might
perhaps be understood on the ground that the son of the
German Under-Secretary of State, von Weizsacker, is attached
to the Kalser-Wilhem~Institut in Berlin where some of the
American work on uranium {sS now being repeated.

Yours very truly,

A. Einstein¥*

¥Facuity Members of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, The Nuclear Almanach: Confronting the Atom in War
and Peace (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company,
19843, 22-23.
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APPENDIX B

COPY OF THE TRANSLATIONS OF PRESIDENT DE GAULLE’S LETTER AND
MEMORANDUM OF 17 SEPTEMBER 1958

(Obtained from The Dwight D. Eisenhower Library, Abllene,
Kansas)
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Translation

Paris, September 17, 1958

GENERAL DE GAULLE

Dear Mr. President:

When I had the pleasure of meeting with Mr. Foster
Dulles last July, I informed him of my views regarding
the organization of the defense of the free world. The
events which have since occurred have reinforced the
French Government's conviction in this regard. This
has determined the French Government to make certain.
propositions to the American and British Governments.

Because of the importance of the problem, I have
instructed Mr. Alphand to raise this matter personally
with you in my behalf. I hope that the enclosed menmor-
andum, which I am also having sent to Mr. MHacmillan, may
be the object without delay of a full discussion among
the three Governments.

I appreciate how much the Far Eastern situation
may be causing you preoccupations and I wish to assure
you on this occasion of my sincere and trusting friend-
ship. I hope all the more that we may be able to work
together under better conditions in order that our
alliance may become more coherent and more effective.
It is in this spirit that I inform you of the conclu-~
sions to which I myself have come and concerning which
I would be very harpy to know your personal vieuws.

Please believe, dear lMr. Fresident, in my loyal
sentiments and in the assurances of my very high con-
sideration.

(Signed) K’ P
C. de Gaulleff 35

His Excellency
Dwight D. Ziserhower,
President of the United States of imerica.
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Translation

MEMORANDUA

Recent events in the Middle East and in the straits
of Formosa have contributed to show that the present
organization of the Western Alliance no longer corresponds
to the necessary conditions of security as far as the
vhole of the free world is concerned. The sharing of
the risks incurred is not matched by indispensible co-~
operation on decisions taken and on responsibilities.
From this the French Government is led.to draw conclu-
sions and to make several propositions.

1. The Atlantic Alliance was conceived and its
functioning is prevared with a view to an eventual zone
of action which no longer corresponds to political and
strategic realities. The world being as it is, one can-
not consider as adapted to its purpose an organization
such as NATO, whieh is limited to the security of the
North Atlantic, as if what is happening, for example,
in the Middle Zast or in Africa, did not immediately
and directly concern Europe, and as if the indivisible
responsibilities of France did not extend to Africa,
to the Indian Ocean and to the Pacific, in the same way
as those of Great Britain and the United States. lore-
over the radius of action of ships and planes and the
range of missiles render militarily outdated such a
narrow system. It is true that at first it was admitted
that atomic armament, evidently of capital importance,
would remain for a long time the momnopoly of the United
States, a fact which might have appeared to justify that
decisions on the world level concerning defense would be
practically delegated to the Washington Government. But
on this point, also, it must be recognized that such a
fact admitted originally no longer is justified by reality.

2. France could, therefore, no longer consider that
FATO in its present form meets the conditions of security
of the free world and notably its own. It appears
necessary to it that on the level of world policy and
strategy there be set up an organization composed of:
the United States, Great Britain and France. It would
be up to this organization, on the one hand, to take
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joint decisions on political questions affecting world
security and on the other, to establish and if necessary,
to put into effect strategic plans of action, notably
with regard to the employment of nuclear weapons. It
would then be possible to foresee and organize eventual
theaters of operations subordinated to the general
organization (such as the Arctic, the Atlantic, the
Pacific, the Indian Ocean,), which could if necessary

be subdivided into subordinate theaters.

3. The French Government considers such a security
organization indispensible. It (the French Government )
subordinates to it as of now all development of its
present participation in FATO and proposes, should such
eppear necessary for reaching agreement, to invoke the
provision for revising the North Atlantic Treaty in
accordance with Article 12.

4, The Frenchk Government suggests that the questions
raised in this note be the object as soon as possible of
consultations among the United States, Great Britain and
France. It proposes that these consultations take place
in Washington and at the outset through the Zmbassies
and the Permanent Group.
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