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DEPARTMENT OF SIATE / sy,

March 26, 1975

NUCLEAR SUPPLIFRS CONFERENCF‘/French Participation

l. We are concerned about the possibilities for
nuclear proliferation growing out of increased
exports of material and technology for civil
nuclear purposes {(power) that could be used to
develop a capability to make bombs.

2., Commercial competition in this field is
intense. We believe therefore that some form of
common understandings leading to common policies
on sensitive exports is needed.

3. We have proposed to six key supplier states
(Canada, U.K. FRG, USSR, France, and Japan)

that a conference be held to try to reach common
pPolicies on nuclear exports.

4. When first approached last fall, France was
reluctant to agree to such a conference. The
President raised the matter with Giscard at
Martinique and the Prench agreed to talk with
us further.

4. Two meetings were held in Washington. One
in January; one on February 28. These meetings
showed that there was some commonality in our
substantive postions (based on discussions of

a five point U.8. aide memoire which was
prepared in connection with the original
invitation to the conference). Howeaver, the
French did not agree to attend the conferenca.

5. They have told us they fear:

- joining a cartel of nuclear "haves"
8

- being isoclated at a conference and eithey
baing pressured to adopt unacceptable
policies or made to look like a
"ren e" supplier,

- being”pressured into joining a COCOM-1like
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6. On March 3} the Secrotary wrote to Sauvagnargues
asking for his agreement to participate in the
conference.

7. Sauvagnargues replied that he wished to take
up the matter with the Secretary in April,

8, Secretary Kissinger will hold a meeting today
to decide on next ateps. He has been Iivon a
papexr (which is being revised this morn ng by PN)
proposing two options: (1) do nothing until

Agr 1 or (2) pursue bilateral discussions with
the other participants, in which the French
postiocns would be discussed, while avaiting

the Frenca response. The raper recommends the
sscond option, linked to a letter which the
Secretary would send to Sauvagnargues telling him
wvhat we propbee-to do.

9. My belief is that the French will make up thelr
minds on this issue based on the information they
already have. There isn't much that can be done
with the Ambassador at this point. To socme extent
one could attqmtt further to assuage French fears.
Clearly, our thinking is not directed toward a
COCOM arrangement. On the other hand, we would
expect a conference to exert soms pressure en
French positions and do net want them to think that
4 conference would quickly agree on least common
denominator positions.
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March 26, la71s

BACKGROUND PAPERS

1. Paper for Martinique. Includes U.S. five-point
agenda for propsed conference

2, Memcon on February 28 mecond hilaterjial with French
3. French paper tabled on February 28.
4. March 3 letter to Sauvagnargues

5. Options memo for Secretary (revised version will
be used for a meeting today).

of State, ISS/IPS, Margaret P. eld, Dir.
(V) Release ( ) Excise( ) Deny (¥} Declassify
Exemption (b)( ), E.O. 12958,25x( X X )
( ) Declassify after
With concurrence notjobtgined

PSby_ MARC Date




TRUL CMtitatiy Lk

_Iltts
UEFARTME N O '-M"’sl[ln i

WALHIRGTUN u ‘J @
HEB December 4, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARY KISSINGER ?;ﬁﬁof State, ISS/IPS, Margaret P. Grafeld, Dir.
. ' {0 Release ( ) Bxcise () Deny (b Declassify
FROM: Helmut Sonnenfeldt emption (b)Y ), E.O. 12958, 25x( ) ¥ )
Winston Lord {~.. /( )Declassifyafter
(potiobtain

With con ce
SUBJECT: Nuclear Safeguards Dhggpssions z
at Martinique . AL panelf &b

Attached for your approval are the nuclear safequards
portion of your memo to the President on Martinique
Eggg g; and the briefing papers on the same subject

They highlight the need for Presidont Giscard personally
to consider our proposal that a nuclear suppliers' con-
ference work toward coordinated and strengthened nuclear
export policies. French partieipation in puch a multi=-
lateral cffort to strengthen safeguards is tha cornorstones
of our non-proliferation program and is of major concern
to the other koy suppliers we have approached.

Approaching the French at high political levels remains

the only course of action likely to succood in drawing

out a positivae response. As unticipated, the Fronch
bureaucracy has rcactod negativoly to our proposals,
choosing to push instead for technical bilaterals of
indafinite duration and to link any nucloar safeguards
cooparation with broader cooperation in the scientifie,
technological and military spheras. lowaver, we now have
in hand positivo responses to our confarence proposal for
all the other potential participants but the 'Japancse, who
are expected to agree in the near future. Thus, the stage
is set to approach tho quastion of French partiecipation at
the Presidential level and in tho context of the broad issuo
of Us-French political relations. The French have put
non-proliferation on the Martinique ageanda along with the
broadaer subject of nucdlear cooperation, and can be expucted
to link the two issues.

We recommend you approve the attached papers. Vest,
Hartman and Ikle concur in this approach.

