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ABSTRACT

The U.S. emerged from World War II as the world’s leading scientific and technological
nation, consolidating its advantage for the next two or three decades. This paper de-
scribes how the State Department used the nation’s dominance in the nuclear field,
inherited from the Manhattan Project, to divert the resources of Western European
states, notably France and Germany, into a civilian nuclear power program under-
taken by a new supranational organization, Euratom. The determination on the con-
tinent to re-launch the European integration process in 1955, the Suez crisis in
1956, and the launch of the Sputniks in 1957 were opportunities ably exploited by
officers in the State Department to use America’s scientific, technological, and in-
dustrial depth in nuclear power as a political weapon. To this end they withheld the
supply of enriched uranium for as long as possible from nations that wanted the fuel
through bilateral agreements with the Atomic Energy Commission. In parallel they
offered nuclear materials and know how, along with economic and political incen-
tives, to encourage nations to commit to Euratom. This policy was strongly opposed
by senior officials in the AEC and in the fledgling International Atomic Energy Agency,
as well in Britain and in some continental countries, but to no avail. Though the State
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Department’s efforts eventually bore little fruit, the paper clearly shows how U.S.
leadership in science and technology was mobilized to promote America’s foreign
policy agenda in Western Europe in the early Cold War. 

K EY WO R D S: neo-colonialism, nuclear power, nuclear weapons, non-proliferation, soft power,
State Department, AEC, IAEA, European integration

I think it would be most regrettable if, for whatever reason, atomic energy was

not used in the U.S. as a lever to obtain a further major step forward in the in-

tegration of Western Europe. As I see the problem, in its simplest terms, all the

U.S. has is roughly a three year head-start over and above, of course, our tremen-

dous overall engineering knowledge, personnel depth, etc. . . . . I have long felt

that it was within the power of the U.S. to force almost any reasonable institu-

tional form that it desired in this field but only if we act courageously and soon.

(Internal document, U.S. State Department, November 1955)1

On March 25, 1957, two major agreements were signed in Rome. One led to

the well-known European Common Market. The other, which has been com-

pletely overshadowed by the success of its partner, was the treaty establishing

the European Atomic Energy Community, or Euratom.2 Both were ratified

and came into force on January 1, 1958. Euratom was a supranational organi-

zation of the Six (France, Germany, Italy, and the Benelux countries), having

the same membership as its predecessor in the energy sector, the European Coal

and Steel Community (ECSC). Euratom and the Common Market were sup-

posed to be mutually reinforcing. An adequate supply of energy was impera-

tive to sustain European economic growth and political stability, and given the

relative scarcity of fossils fuels, many were convinced that nuclear energy would

have a key role to play in European reconstruction. Euratom was thus born on

a wave of optimism, not to say self-deception, that the mastery of the science

and technology of nuclear power generation was imminent and that, in Europe

at least, it could produce energy that would be competitive with conventional

sources in ten to fifteen years. That optimism was quickly punctured by scien-

tific, technical, political, and commercial realities. By the early 1960s Euratom,

although a functioning institution with a vibrant research and development
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1. Extract from letter, Vultee to Van Dyke, 9 Nov 1955, circulated by Barnett, 28 Nov 1955,

NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General, Nov–Dec 1955.

2. Also spelled EURATOM. I will consistently use this spelling even when quoting from

sources which capitalize the name of the organization. 
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program, was anything but the powerhouse of energy production and inter-

national collaboration that its founders had dreamed of in 1957.

When first conceived, Euratom had important allies on both sides of the

Atlantic. Jean Monnet, the founding father of French economic planning and

among “the patron saints” of European integration, was one of its most fervent

advocates.3 He could count on the support of German Chancellor Konrad Ade-

nauer, Belgian Foreign Minister Paul-Henri Spaak, and, for a while at least, French

Premier Guy Mollet. In the United States, Euratom “became a cornerstone of

Eisenhower’s grand design for a United States of Europe” and a focal point for

the extension of his much-beloved Atoms-for-Peace program beyond research to

nuclear power production.4 The State Department and the Secretary of State

John Foster Dulles were enthusiastic proponents of Euratom and tenaciously de-

fended the advantages of a regional organization for the promotion of civilian

nuclear power in Europe. As they saw it, nuclear science and technology provided

the material infrastructure that would help bind the U.S.’s continental allies to-

gether. By pooling financial, industrial, and human resources in a supranational

organization dedicated to building nuclear power stations and the installations

that were integral to the nuclear fuel cycle (like isotope separation and chemical

reprocessing plants), American foreign policy objectives would be satisfied, and

European nation-states would collectively be able to capitalize more efficiently

and rapidly on the promise of the peaceful atom than they could individually. 

Euratom’s champions faced formidable opposition. Monnet’s popularity in

his native country waned as France moved ahead with significant independent

civil and military nuclear power programs of its own. The further France drew

ahead of its European partners, and the more committed it became to devel-

oping a bomb, the less interested Paris was in pooling resources with others.

German industrialists, along with Franz Josef Strauss, who was the Federal

Minister of Atomic Affairs for one crucial year beginning in October 1956, were

scathingly critical of any plan that threatened to “socialize” atomic power and

cripple European nuclear defense. The British, while not as hostile to Euratom

as to the Common Market, preferred to work through the Organization for

European Economic Cooperation (OEEC), a group of seventeen nations that

eschewed supranational arrangements and in which London played a leading

3. Jean Monnet, Mémoires (Paris: Fayard, 1976). For an extensive recent treatment of Monnet’s

promotion of Euratom see Grégoire Mallard, “Sovereignty by Design” (PhD dissertation, Prince-

ton University, forthcoming), esp. chap. 5.

4. Richard G. Hewlett and Jack M. Holl, Atoms for Peace and War 1953–1961: Eisenhower and

the Atomic Energy Commission (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989), 324.

HSNS3801_02  2/14/08  12:40 PM  Page 7



8 | K R I G E

role. Indeed in December 1957 the European Nuclear Energy Agency, organ-

ized under the auspices of the OEEC, was formally established and provided

an alternative, more loosely structured institutional framework than Euratom

for transnational collaboration. In Washington, Lewis Strauss, Chairman of

the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) from 1953 to June 1958 (essentially

the period that I deal with here), had little time for Euratom. Strauss and the

AEC favored promoting nuclear programs abroad through bilateral arrange-

ments with individual nation-states, coupled with U.S. inspections to confirm

compliance with peaceful uses. In Vienna, Sterling Cole, who was personally

asked by Eisenhower to resign his position in Congress to become the first gov-

ernor general of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), “complained

bitterly” that the privileged safeguard provisions the State Department defended

for Euratom reinforced a neocolonialist policy of exclusion that would discredit

the U.S. and that “spelled doom” for the Atoms-for-Peace program.5 In short,

from its inception Euratom was a deeply controversial project that pitted dif-

ferent arms of the government in both Europe and America against each other.