Aporova ___ _ Disapprove

Sttt amiunt,

_ Memo to the Prosident
Tab B - Briefing Papers
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EXCERLTS ON HUCLTAR SAFFGUARDS
FROYM PHE MEMONRAYNOIUY TO CIE PRESIDENT

The U.S. has invited France to join with other
muclear supplicr states in a coordinated effort to .
inhibit proliferation, and has put forward a proposal
for a small, private conference of key nuclear sup-
Pliers as a first step. We do not consider that
efforts to press the French on the NPT question would
be fruitful, and view the proposcd confercnce as a
parallol effort in which the French might join. The
French have not formally responded to our invitation
but at their request AEC Chairman Ray and ACDA
Director Ikle visited Paris for bilateral discussions
of nuclear export questions in late November. They
were told by the French Foreign Ministry that while
. the GOF would study with interest the results of their

discussions, thore was no indication that France was
preparecd to accept the invitation,

Talking Points .

l. I am concerned about the implications for
international stability of widespread dissemination
of nuclear weapons and the ability to manufacture
them. We baliove that France shares with us a com-
mon interest in this regard, and we recognize that
& Prench rola is essontial to the success of inter~
national non~proliferation efforts, ’

2., One way wa can minimize this danger is to
work together and with the other major nuclear
suppliers to coordinate and strengthen safeguards
ovor nucloar exports, We believe that coordinated
export pnllicies can be developed which will inhibit
prolifer. tion without conferr ng commercial advantage
on any & ‘e and which will permit the continued
flow of + legitimate benefits of nuclear energy
to count.:ios which desire them.

3, We have mado a proposal for a private con-
forance of tho major suppliors as a first step in
this direction. This pProposal has my strong per-
sonal support and I hope you will give it yours.
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NON=-PROLIFERATION AND MNUCLEAR SAFEGUARDS .

The Need for French Cooperation

A major component for our strategy for impeding
nuclear proliferation is cooperation among the
Principal nuclear exporters to assure that non-
nuclear weapons states (NNWS) are not able to develop
or acquire independent nuclear explosives capabilities.

France's willingness to coordinate its future
nuclear export policies is critical to the success of
our non-proliferation strategy. Several countries,
including the UK, Canada, the FRG and Australia, have
made clear that they wduld favor stronger nuclear
export and safeguards policies, provided that all
major nuclear exporters act along the same general
lines. Moreover, France is now making important deci-
sions regarding the supply of reprocessing and enrich-
ment facilities to states which have given evidence &f
nuclear weapons aspirations, including Korea, Pakistan,
Argentina and Brazil. )

The French Attitude

The FPrench have stated that they intend to dis-
courage proliferation of nuclear weapons, a position
reiterated in a recent press conference by President
Giscard himself., French officials have said they g
would require safeguards on exports, acting in this
respect "as if" they were an NPT party. They have,
however, been reluctant to give detailed explanation
of their safeguards policy and remain aloof from on-
going international efforts to standardize safeguards
requirenents, sreferring vhat they describe as a
"case-by-case" system. Thus in many cases we do not
know vhat safequards duration and other provisions
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the French 1equire on theiv nuclear expurtn,.  The
motives behind this Frenclh reticencs pay include a
desire to retain maxinun flexibility and leverage
to advance French cormicercial intercests, and to up-
hold their ideological cowmitment to Froench inde-
pendence and to France as an alternative partner
for developing countrics. These considerations
are bhuttressed by leong-held suspicions of key French
civil servants, particularly in the atomic cnerqgy
bureaucracy, that U.S. nuclear initiatives are
animated by an interest in political-military domi-
nance and commercial advantage. S

Nevertheless, we have some recent evidence of
a more positive French attitude. Giscard's recent
public statement on the problem of nuclear prolif-
eration suggests an increased interest in non-
proliferation efforts. In private discussions with
the Canadian Prime Minister he expressed some interest
in adopting export standards egquivalent to other
suppliers. In addition, the French have a commercial
incentive to assure international safeguards at least
as stringent as those they assert they are willing
to apply, and more specifically to head off the build-
ing of new uranium enrichment plants elsewhere.
Finally, they will continué to depend on continuing
supplies of highly enriched uranium from the United =
States since their own production goes entirely to
French military programs.

*s

Suppliers' Conference Proposal

This fall we have communicated with the French
on the need for nuclear export controls on several
levels. In October and early November, the United
States suggested to the Governments of France, the
USSR, the United Kingdom, West Germany, Canada and
Japan that saieguards over nuclear exports should
be coordinated and strongthened and that a first
step might be a small, confidential conference of
major nuclear suppliers to consider common policies..
(A copy of the U.S, Alde Memcire proposing the
conference and suggesting five possible areas of
action is attached.) To cdate we have received
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positive respanzen fronm Cunada, the UK, FRG and (in
Principle) the USSR, e &idso e St oa positive
responie Lrom the Japanere,  The French have not
officially rerponded to this i-ropusal, buring bi-
lateral discussions-in Paris at the end of November
with U.S. Atowic Encergy Coumnjission Chairman Ray and
ACDA Director 1kle, senior Froench civil servants .
expressed their preference for a bilateral and ad
hoe approach. llowever, they have accepted the geon-
eral relevance and importance of nuclear safequards
issucs and expressed interest in continuing bilateral
discussions at the technical level., =The French now
propose that non-proliferation be addressed at
Martinique.

These initial discussions have gencrally con-
firmed our expcctation that long-standing French
bureaucratic suspicions of multilateral coordination
of nuclear export policies remain largely unchanged,
despite increased concern at the political level.
Thus, while there are indeed technical questions to
be discussed, the essential decision must be made by
President Giscard d'Estaing himsolf,

Hence the stage is set for pursuing this in your
meeting with Giscard: doing so will give maximum :
effect to our approach, and possibly give Giscard - N
something of a personal stake in a cooperative French |
response. Our objective in this meating will be td
elicit French agreement in principle to coordinated
export policivs to be brought about through a small,
private suppliors' conference. Ie will not want, of
course, to preclude Lhe.possibility of other vehiclos
for achieving as explicit French cooperation as
possible with multilateral nuclear export policies,
should they decline to attend the Proposed conference.*

*A. srnative, although less desirable, means of
securi rench cooperation might include a conferonce
of th: wr participants whose decisions could be co=-
ordinat : with France (Soviet Cooparation in earlier
nuclear export offorts was arranged along analogous
lines), ¢v a tsrics of bilateral consultations leading
to agreements with regard to spacific policies. Those
altornatives niaht require further study and consul - :
tations with the other key suppliers bofore being dis~
cussed in any detail with the French.

3D
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ELAGOIFIED .

In view of the agrocs ne ot il Loy nuclear
suppliers to attend the presg el conlerence, woe
should avoid preutur.. Sidgestions alout altoernative
approaches,  However, if jt becor s elear that 1'rasee
has decided not to attend 1 he confercnee, we should
indicate willingness to hear French and other sug-
gestions about ways in which cooperation might take
concrete form. Our approach to Giscard should cm=-
phasize the cormon interest in this enterprise, and,
of course, avoid ¢iving the impression that we are
sceking commarcial advantage over France, that we
have nore at stake than others, or that we are
deinandeurs and will owe the Frepch something if they
cooperate.

Non-Use of Muclear Weapons

On a related issue, President Giscard d'Estaing
indicated in a press conference on October 24 that
non-proliferation objectivos would be served by
eliminating the insecurity that propels non-nuclear
oountries toward acquisition of nuclear weapons. He
pPledged that during his presidency France would not
ugo nuclear weapons against nuclear=weapons stataes
unless thoy threoatoned Fronch soil. e suggested
that otheor nuclear powers make similay pledges. On
various occasions tho Soviet Union and the PRC have
indicatod thoir readiness te make such undertakingsn.™
The U.8. has never made such a comprehonsivo pladga,
although in 1968 wo ratificd'a protocol ta the Treaty
for the Prohibition of Nucleayr Vieapons in Latin
Amorica which includes a commitment not to "use or
threaten to use” nuclear woapons against Latin
Amorican parties to the Treaty, noting that this
understanding would not apply in case of an armed
attack by such a party assisted by a nuclear weapona
state.

Attachments
U.8. Adde Memoire 5

BSHAGHT)




N
T N>

W

POTENTTAL COION NHUCLEAR EXDORT AND SAFLCUARDS POLICINS

The USG ceavisions undertakings among supplicrs to
establish comaon restraints and ‘conditions on nucloar
supply, with a view to minimizing the risks of nuclear
weapons proliferation. We are considering a small,
private confurence of key suppliers as a means of work-
ing out such understandings. .all suppliers would of
course be frec to apply more restrictive policies.

4
Suggested Policies for Discussion ’

1. Nuclear cooperation would be undertaken with
non-nuclear weapon states only under agreements as to
peaceful uses, which would explicitly exclude use in
any nuclear explosive devices.

2. RNuclear supply would be undertaken only when
covered by IAEA safequards, with appropriate provisions
for duration and coverage of produced nuclear material.

R
3. Supply of weapons-grade material, or of uranium

enrichment or chemical reprocessing equipment or tech-
nology, to non-nuclear weapon states should be subject
to special restraint. Such special restraint might
include supply only for enterprises with multinational
participation, or only to those non-nuclear weapons
states which have made a general commitment to non-
proliferation, and which have accepted JAEA, safeguards
on their entire nuclear fuel cycle.

4. Nuclear supply ‘would include appropriate
requirements for the physical protection of materials
and facilities against theft, seizure and sabotage,.

5. Stringent conditions might be developed on
the supply of sensitive nuclear material, equipment,
or technology to countries or regions where such
exports would contribute to particular risks of conflict
or instability. .
The above list of possible policies is intended te
illustrate the types of issues where undcrstandings
might be reacked. It is not intended to represent an

exhaustive examination of the issues, of State, ISS/IPS, M ¢ P. Grafeld, Dir.
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Ssues and Talking Points
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NON-PROLTFERATTON AND LUCLIAR SAFLEGUARDS

FPrench Position:

-‘l

France has refused to accede to the Non-
Proliforation Treaty (NP'T) or to participate in
Previous multilatern) efforts to coordinate nuclear
export policies. However, French officials have
recontly evideneed inerecased concern about nuclcar
proliferation, indicating that they would not be
the weak link in tho chain and cxpressing sympathy
for the substance of our proposals,