This turmoil never deflected the U.S. State Department once it had decided

that Euratom was essential to the protection of American interests in Europe.6

Driven by its foreign policy agenda, the State Department overcame the internal

resistance from Lewis Strauss and the AEC. It found ways to reassure Sterling

Cole and President Eisenhower. It brokered compromises with the French and

the Germans. It dismissed the pleas of the British. The political, military, and

commercial importance of building a new supranational institution in Western

Europe dedicated to the production of nuclear power overrode all other concerns.

America’s putative scientific and technological advantage in the nuclear field

(along with economic incentives and a relaxed inspection regime) were the key

levers, the instruments of “soft power” that the State Department used to per-

suade European countries to develop their nuclear capabilities in a suprana-

tional framework.7 Euratom served as a beacon in the gloom surrounding the

5. Jack M. Holl, “The Peaceful Atom: Lore and Myth,” in Atoms for Peace: An Analysis after

Thirty Years, ed. Joseph F. Pilat, Robert E. Pendley, and Charles K. Ebinger (Boulder: Westview

Press, 1985), 149–59, on 155.

6. As we shall see it sought above all to contain Germany by helping build a “Franco-German

supranational bridge” (Barnett to Martin, 26 Oct 1955, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8

Regional Program Euratom General Sep–Oct 1955), and to divert resources away from na-

tional nuclear programs. 

7. “Soft power” is a phrase coined by Joseph Nye, previously Dean of the Kennedy School of

Government at Harvard University. As Nye defines it “Soft co-optive power is just as important

as hard command power. If a state can make its power seem legitimate in the eyes of others, it
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setbacks to the European integrative process in fall 1954: one State Department

official saw it as “the most hopeful avenue for relaunching the movement to-

wards European integration” and much more likely to succeed than attempts

to achieve economic integration. It was touted as the answer to energy auton-

omy after the Suez crisis in fall 1956, which placed Europe “at the mercy of

rulers of individual Middle Eastern countries.” It was mobilized as a symbol of

technological progress and a platform for scientific collaboration in response

to the Soviet Sputniks in fall 1957: atomic energy, Congress was told, “is right-

fully considered a bellwether of scientific and industrial accomplishment” that

was now “indispensable to the survival of the West.”8 Just as it looked as though

the opposition to Euratom was gaining the upper hand, the State Department

capitalized on these geopolitical tremors to stress again its crucial role in strength-

ening the Atlantic alliance.

The failure of Euratom to live up to its expectations, and the far greater long-

term significance of the European Common Market, partly explain the lack of

scholarly attention it has enjoyed. Historians of science and technology are be-

ginning to show an interest in the peaceful atom in its many manifestations,

but, with some notable exceptions, Euratom has not been studied from this

angle before.9 Standard texts on the postwar reconstruction of Europe do of

course devote some attention to Euratom, as does the official history of the

will encounter less resistance to its wishes. If its culture and ideology are attractive others will

more willingly follow. . . . If it can support institutions that make other states wish to channel or

limit their activities in ways that the dominant state prefers, it may be spared the costly exercise

of coercive hard power.” Joseph S. Nye Jr., “Soft Power,” Foreign Policy 80 (1990): 153–71, on 167;

Joseph S. Nye Jr., “The Decline of America’s Soft Power: Why Washington Should Worry,”

Foreign Affairs 83 (2004): 16–20.

8. Memo, Barbour to Secretary of State, “Suggested discussion with Admiral Strauss of AEC,”

26 Jul 1955, NARA, RG59, Box 362, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General, Jan–Aug

1955. The sources for the references to Suez and Sputnik are provided in notes 82 and 98, below. 

9. For recent studies on the peaceful atom see Itty Abraham, “The Ambivalence of Nuclear His-

tories,” in Global Power Knowledge: Science and Technology in International Affairs, ed. John Krige

and Kai-Henrik Barth, Osiris 21 (2006): 49–65; Cathryn Carson, “Nuclear Energy Development in

Postwar West Germany: Struggles Over Cooperation in the Federal Republic’s First Reactor Sta-

tion,” History and Technology 18:3 (2002): 233–70, which also provides an invaluable survey of the

copious literature in German on this issue; Angela N. H. Creager, “Tracing the Politics of Chang-

ing Postwar Research Practices: The Export of ‘American’ Radioisotopes to European Biologists,”

Studies in the History and Philosophy of Biology and Biomedical Sciences 33 (2002): 367–88; Michael

Eckert, “Kernenergie und Westintegration: Die Zähmung des westdeutschen Nuklearnationalis-

mus,” in Vom Marshallplan zur EWG: Die Eingliederung der Bundesrepublik Deutschland in die

westliche Welt, ed. Ludolf Herbst, Werner Bührer, and Hanno Sowade (Munich: Oldenbourg, 1990),

313–34; Jacob Darwin Hamblin, Poison in the Well: Radioactive Waste in the Oceans at the Dawn of
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U.S. AEC.10 Political and diplomatic historians, however, situate Euratom pri-

marily in the dynamic of the process of postwar European social and economic

integration and the role of the United States therein, treating the scientific and

technological stakes involved as little more than a backdrop to the negotiations

between high-level officials on both sides of the Atlantic. The approach fol-

lowed here differs in one crucial respect from these analyses. Rather than

treating science and technology simply as the material substrate about which

scientists and policymakers formulated their arguments, nuclear science and

technology are moved center stage to reveal their role as “levers” or “political

weapons” used by the State Department to shape Euratom in line with Amer-

ican interests. Senior officials in the administration instrumentalized America’s

scientific and technological advantage (along with other incentives) in an at-

tempt to build a supranational institution that embodied its foreign policy

agenda in the European theater and, derivatively, to advance America’s com-

mercial opportunities in the nuclear power sector. This paper thus extends the

the Nuclear Age (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, forthcoming); Gabrielle Hecht,

“Political Designs: Nuclear Reactors and National Policy in Postwar France,” Technology and Cul-

ture 35 (1994): 657–85; Gabrielle Hecht, The Radiance of France: Nuclear Power and National Iden-

tity after World War II (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1998); Gabrielle Hecht, “Negotiating Global

Nuclearities: Apartheid, Decolonization, and the Cold War in the Making of the IAEA,” in Global

Power Knowledge, ed. Krige and Barth, Osiris 21 (2006): 25–48; John Krige, “Atoms for Peace, Sci-

entific Internationalism, and Scientific Intelligence,” in Global Power Knowledge, ed. Krige and

Barth, Osiris 21 (2006): 161–81; John Krige, “Techno-utopian Dreams, Techno-political Realities:

The Education of Desire and the Peaceful Atom,” in Utopia/Dystopia: Historical Conditions of Pos-

sibility, ed. Michael Gordin, Gyan Prakash, and Helen Tilley (Princeton: Princeton University

Press, forthcoming).

10. For studies of Euratom, see L’Energie nucléaire en Europe: Des origins à Euratom, ed. Michel

Dumoulin, Pierre Guillen, and Maurice Vaïsse (Bern: Peter Lang, 1994); Luca Guzzetti, A Brief

History of European Union Research Policy (Brussels: European Commission, 1995), chap. 2; Jonathan

E. Helmreich, “The United States and the Formation of Euratom,” Diplomatic History 15 (1991):

387–410; Pierre Melandri, Les États-Unis et le “défi” européen, 1955–1958 (Paris: Presses Universitaires

de France, 1975); H. L. Nieburg, “Euratom: A Study in Coalition Politics,” World Politics 15 (1963):

597–622; Jaroslav G. Polach, Euratom: Its Background, Issues and Economic Implications (New York:

Oceana Publications, 1964); Lawrence Scheinman, Atomic Energy Policy in France Under the Fourth

Republic (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965); Pascaline Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy and

the United States of Europe (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1996), chap. 4; Hewlett and Holl, Atoms

for Peace and War (ref. 4) is the official history of the AEC in this period. Winand’s is by far the

most sophisticated of these historical accounts, but she does not highlight as much as I do the sig-

nificance of the U.S.’s overall technological lead and the determination to use that as a “political

weapon.” Elements for a scientific insider’s account are available in Bertrand Goldschmidt, The

Atomic Complex: A Worldwide Political History of Nuclear Energy (LaGrange Park, IL: American

Nuclear Society, 1982), 289–302.
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research program announced in my study of how the State Department, Ameri-

can academics and scientific statesmen, and senior officers in the Ford and

Rockefeller Foundations set out to “strengthen Western science” by reshaping

the European scientific community, refashioning its identity, reconfiguring its

academic and research institutions, and redefining its research agendas to co-

here with U.S. interests in the Cold War.11

The argument is based on over a hundred folders and thousands of pages of

U.S. State Department documents dealing with the origins and early develop-

ment of Euratom that were formally declassified about a decade ago. Two remarks

regarding this primary source are in order. First it is striking—and perhaps dis-

appointing for historians of science—that eminent scientists and scientific

statesmen are barely visible in these files. True, an Amaldi, a Goldschmidt, a

Heisenberg, a Perrin, or a Rabi pop up from time to time, but scientific advice

is not given any particular weight at this level of policymaking. I did not even

find a significant trace of the much-celebrated April 13, 1957, “Declaration of

the German Nuclear Physicists” renouncing work on atomic weapons and

strongly endorsing the peaceful application of atomic energy—even though

James B. Conant, chemist and previously the President of Harvard University,

was the U.S. ambassador to Germany at the time.12 This is not because by the

late 1950s atomic energy had become a matter of “engineering.” In fact there

was still a huge amount of research being done on the physics, chemistry, and

metallurgy of nuclear power.13 Even if Heisenberg was right to claim that nu-

clear power was 90% technical and 10% scientific, there remained a symbiotic

relation between science and technology at a research frontier at which funda-

mental questions remained unresolved: in the U.S. alone, eight reactor systems

were being developed.14 Indeed, Henry Barton, Associate Director of the Amer-

ican Institute of Physics reported that in 1957 a record 47% of all university-

trained physicists were working in industry and that 910 of them, or about 11%,

were employed in “Atomic Power”—an admittedly vague but not insignificant

11. John Krige, American Hegemony and the Postwar Reconstruction of Science in Europe

(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2006).

12. “Declaration of the German Nuclear Physicists,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 13 (1957): 228.

13. Typical topics in Euratom’s early days included “Diffusion of Fission Gases in Reactor Ma-

terials,” “Synthesis and Production . . . of C14 Tritium- and Deuterium-marked Terphenyls,” and

“Microgravimetric Studies of the Corrosion Mechanism under Irradiation of Reactor Materials,”

Polach, Euratom (ref. 10), Appendix II.

14. For Heisenberg, see Carson (ref. 9), 242. For the reactor systems, Hewlett and Holl, Atoms

for Peace and War (ref. 4), App. 9.
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label.15 In brief, if familiar scientists and “great men” are not major actors in

my narrative, it is not because “basic” science was irrelevant to nuclear power

production at the time. It is because that science was incremental, unspectac-

ular, and integrated into problem solving at the cutting edge of research and

development.16 It is also because official policymakers knew enough about the

core scientific and technical issues to form their own judgments. Robert

Schaetzel, for example, one of the brightest officers in the State Department

who dealt with the Euratom file, spent a year at the National War College

(1954–1955) doing research on atomic energy.

Second, it should not be inferred that my extensive use of American primary

source material, as dictated by my preoccupation with policy formation in the

State Department, excludes European aims and aspirations from my analysis.

On the contrary, my documents clearly show that “American policy is never

entirely free to establish itself without reference to external factors which in-

variably constrain it as much as or more than internal factors do.”17 Indeed,

one of the striking features of my key actors in the State Department is how

sensitive they were to European views as expressed through ongoing exchanges

with the European proponents of Euratom, and as reported by their ambassa-

dors in European capitals. Senior officials and statesmen constructed a trans-

atlantic web of telegrams, letters, memoranda, and personal contacts intended

to ensure that all parties to the debate understood each other’s aims and mu-

tually adjusted their policies and ambitions as best they could to achieve a co-

herent outcome. My interest in the exercise of “soft power” may not call for a

close scrutiny of internal European documents. National decision-making

processes may be put in a black box, their outputs appearing only at the inter-

face between the State Department and its European interlocutors, and to the

extent that they shaped policy in Washington. But that does not mean that Eu-

rope’s voice is not heard. American hegemony this may be, but it is co-produced

with select actors of a European elite who respected U.S. scientific and tech-

nological achievements and who broadly accepted the State Department’s use

of atomic energy as a lever for building a united Europe as a bulwark against

the pretensions and threats of Soviet communism.

15. Henry A. Barton, “Education and Employment of Physicists,” Physics Today 13 (Jan 1960):

20–22.

16. For the science-technology relationship see Philip Scranton, “Technology, Science and

American Innovation,” Business History 48 (2006): 311–31.

17. Sally Marks, “The World According to Washington,” Diplomatic History 11 (1987): 265–82,

on 266.
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The narrative that unfolds below is dominated by the techno-political strate-

gies evolved by the State Department to promote the supranational option

against the ceaseless pressure for more independent national nuclear programs.