France has not officially responded to the vu,.8,
suggestion that coordinated and strengthened nuclear
export policies be considored by a conferenca of koy
suppliers, but senior Fraonch offiocials have exproased
skepticism ahout such a conference. Long-standing
Gaullist suspicions about American technological
dominance and reluctance to cooperato multilatorally .
in this crucial aren suggast tha need for a funda-
mental policy decimion by bresidont Giscard d'Estainy,
followed by further technical diocussions requestod by
lovor GOF lovels, '

As a contribution to diminishing longer-term
motivations for nuoloar.proliforntion, Giscard ro-
cently pledgod that as long as he was President,
France would not use nuclear weapons against non-
nuclear countrios unless they threatened French s0il,
ang indicated that other nuclear powers should follow
suit,

U.8. 1 dom

The U.8. has invited Franco to join with other -
nuelear supplier states in,n coordinatod offort to
doviso export policiocs which will inhibit prolifer-
ation. Wo hawve guggested five arecas in vhich we
bolieve ecordination will ke useful and have put for-
ward a propoaal for a small privato moeting of key
nuclear suppliors as a first stoep. In viow of

- BLASSIFED
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loni-standing French et ey o they NP owe Nuave
depicted the Progased contoronce an a separate of eyt
in which the Freneh aieht join without prejuldice to
their position on the NPy,

The U.S. has accepted a modifieca *non-use cormit-
ment® in relation to the Latin Amcrican Muclear Free
Zonc, but has not been willing to accept a broader
commitment such as that proposed by Giscard.

Your Talking Points:

== I am concerned about the implications for
international stability and security of widespread
dissemination of nuclear weapons and the ability to
manufacture them. We believe that France shares with
us a common interest in this regard, and we recognize
that a French role is essential to the success of
international non~proliferation efforts.

== One way we can minimize this danger is to work
together and with the other major nuclear suppliers to
coordinate and strengthen safeguards over nuclear ex-
ports. We bolieve that coordinated oxport policies
can be developed which will inhibit proliferation
without conferring commercial advantage on any state
and which will permit the continued flow of the
logitimate benofits of nuclear energy to countries
which desire them.

== We have made a proposal for a private con-
ference of the major suppliers as a first gtep in
this direction. This proposal has my strong personal
support and I hope you will give it yours.

If q;scarghaskq_gpout tho relationship of the
P73

gonference to the N
-——"_-—-_-*

== 12 continue to considor the NPT as a key
element ... the offort to inhibit nuclear proliforation.
However, we rocognize that our respective views differ
in this regard and we believe that effective measures
to coordinate oxport policies can be developed outside
the NPT framework.,

If tho Prench President says France has decided
not to participate: 7
sEARAL
ULAUUI ILU
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== We are hrvarpoanto ! Ly thes Je mairaon bt oan
view of oar coroan, cestre ta o anhabet turtienr pros
liferation we would wish to concader furthar with
you, arsl the vther major countri o cmecrned, alter-
native ways in which to coordinate nuclear export
policics, including any suggestions you might have
as to agenta or foruat.

If the French President brings uv the commit-
ment _not to use nuclear weanons aaainst non-nuclcar
gtates: .

-=- Yle arc concerned abhout the implications of
a generalized pledge for our security and that of
other countries to whom we have security commit-
ments. However, we would bo willing to listen to
any further elaboration you might have to offor on
this idea.




. / g v
L]

o b S e
NI G5 = e o)
Memorandum of Conversation I ~—

L SIXRnmAZOS

DATE: February 28, 1975
Place: C Conference hoon

SUBJECT: US/French Talks on Non-Proliferation

PARTICIPANTS: FRANCE

M. de Nazelle, Director, Scientific Affairs Dept.
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
M. Goldschmidt, Director, International Affairs, CEA /f"\\
M. de Bellescize, Counselor, Embassy of France
M. Chauvin, Asst. Attache, Atomic Energy Affairs,
Embassy of France

UNITED STATES

Mr. Vest, Director, Politico-Military Bureau
Mr. Bartholomew, S/P

Dr. Boright, ACDA

Mr, Seivering, ERDA

Mr. Terrell, C

Mr. Nosenzo, PM/NPO

COPIES TO: Ingersoll, State
Terrell for Mr. Sonnenfeldt, State
Bartholomew for Mr. Lord, State
Hartman, EUR, S8tate
Hyland. INR, State
S8ieverine for Mr. Seamans
Boright for Dr. Ikle, ACDA
Elliott, NSC

Morning Session

Mr, Vest opened the meeting and welcomed the French
delegation. Vest said that he was prepared to discuss the
current status of talks with other participants, as the French
had requested, whenever appropriate.

M. de Nazelle thanked the US for the meeting on such
short notice and turned the discussion over to M. Goldschmidt.

ds
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Goldschmidt said they had a confidential aice memoire to
give the US which presents the French position on the US
five points. Ille said the French Government had not yet
made up its mind on the suppliers meeting. However. the
French Governncnt fully accepted the basic principle that
there is a need for suppliers to avoid safeguards competi-
tion on nuclear exports. The reason they were here was in
response to Dr. Kissinger's conversation in Paris, where he
stressed the importance and urgency the US attaches to its
proposal and the desirability of a fruitful step by France
before March,

Goldschmidt and de Nezelle described the French paper
as the maximum commitment France would be willing to make.
They stressed that there had been difficulty in approving
this position since there was opposition of those who, while
concerned about potential proliferation, felt that France
should maintain its current status of independently applying
its non-proliferation policy.