These “independent” programs were promoted by lobbies in European nation-

states that sought to eschew the constraints imposed by a supranational au-

thority, and that were encouraged by an AEC that was willing to provide them

with enriched uranium using bilateral agreements. The first section of the paper

describes Washington’s efforts to define a new policy appropriate to the op-

portunities provided by the European relance (i.e., relaunch) and the highly

visible Atoms-for-Peace conference held in Geneva in summer 1955. At this

stage the State Department proceeded with caution. The Europeans had not

yet defined their strategy in the nuclear field and Washington did not want to

be seen as imposing an American agenda. The Suez crisis forced Europe to con-

front its dependence on oil from the Middle East and gave a new boost to the

nuclear option, as described in the next section of the paper. The State De-

partment worked closely with a committee of “Three Wise Men” established

in Brussels in November 1956 to define an ambitious target for Euratom. The

mutual optimism was short-lived. It rapidly emerged that the defined target

was hopelessly unrealistic: the science and technology of economic nuclear

power were still far from the market, above all in the U.S. This gave a further

impetus to the demand for bilateral arrangements from Europe as a means to

improve indigenous capabilities and to explore technological alternatives. Sep-

arate national programs gained momentum, and the hope of using American

nuclear “leadership” to hold them in check evaporated. The State Department

changed tack, as described in the final section of the paper. It proposed a joint

program comprising a package of scientific, technological, financial, and po-

litical incentives (including self-inspection) that would respect national aspi-

rations while orienting Europe along technological trajectories favored by the

AEC and American business. Official acceptance of this program was facili-

tated by the emergence of Euratom as an administrative entity in its own right,

which provided the State Department with a recognized European interlocu-

tor, and by the launch of the Sputniks in fall 1957, which re-centered scientific

and technological collaboration with Europe as major instruments of U.S. for-

eign policy in the region. Once again the State Department’s hopes were shat-

tered, however. As described briefly in the concluding section, the withering

economic potential of nuclear power, opposition in Europe to supranational

solutions in a strategic sector, and opposition at home to the generous terms

of the joint program cramped Euratom’s growth from the outset.
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SU M M E R 1955:  M E SS I NA AN D G E N EVA

The original scheme to pool scientific, technical, and industrial resources in a

European Atomic Energy Community emerged in 1955. It arose against a back-

drop of growing fears that the movement toward European integration had

been derailed by the collapse of the European Defense Community (EDC) in

1954. The EDC was intended to rearm Germany within a structure that would

tie it into Europe and check any nationalistic or bellicose temptations. The

plan was vigorously and publicly supported by the U.S. Secretary of State John

Foster Dulles. Undeterred by American threats, concerned by France’s military

vulnerability as exposed by the humiliating defeat at Dien Bien Phu in May

1954, deeply reluctant to encourage German rearmament—General Omar

Bradley spoke of placing twelve German divisions in the center of Europe to

curb a Soviet attack18—and opposed to the constraints that would be imposed

on France’s nuclear program, the Assemblée Nationale refused to ratify the

EDC Treaty in August 1954. A key plank of American foreign policy in West-

ern Europe collapsed, and the movement for European integration shuddered

to a halt. 

The Common Assembly of the ECSC immediately called on its member

states to consider new proposals for European integration. Meeting in Messina

in June 1955, the foreign ministers of the Six suggested that, notwithstanding

the setbacks, the construction of a European community could continue through

both “horizontal” economic integration in a common market and “vertical in-

tegration” in certain key sectors, including conventional energy, transport, and

atomic energy. An intergovernmental committee was set up under the presi-

dency of Paul-Henri Spaak to explore these possibilities. While it was deliber-

ating, Jean Monnet resigned his position as president of the High Authority of

the ECSC and, in October 1955, established an Action Committee for a United

States of Europe with strong American support. Monnet was convinced that

European integration was the only way the region could regain some sort of

parity with the United States and the Soviet Union. Early in June he wrote in

the New York Times that the peaceful development of atomic energy was im-

perative for Europe’s future, and that the Six could only hope to make up the

ground they had lost if they pooled their resources in a joint nuclear effort.19

18. Winand, Eisenhower (ref. 10), 49.

19. Jean Monnet, “Monnet Appeals for a United States of Europe,” New York Times, 16 Jun

1955, 4. 
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Monnet ensured that the European relance was not unnoticed in Washington.

The general sentiment at the time was that establishing a common market

would prove to be an immensely complex and drawn-out process. Euratom,

by contrast, seemed eminently doable. It made scientific, technical, and eco-

nomic sense to pool resources in a challenging and costly enterprise that was

of strategic significance for the Six. There were as yet few vested industrial in-

terests in the sector since the development of power reactors was in an embry-

onic state in all the participating nations. And it could trade on public enthu-

siasm inspired by the “myth of the atom” and the potential of nuclear power. 

That potential was emphasized by utopian rhetoric at a hugely successful,

American-inspired international conference on the peaceful uses of atomic en-

ergy that took place in Geneva in August 1955. The event excited scientists. A

British columnist for the New Scientist remarked that a gathering “which had

started out as if it was going to be a dull and almost formal affair, was suddenly

brought to life after about three days by the discovery that it was becoming the

most momentous scientific occasion the postwar world had ever seen.”20 It

stimulated the imagination of state officials. In his opening words, Homi Bhabha,

Secretary to the Government of India, Department of Atomic Energy, hailed

nuclear power as inaugurating a new epoch in human history in which the

atom was “not merely an aid” but “an absolute necessity for the full indus-

trialization of the under-developed areas, for the continuation of our civi-

lization and its further development.”21 Euratom thus began to take shape

not merely as a major stimulus to European integration, but also as essential

to the modernization of Europe’s energy infrastructure and to its further growth

and development, not to say the protection of its “civilization” from the Com-

munist threat.

The State Department strongly supported the political federation and eco-

nomic integration of Europe. Three factors dominated its thinking. A strong

Europe could “remove the burden of Europe from the back of the United States,

draw France and Germany together, and constitute a unified pool of power to

balance the USSR.”22 Only a united Europe would have the “organic strength

of unity of purpose” to achieve the “double containment” of Soviet aggression

and German nationalism and militarism, binding Bonn, and “eventually a

20. Quoted in Krige, “Atoms for Peace” (ref. 9), 166.

21. Quoted in Krige, “Techno-utopian Dreams” (ref. 9), 2.

22. Memo of conversation, “Atomic energy and European integration,” 25 Jan 1956, NARA,

RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Jan–Feb 1956 Part 1 of 2.
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united Germany, organically into the Western and Atlantic community.”23 France

had a central role to play in this process. As one State Department official put it,

The hard-core—the vital—element in our attachment to the concept of “inte-

gration” is the so-called Franco-German tie. The justification for exploring the

possibility of very bold and far-reaching moves by the United States to foster in-

tegration is mainly if not exclusively to create that tie. [That relationship] would

involve interpenetration of German interests with those of other countries of

Western Europe in such critical sectors of its national life, and of a nature so in-

timate and so far-reaching, as would lead over time to an inexorable fusion of

national interests into a genuinely interdependent common posture.24

Nuclear power, be it civil or military, was one such “critical sector,” and one in

which the U.S. had some leverage, thanks to our “overall influence in European

questions and because of our predominance in the atomic field.”25

To capitalize on this influence required a change of policy. Dean Acheson,

Secretary of State from 1949 to 1953, had determined that atomic energy in-

formation “should only be paid out in cases of atomic energy benefit, the corol-

lary being that the U.S. ought never to attempt to use the atom in any way to

foster or force non-atomic political results.”26 This policy was now worth re-

considering, for it was “clear that the U.S. possesses at this moment a political

weapon in atomic energy, the value of which is currently at its maximum.”27

Officials in the State Department were willing to consider exploiting American

“predominance,” and in particular the use of enriched uranium and the de-

velopment of associated reactor technology, as a unique “lever” to shape an

institution that made optimum use of Europe’s limited resources to develop

nuclear power. It was also conscious that this was a “wasting asset.” The declas-

sification by the AEC of key scientific and technological knowledge pertinent to

power production; the commercial and political advantages of using natural ura-

nium in British-designed nuclear plants; France’s growing determination to

23. Draft “Outline for Discussion with the AEC,” 14 Jul 1955, NARA, RG59, Box 362, Folder

19.8 Regional Program Euratom General, Jan–Aug 1955. This is just one of many similar analyses.

24. Memo, “State-AEC Study of Atomic Energy and European Integration,” 16 Jan 1956, NARA,

RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General, Jan–Feb 1956, Part 1 of 2.

25. Ibid.

26. Robinson to Bowie, 27 Dec 1955, FRUS 4, 378–87.

27. Top secret letter, Howard A. Robinson, American Embassy, Paris, to Robert R. Bowie,

Director of the Policy Planning Staff, Department of State, Washington, DC, 27 Dec 1955, NARA,

RG59, Box 361, Folder 19.8 Regional Program—Euratom—General, 1955–56. See also the memo

from about this time that is cited at the head of this paper.
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build a major independent national nuclear program, both civil and military;

the conviction in Germany that its industry would be crippled in a suprana-

tional, “socialistic” organization: all of these considerations created a sense of

urgency in the State Department. Its officials realized that unless it moved rap-

idly to capitalize on the U.S.’s scientific and technological lead it would lose

the ability to shape the European program in a meaningful way.

The rationale for Eisenhower’s Atoms-for-Peace program was embedded in

these arguments. That program was supposed to divert money, fissile material,

and skilled scientific and engineering personnel away from national nuclear

weapons programs in countries that, unlike the U.S., had to make hard choices

about what technological trajectories they could afford and that would best serve

their interests. The technological options at stake here require some clarification.

The first national nuclear programs in Britain and France both made use of

natural uranium to power gas-cooled, graphite-moderated piles. They were

both primarily aimed at producing plutonium for weapons: as the official pro-

gram for the Queen’s opening of Calder Hall put it with disarming innocence,

the installation “was built as a requirement for more military plutonium and

as an experiment to investigate the possibilities of adapting nuclear energy to

the production of electrical power quickly, cheaply and safely.”28 Indeed, nat-

ural uranium is a more efficient source for the production of weapons-grade

plutonium than is enriched uranium. Today it takes about three months in a

dedicated natural uranium reactor to produce 10 kg of nearly pure Pu239, suf-

ficient for a bomb. This is a fraction of the time needed to produce weapons-

grade plutonium from facilities that use enriched uranium.29 In 1955, natural

uranium reactors also promised to provide cheaper energy than those using en-

riched uranium, even though the latter was more efficient.30 This was partly

because of the enormous cost of increasing the U235/U238 ratio in the naturally-

occurring element. In short, natural uranium was an easily obtained and at-

tractive raw material for any dual-use nuclear program. To divert resources away

from it, the U.S. provided foreign clients with slightly enriched uranium from

the facilities built for the Manhattan project. This fuel furthered the cause of

28. From www.bbc.co.uk/cumbria/content/image_galleries, accessed on 1 Sep 2007. For the

same point about France see Hecht, “Political Designs” (ref. 9).

29. Here and elsewhere in this paragraph I am simplifying, but hopefully not misrepresent-

ing, an immensely complex issue. On the amount of Pu see “Plutonium: Nuclear Issues Briefing

Paper 18,” June 2007, www.uic.com.au/nip18.htm, accessed on 25 Nov 2007, on 4.

30. Robin Cowan, “Nuclear Power Reactors: A Study in Technological Lock-in,” www.cgl.

uwaterloo.ca/~racowan/Reactors.html, accessed on 5 Nov 2007.
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nuclear non-proliferation. It produced less plutonium weight for weight than

natural uranium, and had to be enriched to at least 80% to provide material

for the simpler uranium weapon.31 Enriched uranium also promised the pro-

duction of “cheap” power—if the AEC lowered its price on the world market.

And indeed, in February 1956, President Eisenhower announced that the U.S.

would release 20,000 kg of relatively cheap enriched uranium for use in for-

eign programs. In November that year, he reduced the cost even more to $16

per gram, two to three times cheaper than what it would cost the Europeans

to produce it themselves.32

Notwithstanding a sense of urgency, the State Department moved prudently

in 1955 to combine the U.S.’s monopoly of enriched uranium, and associated

reactor technology, with its promotion of a supranational European institution

for civil nuclear energy. It was concerned that if it was too proactive its poli-

cies would backfire completely, and that the opponents of Euratom would have

a field day branding the organization as a tool of the United States. The fate-

ful collapse of the EDC was partly attributed to Dulles’ efforts to “bully” France

into accepting a measure of German rearmament. In a famous speech to the

North Atlantic Council in December 1953 the secretary had said that failure to

ratify the EDC Treaty “would compel an agonizing reappraisal of United States

policy” in the region. The U.S., he reiterated at a press conference the next day,

was trying to ensure the security of Europe: “If they decide to commit suicide,”

said Dulles, “they may have to commit it alone.”33 These words cast a heavy

pall over U.S.-European relations. Dozens of internal memos were devoted to

the tactics that the State Department should follow so as not to seem too pushy,

all the while letting friends in Europe know how America could help if only

the Europeans would take the initiative and (appear to) ask for assistance.

Once the State Department had decided to capitalize on the promise of the

peaceful atom, it developed a dual track approach to “lever” allegiance to Eu-

ratom. It put immense pressure on the AEC to withhold technology requested

for national nuclear power programs by any of the Six. As long as governments

believed they could develop a nuclear power capability by dealing individu-

ally with the U.S. they would see little reason to dilute their sovereignty by

31. Global Fissile Material Report 2006 (Princeton: The International Panel on Fissile Materials,

2006), 9.

32. Background paper, “Isotope Separation,” undated but around Feb 1957, NARA, RG59,

Box 362, Folder 19.8, Euratom Visits Wisemen 1957. Light-water reactors of U.S. design typically

cost two to three times more than gas-graphite reactors using natural uranium.

33. Winand, Eisenhower (ref. 10), 51.
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working through a supranational organization. The State Department insisted

that requests for bilateral nuclear power agreements with the United States

were to be discouraged be they from the European promoters of Euratom or

from the AEC. By reducing or even completely stopping the flow of fissionable

material to the individual nations of the Six, and by routing it through Euratom,

the State Department hoped to “force” the support of recalcitrant scientists,

statesmen, and industrialists in Europe for the supranational institution. 