Goldschmidt said the paper presented the substance of
the commitment France would proebably be willing to take and
that the form and framework for the commitments was still to
be determined. His government was ready to make this con-
siderable step, and after obtaining the US reaction, and
following a comprehensive US/French bilateral, the French
Govefnment would decide whether or not to attend the suppliers
meeting. .

Goldschmidt then said he would make a short statement
on their position paper and the follow-on actions they were
proposing. He said the paper basically reflects the views the
French had expressed in the January talks. In the interest
of expediency, the French Government had sent de Nazelle and
himself to convey and explain the paper and obtain US reactions
and observations. 1In this regard, they were prepared if
necassax v to stay the next day. They would then prepare
a report on US reactions, meet with French ministers early
next week, probably Tuesday, to consider the matter and decide
on whether to have a bilateral negotiation with the US. Such
a bilateral could take place in tga first half of March either
in Washington or preferably Paris. He said Paris would be
more efficient since it was the French Government that had the
most decisions to make. Goldschmidt sald that the leval was
in the US hands but that his government wished it to be below
the ministerial level. He suggested Mr. Ingersoll/PFrench
Ambassador level or Mr. Vest and the present delegatlion.

lﬁﬁnﬁgfﬂﬁﬁiérn
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Goldschmidt then bricfly commented n the French paper.
lle said the five items in the French paper correspond to the
US five points. Point 1 was exactly what the US had succested.
Point 2 was very closc, with a clause to have some flexibility
for exceptional reasons. Ile had no actual case in mind but
that it would be a pity to put ourselves unnecessarily in a
straightjacket and said he was personally responsibile for
the clause. Goldschmidt said that if an exceptional case
arose, France would consult with its partners and competing
suppliers. He gave two examples: an advanced nuclear country
not under IAEA safeguards that need some temporary assistance
and a country that all suppliers would agree to impose
bilateral rather than IAEA safeguards, such as Taiwan. He
stressed, however, that the clause was for exceptional cases
and France had no intention of returning to its past use of
bilateral safeguards rather than IAEA safeguards. He then
indicated that point 3 and 5 are most difficult while on point
4, thg French were willing to agree to what the US had sug-
gested,

The meeting was then adjourned for 1 hour while the US
team discussed the PFrench paper (Tab a),

Vest resumed the meeting. He said that the Us delegation
had reviewed the French paper, and speaking personally on
the substance of the paper, he felt that it was a reasonable
and workable basis for future discussion and negotiation.
Vest noted that the paper was very responsive to the US
proposal in many areas; in others, for example on point 3 and
point 5, the French had their owr position. He then suggested
that he go through the French Paper point by point and then
r:turn tohquestions concerning follow-on steps as proposed by
the Prench.

Vest said that on point 1 there was no problem. Gold-
schmidt commentedthat it was in fact exactly the US formula-
tion. On point 2, Bartholomew asked for clarification on the
wording of the discussion of a list of exports that would
trigger IAEA safeguards: "similar to but not more extensive
than the Zangger list." Goldschmidt said that a proposed list
had not been discussed and explained to their ministers and
that at some point they would need to do so; however, they had
discussed this with us before. Bartholomew then offered :
that his understanding was that the French did not want a
maesive expansion of the Zangger items but that some additions
would be acceptable. Goldschmidt said that he personally saw

o
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no problem with adding onc or two rcasc .lv items, for
example, heavy water plants, but at this point they of

course could not cummit their government., De Nazelle re-
iteratced that the Zangger list represented an upper limit beyond
which they were not prepared to go. Goldschmidt modified this
point by noting tnat the French would not want to see items of
Qifferent nature included. Goldschmidt pointed out that
the US would in any case have to convince others of the rea-
sonableness of anyexpansion of the Zangger list the US might
propose. (Comment: Throughout the discussions, de Nazelle
resisted the nBkion of any flexibility in the French paper
for expansion beyond a narrow interpretation of the text.
Goldschmidt, on the other hand, seemed more amenable to a
more fluid interpretation when pressed on details.)

Bartholomew raised the issue of safeguards on technology.
Goldschmidt said this was covered under their point 3. Vest
asked the French to explain further what they had in mind under
point 2 exceptions, specifically "bilateral safeguards, and
warnings."” Goldschmidt cited Taiwan as an example. Sales to
Taiwan (comment: and resulting relations with the PRC) are
complicated by the need to impose Agency safeguards. In such
a case, the French might give notice of a potential sale under
bilateral rather than IAFA safeguards and attempt to get agree-
ment that all would supply under bilateral safeguards.
Sievering asked what would be the nature of such bilateral
safeguards. For example would they be as stringent as Agency
safeguards? Goldschmidt replied that they would not be less
stringent and of course would involve inspectors, but in this
case, inspectors from the supplying country. As a second
example, he again cited the case of an industrial nation with-
out safeguards who needad temporary assistance because of an
internal strike. 8uch supply could then be made under bi-
lateral safeguards if all other suppliers agree. Boright
returned to the issue of expanding the Zanggaer list noting
that we gaw both the civilnuclear area and the 2Zangger list as
dynamic things and therefore the US would not want to con-
strain itgl¢f from being able to agree in the future to a
reasonable expansion of any list, Zangger or otherwise. Gold-
schmidt said that he anticipated they wovld concider the
matter in a reasonable and openminded way, for example,if
something new in the area of lasers developed where safeguards
were called for. He reiterated that they were not ahocked by
the present Zangger list.

On point 3, Vest noted the French responsiveness to the
idea of encouraging multinational participation and the idea
of safeguards on technology transfer. Goldschmidt pointed
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out that putting safequards on technols w..3 a French idea
and he had discussed it with Tape and Reiwetsch in Vienna at
the IACA. Rometsch had said that he thouoht it would Lo
difficult to put into practice. Vest noted that there were also
differences. Goldschmidt said that their rationale in the
first paragraph of point 3 (not to refuse supply of sensitive
exports to NhWS who had not accepted IAEA safeguards on their
entire fuel cycle) was that France did not want to be

accusad of acting with nuclear suppliers to gang up on non-
NPT parties and even some NPT countrics. Boright pointed out
that our rationale for wanting IAEA safeguards on the entire
fuel cycle were basically technical: it was difficult to
safeguard reprocessing facilities and there are problems with
taking the approach of safeguarding technology. Having safe-
guards on all facilities was a cleaner way to realize our
objective. De Nazelle accegted this but said that politically
it would be seen as attempting to impose an NPT commitmont

and that France therefore refused to break the link between
the actual supply and constraints to achiave non~proliferation
objectives.

Boright questioned the French on precisaly what they
meant by encouraging multinational participation. Do they
mean, for example, if a country comes to France for national
reprocessing, the French would ask them to look at the possi=-
bility of multinational reprocesaing? Goldachmidt sald that
they really hadn't addressed this subject in any detail. He
said that they did feel there was a big difference beatwean
enrichment and reprocessing. For example, in France's
dealings with Australia on oenrichment, he did not see the French
doing anything without Fgxench participation. ‘With reprocessing,
however, he said the chances of getting multinational enter-
prises was very small. He added that if the IAEA waere to do
a study in this area, France would send its experts to parti-
cipate. However, he felt that the economics would not
persuade a country not to want its own regrocelaing since in
terms of overall nuclear program costs, this added cost of
indigenous reprocessing facilities was small. De Nagolle
said that what thqi had in mind went further than simply en=-
couraging multinational ownnrship, that they were also proposing
speclal constraints on safequarding the technology. Gold-
schmidt added that they were presently negotiating with
Pakistan to impose such a commitment with regard to technology
for a reprocessing plant in Pakistan. On the other hand, if
Argentina for example told French industry that they would
like a reprocessing capability, he did not think the French
Government would say no. Therefors perhaps thoy should have
said "not discourage" rather than "encourage" with respect to
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multinational reprocessing. De Nazelle then said that they
were really not prepared to adidress uiat precisely they meant
by encourage rwultinational enterjprises. Terrell asked that
perhaps at a futurc time the French might elahorate on what
they have in mind.

Nosenzo asked if the Fronch envisaged the technoloqgy safe-
guards provision applying to other oxports in addition to
reprocessing and enrichment such as PURs, CANDUs, and advanced
reactors. De Nazelle said that this provision was seen only
within the scope of point 3, on roprocessing and enrichment.
Caveating his remarks as his personal view, Goldschmidt said
that wo should look at this constraint as an industralist
would, He noted that zirconium tubem were a trigger item for
safeguards on the Zanzqor list. Howaver, if a country is
capable of producing its own zirconium tubing but chooses to
purchase them instead, it is not reasonable to require safe~
guards on the tubing they produce indigehousli. Boright asked
if this was true if a technology transfer is involved. Gold-
schmidt said that was different, as a matter of loglo; however,
it will be difficult to implement. He said that if we
immediately try to asmsociate this provision with everything,
we won't succeed, The main prohlem is reprocessing and we
should start on this item. Later it can be extended to other
items which seem reasonable. He notad that in tho case of
CANDU reactors, it was reasonabls because of the lack of con-
trol over onrichment; he also appreciated the problem of
attempting to constrain CANDU reactors without similar con-
straints on PWRs. Goldschmidt added that he saw this effort as
a continuous thing and that therefore we should start with
reprocossing. But he felt that application of this provision

was more ganerally applicable than to the specific point 3 items,

Vest said that there was general agrsement on Eoint 4
and they could therafore go on., Bartholomsw asked in passing
what the French view was on the idea of an international con-
vention on physical security. Goldschmidt said that they hagd
no objection and that it was particularly desirable with
rogarg go international transpoiation of special nucloar
materials,