In parallel, the State Department offered the Euratom member states ad-

vantages that they could not have through nation-to-nation bilateral arrange-

ments with the AEC. Self-inspection was the most important of them. Bilat-

eral agreements generally “granted the United States full access to ‘maintenance,

production, and operating records, and other data necessary to accomplish ac-

countability for all special nuclear materials,’ and the right of access ‘to all places

and data necessary to verify compliance’ with the terms of the agreement. The

United States also obtained the right to approve ‘the facilities to be used for chem-

ical reprocessing.’”34 The State Department was willing to relax these conditions,

and grant other concessions, for a genuinely supranational organization that could

implement its own watertight system of inspection. As it stressed repeatedly, “The

United States Government could make available substantially greater resources

and adopt an attitude of substantially greater liberality toward a real integrated

community possessing effective common responsibility and authority than

would be possible for countries separately.”35 In short, if a country joined Eu-

ratom and accepted the loss of sovereignty involved in being a member of a

“real integrated community,” it could expect preferential treatment from the

United States. 

FROM M E SS I NA AN D G E N EVA TO SU E Z 

For the first year or so after the gatherings in Messina and in Geneva, the State

Department had considerable difficulty in achieving its objectives. Many in

Europe were deeply skeptical of Monnet’s plan for Euratom and preferred na-

tional solutions. They were encouraged in Washington by Lewis Strauss and

the AEC, who actively promoted bilateral agreements in the nuclear sector. 

34. Nieburg, “Euratom” (ref. 10), 599.

35. Telegram to Belgian Minister, 15 May 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional

Program Euratom General May–Sep, 1956, Part 1 of 2.
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Monnet’s original plan for Euratom, which was publicly supported by the

French Socialist Prime Minister Guy Mollet when he took office in January

1956, required that all member states of the Six renounce the development of

nuclear weapons altogether. They also had to accept that Euratom owned all

fissionable material in the Community so as better to control its use for exclu-

sively peaceful purposes.36 Finally, they had to agree that a European system of

inspection and control would be empowered to ensure that material produced

in national programs was not being diverted to military programs. Observers

from Britain, the United States, and the Soviet Union would have the right to

confirm compliance.37 This was an arrangement that many in Germany and

in France could not accept.

German industrialists and the new Federal Minister of Atomic Affairs Franz

Josef Strauss led the assault from Bonn.38 Strauss did not conceal his contempt

for Monnet’s scheme in his dealings with Washington. He smarted under the

restrictions being placed on Germany’s nuclear program to ensure that it would

not have a military arm.39 Strauss told the State Department that he favored

European integration and that the government would keep a pledge made by

Adenauer in October 1954 not to produce nuclear weapons.40 But he felt that

Monnet’s plan would place Europe “in the position of a second-class military

vassal” to the United States and the United Kingdom, forcing the continent

into permanent dependence on its major allies for the essential weapons of

36. Mollet’s view on this is cited at length in Scheinman, Atomic Energy Policy in France (ref.

10), 137. See also Goldschmidt, The Atomic Complex (ref. 10), 134.

37. Memorandum of conversation, 25 Nov 1955, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional

Program Euratom General Nov–Dec 1955.

38. On the German position on Euratom and Strauss in particular, see Eckert, “Kernenergie”

(ref. 10). On the diverse interests of German industrialists see Christian Deubner, “The Expan-

sion of West German Capital and the Founding of Euratom,” International Organization 33

(Spring 1979): 203–28. See also Michael Eckert, “Primacy Doomed to Failure: Heisenberg’s Role

as Scientific Adviser for Nuclear Policy in the FRG,” Historical Studies in the Physical and Bio-

logical Sciences 21:1 (1990): 29–58.

39. Adenauer, with Heisenberg’s help, had tried to kick-start a German nuclear program under

the EDC. Heisenberg had a clause inserted in the EDC Treaty that allowed the country to acquire

materials sufficient for a nuclear power station of 1,500 kW, from which the annual production of

plutonium would not exceed 500 grams. On Heisenberg and the German nuclear energy program

see Eckert, “Primacy” (ref. 38), and Carson, “Nuclear” (ref. 9).

40. Shortly after the EDC debacle a new security regime was established in Europe and Ger-

many was granted full sovereignty. The Federal Republic joined NATO on 6 May 1955. Ten years

after V-E Day the imperatives of the Cold War had transformed (West) Germany from an occu-

pied country stripped of much of its scientific, technological, and industrial infrastructure into a

sovereign state expected to play a role in the defense of the free world.
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modern warfare. The Soviets, said Strauss, “would be delighted to hear that

continental Europe had given up all chance of becoming a real actor in world

politics by voluntarily confining itself to military forces armed with broom-

sticks and machine guns in an age of modern weapons.”41

Strauss and German industrialists also objected to Euratom owning all fis-

sionable material, believing that private industry should have this right, at least

up to a certain degree of enrichment. Monnet’s plan reeked of state control

and had been devised by the French, along with Spaak and the European So-

cialists, to check the development of German industry and to maintain the

country permanently in an inferior position.42 Nor would Strauss tolerate sug-

gestions that all innovations and patents should be the property of Euratom.

This would be tantamount to handing over the products of European science

to the Soviet Union “on a silver platter.” The bureaucracies in France and Italy,

he said, “were riddled with Communists and there would be absolutely no con-

trol over classified information on atomic questions.”43

Strauss also implied that if he did not get his way Germany might prefer

to work with Britain. In January 1956, he visited the U.K. and came away im-

pressed by the civilian atomic energy program there, which seemed better

suited to Germany’s immediate situation than the American program. The

British were in fact considerably ahead of the Americans in the commerciali-

zation of nuclear power. 44 The U.S. civilian nuclear industry had been im-

peded by the military focus on reactor development—the Nautilus, the first

nuclear powered submarine, performed spectacularly well in sea trials in spring

and summer 1955—by the availability of cheap electricity from conventional

fossil fuel plants, and by a tortuous Congressional debate over whether civil-

ian nuclear power should be developed privately or under government con-

trol.45 Strauss’s interest in collaborating with the British in the framework of

the OEEC was further encouraged by Dulles’s blunt support for Euratom at

a NATO Council meeting the month before, and the implied threat that the

41. Memo, American Embassy Bonn to the State Department, “Conversation with Minister

Strauss on Euratom atomic energy integration,” 6 Feb 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8

Regional Program Euratom General Jan–Feb 1956, Part 1 of 2.

42. “Conversation with Franz Josef Strauss on European integration,” 14 May 1956, NARA,

RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Programs Euratom General May–Sep, 1956, Part 1 of 2.

43. Ibid.

44. American reporters at the Atoms for Peace Conference in Geneva were struck by the “vig-

orous lead” which the British had taken over the U.S. in the commercial exploitation of nuclear

power: Michael L. Hoffman, “Britain Exploits Atomic Market,” New York Times, 8 Aug 1955.