On point 5, Vest noted that the French had perhaps
misinterpreted our discussion in pravious talks since we
were not proposing a blacklist of sensitive countrias, Gold-
schmidt countered by questioning whether we had in fact meant
to say in our fifth point "countries or regions where such
(sensitive) exports would contribute to the particular risk
of conflict and instability;" rather, we should have said
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"countrivs or ruvcions t.ope ricks of conflict and inct.a dlity
were great.”  Goldschnmiut thoen added t'..t with roints 3 and 5,
we were on dangerous around. The rulosophy undes the 8P is
that KiWS are entitled to everything (short of indigenous
nuclear explosives). WGhat does it mean then to openly put
constraints on cxports to these countrics. ile said that this
was a particularly difficult arca for the US as well as France
and thercfore had to be handled delicately. De Nazelle added
that in some countrios, irrespective of their NPT status,

it was reasonable to ask for stringent conditions on exports
but that we must be careful to avoid the political dangers
associated with publicly imposing such constraints. De Nazelle
added that his government therefore felt that it was not appro-
priate to give exposure to such delicate issues even within a
olub of seven. De Nazelle gave the example of Pakistan but
then rotracted it, saying that it was not a sonsitive country.
Goldschmidt offered Libya as an example and noted in passing
that a Belgonucleaire executive he knows had been to Libya 14
times in the last year, Nosenzo asked if they were therefore
contemplating different arrangements on point 5 consultations
and point 2 consultations on exceptions. Goldschmidt said that
on point 2, the intent was not to allow exceptions without going
to other lugplier countries. On point 5, the supplier would
have the initiative. De Nazelle added that under point 2
exceptions, the supplier is obliged to go to its partners; under
point 5, whatever the fype of arrangenent (mechanism), the
supplior would only go to countries of concern and would have
no cbligation to do so. Goldschmidt added in summary that

the Fronch paper proposed that on points 1 and 2, the French .
would act like members of the NPT; on points 3 and 5, howevar,
the French were proposing new ground.

Following the discussion, Veat then proposed the following
for the romaindor of the talks: a brief status report on US
talks with other participants and, in the afternoon session,
discussion of follow-on actiens the French had proposed. Vest
said, however, that he would not be able to give the French
& yes or no answer on the proposed procedures but would raise
the question to high levels. Vest then presented a status
report on talks with others along the lines of the talking
points at Tab B. The Prench during this discussion quest oned
who else was aware of the US proposal and asked in particular
whether or not India and Italy had been informed., Vest
responded that as far as he knew, thers had been no conversa-
tions with either country on the suppliers meeting. Vest
then discuased the situation with the GDR and with the Dutech
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At lunch, Goldsci:midt said that the French had three
main concerns about attending a suppliers conference:

a) Fear that it would be scen as a move by the nuclear
"haves" to gang up on the nuclear "have nots."

b) Fear that France would be isolated at a conference
~ | and pressured to adopt policies France couldn't accept or
alternatively made to look like the renegade supplier.
c) Fear of getting involved in a COCOM type arrange-
ment.

Vest opened the afterrnoon session, saying that the US
delegation needed to determine and have the French delegation
spell out what would be the intent of the interim bilateral
negotiation the French were proposing. The US had been
advocating a multilateral meeting of suppliers since we saw
this as perhaps the last chance before time runs out to
arrive at and implement common policies to meet our non-
Proliferation objectives. He stressed that this needed to be
a joint undertaking of all the key suppliers and all needed to
express their views to arrive at consensus on common policies
acceptable to all. While clearly we could not prenegotiate the
outcome of the conference, our objective was harmonization of
policies, not confrontation,

Goldschmidt asked if we envisaged that what came out of
such a meeting would be the least common denominator. Vest
replied that this was the nature of such activities. Boright
pointed out that the Zangger committee was such an example.

De Nazelle in response to Vest's question, said that a third
bilateral was necessary for the French to decide in what

form and framework they would be prepared to take the engage-
ment of common policies with the details negotiated elsewhere.
Apart from this, the French would like assurances that they
will not be isolated at a conference. Goldschmidt added that
the purpose of the third bilateral was to help France make up
its mind at its highest level. France is undecided as to what
framework to enter into agreement on common policies == bi-
laterally or multilaterally -- and a final bilateral would
help France make up its mind. De Nazelle added that France
wanted to discuss the manner and decision process for reaching
common policies. Bartholomew attempted to summarize their
proposed topics for discussion in a further bilateral :
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(1) the framework for French aareement “ilateral or rulti-
lateral; (2) the form of the undertakini; and (3) assurances
that France would not be isolated. Terrell noted that the
first topic was really a French decision and that the US
couldn't really do much more to hein France make up its mind.
The second topic was bLetter addressced in a multilateral meet-
ing where all views could be heard. On the final item, we
had given the Prench what assurance we reasonably could and
50 again there seemed to be little need for another bilateral
before a French decision.

De Nazelle commented that for example on point 2, France
would like some assurance that there wouldn't be a move to
go_to more detail. Vest answered that while the US delegation
welcomes the French response and feels that it is a reasonable
basis for negotiation, we cannot make any commitments that we
will alter our views and accept the French position. fTerrell
asked if the French were saying that the US and France should
not have different views at the suppliers meeting. Goldschmidt
replied naturally, but they were telling us that if the US
were to suggest more than what is in the French paper, it will
be difficult to move France. Vest reiterated that our objec-
tive in the conference would be to reach consensus through
harmonization, not confrontation; if some propose conditions

other than what France has proposed, then France will be free
to decide whether or not it is in its interest to agree. Vest
asked what assurances beyond this were the French seeking.