45. Hewlett and Holl, Atoms for Peace and War (ref. 4), chap. 5.
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U.S. would refuse to sign a bilateral agreement with Germany and disapproved

of a U.K.-Germany bilateral.46 America, Strauss told the State Department,

was making exactly the same mistake as it had with the EDC, “i.e., seeking a

political objective through the application of pressure and influence.” To at-

tach conditions to collaboration would earn Washington “nothing but in-

gratitude in Europe,” Strauss went on, adding that such policies “have lost

you North Africa and the Middle East, and will probably lose you all the un-

committed countries of Asia.”47 Conant gloomily concluded from Bonn, “if

Germany is to support a real supranational authority, a very large carrot in the

form of what the United States is offering would have to be put out in front

of the mouths of the six donkeys.”48

In France, too, Monnet’s plan met with anything but universal assent. Al-

though the French nuclear effort was a fraction of the American and even the

British programs, they were the undisputed leaders in the nuclear field on the

continent: the combined budget of the other members of the Six was just 25%

of the French CEA’s (Commissariat à l’Energie Atomique) budget.49 In 1952,

the French Parliament had adopted a five-year plan which involved building

two graphite reactors and a chemical separation plant for extracting pluto-

nium.50 As France moved ahead of its neighbors its interest in collaborating

with them waned. Many generals and senior officials in the CEA also wanted

the country to retain the right to develop its own nuclear weapons. This pos-

sibility was not excluded from the plan adopted in 1952, though it was not ex-

plicitly embraced either. The debate over the ratification of the EDC treaty,

however, alerted the French authorities to the implications of developing their

46. Extracts from a report published in The Economist, 5 Jan 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 363,

Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Jan–Feb 1956, Part 1 of 2.

47. Conversation with Franz Josef Strauss, NARA, RG59 (ref. 42).

48. Conant to Merchant, 19 Feb 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Program

Euratom General Jan–Feb 1956, Part 2 of 2.

49. Memo of conversation with Guillamat (CEA), and Hall (AEC), Smith and Farley (State),

10 Oct 1955, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Sep–Oct

1955. This was about 8% of what the U.S. had spent on its civil program since the war ($3 bil-

lion), and about 1.5% of the U.S expenditure overall ($15 billion), Bulletin from the European Com-

munity for Coal and Steel 15 (May 1956), in NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Programs

Euratom General May–Sep 1956, Part 1 of 2.

50. Goldschmidt, The Atomic Complex (ref. 10), 125–27. For a fine study of the French pro-

gram see Hecht, The Radiance of France (ref. 9). Hecht deals with French trade union opposition

to Euratom in chapter 4. See also Hecht, “Technology, Politics, and National Identity in France,”

in Technologies of Power: Essays in Honor of Thomas Parke Hughes and Agatha Chipley Hughes, ed.

Michael Thad Allen and Gabrielle Hecht (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2001), 253–94.
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nuclear program in a supranational framework. In particular they became aware

that France would have to accept whatever conditions were imposed on the

other members of the Six, notably Germany, in the interests of equality. As

Ambassador Parodi at the Quai d’Orsay remarked, “First we tie down Ger-

many, then in the name of equal rights we bind ourselves similarly, and then

we give ourselves headaches over how to unbind ourselves!” Correlatively, if

France wished to develop a military program in a supranational framework, it

would have to accept the unthinkable, for “by this treaty she would be placed

in the tragic position of automatically having also to authorize Germany to use

atomic energy for military purposes.”51 Monnet hoped to obviate this concern

by having France renounce its weapons program in the interests of European

integration. And even though Prime Minister Guy Mollet supported him in

January 1956, by June he had had to retreat to a compromise position, inspired

by a suggestion made by Spaak. France would not explode an atomic device

for five years, but it would also refuse any arrangements concerning Euratom

that restricted the national military program. By the end of the year, the French

Prime Minister had not simply retreated further from his original pacific posi-

tion, he had turned it on its head. France would build the bomb.

In July 1956, President Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal. France, along with

Britain and Israel, invaded Egypt early in November 1956. They were concerned

about the commercial implications of Nasser’s move and distressed by his increasing

collaboration with the communist bloc and his determination to become a major

force in the Middle East. President Eisenhower condemned their action, partly to

appear evenhanded after he had just condemned the Soviet Union for its invasion

of Hungary, and partly because he was afraid that the Soviets would intervene to

support Nasser, thus expanding the scope and stakes in the conflict. The British

and then the French quickly withdrew under intense pressure from Washington.

France, as Goldschmidt put it, “found herself suddenly and terribly alone, at

the very moment when the war in Algeria was entering its most difficult phase.”

Mollet’s “previous hostility toward atomic weapons, the result of a passionate de-

sire to see a United States of Europe created, was transformed overnight into a

determined and positive interest in national nuclear armament.”52 The CEA was

authorized to embark on a nuclear weapons research program and to consider

constructing an isotope separation plant to produce highly enriched uranium.

51. Goldschmidt, The Atomic Complex (ref. 10), 128–29. The second quote is the words of the

Gaullist Senator Michel Debré.

52. Ibid., 137.
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Adenauer supported the French position. By the end of 1956, then, it was clear

that if Euratom was going to be established at all it would have to allow for France’s

determination to acquire a nuclear capability and for the possibility that Germany

might eventually claim the right to do so as well. 

To curb the national aspirations of France and Germany, the State Depart-

ment insisted that it was imperative that the AEC and the Europeans put a

brake on the signature of bilateral agreements with any of the Six. Lewis Strauss

was less than enthusiastic about this approach. He was expected by Congress

to implement the Atoms-for-Peace program through bilaterals, and he was very

skeptical about the prospect of Euratom ever coming into being anyway.53

Spaak, for his part, agreed to pressure senior officials in all of the potential

member states not to push for bilateral agreements, both to foster support for

Euratom and to deflect criticism that the U.S. was trying to impose a supra-

national organization on reluctant allies.54

The effects of this policy were felt by national negotiators. The French re-

quested a classified power bilateral in 1955. It was refused, though the CEA was

allocated 40 kg of enriched U235 (instead of the usual 6 kg) through an unclassi-

fied agreement which came into effect in November 1956.55 Later Francis Perrin,

the scientific director of the CEA, asked again for 1,000 kg of enriched uranium,

but reluctantly agreed to withdraw the application. When the AEC announced

new sweeping declassification measures on December 12, 1956, Perrin was back

with a request for an unclassified bilateral for 700 kg of enriched uranium over

ten years for a vast power program, to no immediate avail.56 Germany and Franz

Josef Strauss were similarly frustrated. Strauss arrived in Washington in April 1956

seeking 200 kg of U235, of which about 120 kg were intended for a Siemens-West-

inghouse reactor and the balance for a purely domestic program. He was back

again in June but reported bitterly that the State Department was thwarting his

plans.57 It was only after the Euratom treaty was signed in March 1957 that the

53. Memo, Hoover on conversation with Strauss that morning, 24 Oct 1956, NARA, RG59,

Box 364, Folder 19.8r Regional Program Euratom General Oct–Dec 1956, Part 1 of 2.