De Nazelle then summed up his impression of the US re-
action which he could report back:

(1) The US helieved the Pledges France would be willing
to take was a reasonable basis for attending the conference;
and (2) on the question of whether France should negotiate
bilaterally or in a multilateral conference, the US delegation
said that the US was seeking in the conference a harmonizing
of policies, not pressure on France, but that there were some
differences in view and we must retain some flexibility for
the conference. De Nazelle added that France was alone rela-
tive to the NATO alliance and that France could not count on
a great measure of understanding frem others. On the other
hand, France did not wish to lose its position of independence
on foreign policy matters and relationships with LDCs. For
these reasons, they are somewhat reluctant to attend a multi~
lateral meeting. De Nazelle then asked with regard to report-

ing the specific US reaction to the French paper, could he say
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that the US appreciatec tii Yrench pusition?  Could he say
that the US agreed with the french position?  vest reiterated
that de Nazelle could say that the US felt it was a reasonable

basis for negotiations.

The French deleqation was questioned again on the necd
for another bilateral. pe Nazelle indicated that it could
be to negotiate and deternine more clearly when the US and
French views were in agreerment and wherc they differed and
to discuss the form of agreements. Vest noted that this was
possible but of course outside of a meeting with other key
participants nothing could be finalized. Goldschmidt then
questioned the need for another bilateral noting that France
had a decision to make. He said that he would tell his govern-
ment that (1) the French Paper was well received, (2) the
US explained how it viewed the conference; and (3) that they
(France) needed to tell the US why another meeting was neces-
sary for France to reach a decigion. Goldschmidt said that
they would get back to the US by cable next week to indicate
whether France still felt another meeting was necessary,

Vest adjourned the meeting, noting that the US would
operate under the assumption that there would be a third
meeting until we heard otherwise from the French, fThe uUs
could expect a cable from the French Government telling us
whether or not a meeting is necessary, what needs to be dis-
cussed, when it will be and whers it will be,
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== All of tho key nuclear supplicrs have now buen
approached reqarding the Us preposal for a gupplicry
conference and all have aqrecd to attond, with the GXcop-
tion of France.

== A US aido memoire was provided to each government,
outlining some illustrative comuon export policies whieh
might bo discussed at such a confurence. Initial roactions
of the countrios we havo approuachod wore as follows:

ussn
== Bilatorals wore hold in Moscow in Octobar,

~= The Sovieto appearad Erediaponod to use the NPT for
achioving tho objectives implieit in tha US proponals for
common policies. Howaver, after discusnien they agraad that
& more gonoral approach hy suwppliers would be more likely

to place dosired constraints on problom countries and would
be complimentary to tho NPT,

== The Soviots veore particularly conoorned ubout strongthens
ing the safequards dopartmont of the IAFA particularly in
light of the rapidly growing domands on tholr swrvices -
paralleling tho oxpansien of worldwide oivil nucloar programs.,

UK and PRG

== Discunsions wore hold with tho FRG in Beptumbar
and with tho UR in Dacomber,

== Tho discusnions waro goneral in nature since we had
not vot flenhed out in any spocific way the exact nature
of tho comnon policies we ware proposing or possible imple-
monting procaciuros.

- Thoro was genaral agreoment howover, that common
export policias among the key suppliors in the gonaral
areas identif./ad in the US proposal vare, urgantly neoded,
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== Bilateral consultations were held at the vorking
level at Ottawa in rovember to discuss Canadian vicews on
substantive and procedural aspects of the conference.
The Canadians are viry anxious for progress on export
policy coordination.

Canada
e e i Rl

== The Canadians are porticularly interested in con-
trolling the export of technologyy.

== The Canadians are preparing a model trilateral for
possible considexation at the suppliers meeting.

Japan

== Japan has agreed to attend the suppliers meeting,

-~ There have been no US bilaterals to date with the
Japanese on the subject, nor have they offered any sub-
stantive reactions to the US proposal.

If the French inquire about others who may know of the US
proposal, we should say:

1. . Soviets have oxpressed some interest in having the
GDR attend., We have stressed that it would be inappropriate
to expand boyond the initial seven at this point in time.

2. Both the UK and the FRG exprossed the hope that
tho Nethorlands could be invited to the conference, since
they are Lound by a tripartite agreement on a centrifuge
project to coordinate nuecleer policies with the butch.

We have told the Britigh and the Germansg that we would have

ho objection to their keeping the Dutch informed, and we,

g:twgll as the FRG and UK have expressed this view to the
ch,

Current Status
= Wo have told other participants that we have had

bilaterals with France in January and that we currently
ara awaiting a French response.
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== Other pairticirarts are d:daving ducinions on
sonnitive exports unti! arter the seirliory veoting,
However, several dnportunt tyansactions are invelved.

o == Obviouuly, participants cannot dolay such duei-
sions very long on the prouise of an carly necting, Thua,
Wo sce a groat urgency for a rapid decision by France on
the US proposal,
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