54. Memo, Schaetzel, 29 Mar 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder Regional program Euratom

General, Mar–Apr 1956, Part 1 of 2.

55. Memo, Schaetzel, “Europe and Atomic Energy,” 2 Dec 1955, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder

19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Nov–Dec 1955. See also memo, Timmons to Merchant

and Smith, “Euratom and Atomic Energy Bilaterals,” 28 Mar 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder

Regional Program Euratom General, Mar–Apr 1956, Part 1 of 2. My primary sources do not di-

vulge the degree of enrichment. 

56. Memo, Bishop to Hall on conversation with Francis Perrin on 3 Jan 1957, NARA, RG59,

Box 364, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Jan–Feb 1957. 

57. Eckert, “Kernenergie” (ref 10), part III.
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State Department was happy to proceed quickly with bilateral agreements with

the major member states of the Six. Even then they tried to restrict the amount of

fissionable material to that needed for interim power projects with clearly defined

technical objectives, in anticipation of making major allocations to Euratom in-

stead of to national bodies. The State Department suggested to the AEC that

France should be given only 700 kg instead of the 2,200 kg it was now asking for,

and that Germany’s request for 2,500 kg should be reduced to 500 kg in line with

the amounts offered to the Netherlands and Switzerland.58 The AEC did not

oblige. Germany received 2,500 kg of enriched uranium for the operation of four

research reactors, two small demonstration power reactors, and one 100 MW re-

actor.59 All the same, the point is clear. Bilateral agreements that could meaning-

fully accelerate national programs in the Six, while not refused, were suspended

until after the Euratom Treaty was signed. 

In 1955–56 the State Department’s policy of withholding enriched uranium so

as to put a brake on national aspirations was complemented with discussions of

what scientific and technological support the U.S. could offer to achieve its po-

litical objectives. One much-canvassed idea was to use Belgium’s privileged ac-

cess to uranium and to U.S. classified data to lever other members of the Six into

Euratom. It was suggested that Brussels be released from its obligations to pro-

vide uranium ore from the Congo exclusively to the Combined Development

Agency (CDA) comprising the U.K., Canada, and the U.S. Between 1946 and

1956, the CDA received almost 21,000 tons of U3O8 through the Belgians.60 In

return, a classified research and power agreement with Brussels came into effect

on July 21, 1955, the same day that such agreements became effective with Canada

and the United Kingdom, symbolically placing Belgium among Washington’s

most favored nations. Seeking to exploit this privilege, Spaak suggested that the

58. Memo, Schaetzel to Smith and Jones, “Next steps regarding Euratom,” 22 Apr 1957,

NARA, RG59, Box 364, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Mar–Apr 1957, Part 2

of 2. Switzerland is the exception that proves the rule: it was not one of the Six and was treated

by different criteria. Bern successfully negotiated a classified power bilateral for 500 kg of enriched

uranium that became effective in January 1957. It did so somewhat reluctantly in the face of a

counter offer from the Soviet Union, which was more lenient than the AEC in insisting on in-

spections to confirm that the material was not being diverted to military uses. Cold war rivalry,

along with the fact that the Swiss were not one of the Six, doubtless explain the haste with which

the AEC came to an agreement with Bern. See memo, Farley, “Additional section for memorandum

for secretary on Euratom safeguards,” 10 Apr 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 358, Folder 19.8p Safe-

guards Part 1. See also Nieburg, “Euratom” (ref. 10), 599.

59. Eckert, “Kernenergie” (ref. 9), 313.

60. Luc Gillon, “L’approvisionnement en Uranium,” in Dumoulin, Guillon, and Vaïsse,

L’energie nucléaire en Europe (ref. 10), 11–31.
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CDA relinquish its near-sole rights to ore from Katanga if Euratom came into

being. He also wanted to fold the Belgian bilateral into the new supranational

entity, thereby allowing all of the Six to benefit from the privileged relations that

Brussels had with Washington.61 Early in 1957, the AEC confirmed that the

arrangement with Belgium had lost much of its importance for the U.S. since

the discovery of major deposits in Canada.62 Finally in April 1957, a month after

the signature of the Euratom Treaty, the State Department suggested that the U.K.-

U.S.-Canadian contract for Belgium uranium be suspended as of December 1958,

strengthening Belgium’s hand in its negotiations with Euratom at little cost to the

U.S.63 However, the discovery of more and more sources of uranium—“the stuff

was everywhere,” as Gabrielle Hecht has put it64—and Europe’s need for en-

riched uranium undermined the currency of Belgium’s supposed bargaining

counter. A bigger “carrot” than that would be needed to promote Euratom as a

meaningful alternative to independent national programs.

One carrot that was dangled for some time was help with the construction of

an isotope separation facility. Conant thought that Germany would be particu-

larly attracted by the offer of enriched uranium, as well as help in the construc-

tion of fuel fabrication and chemical separation plants. These would enable them

to advance their program by four or five years through membership in Euratom.65

He also hoped that it would divert Bonn from plans to explore the centrifuge

technique, which Germany believed would produce enriched uranium via a

cheaper path than the gas diffusion process.66 The French were known to be

61. Thus “Spaak takes the position that the Belgian-American agreement on atomic energy is

his trump card in the entire European integration field and not just a bargaining tool in the ne-

gotiation of an atomic energy pool.” Memo, Palmer to Schaetzel, 8 Aug 1955, NARA, RG59,

Box 362, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General, Jan–Aug 1955. It quickly emerged that

Spaak was overplaying his hand. 

62. Memo of conversation with Dulles, Strauss, etc., and Spaak, Armand etc., 8 Feb 1957,

NARA, RG59, Box 364, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom Jan–Feb 1957, Part 2 of 2. 

63. Undersecretary to Strauss (not sent), 5 Apr 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 364, Folder 19.8 Re-

gional Program Euratom General Mar–Apr 1957, Part 2 of 2.

64. Hecht, “Negotiating Global Nuclearities” (ref. 9), 29.

65. Conant to Merchant, 10 Feb 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Program

Euratom General Jan–Feb 1956, Part 2 of 2.

66. Telegram to Secretary of State from Folger, on the “Report of the [Euratom] Study Group for

the Construction of the European Plant for the Isotopic Separation of Uranium,” and the Report it-

self, 29 May 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 364, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General, discusses

a joint Dutch-German project to investigate the centrifuge process. On the subsequent development

of the centrifuge process by the U.K. and the U.S. and the later involvement of Germany see Stephen

Twigge, “A Baffling Experience: Technology Transfer, Anglo-American Nuclear Relations, and the

Development of the Gas Centrifuge 1964–70,” History and Technology 19 (2003): 151–63.
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interested: they had tried to buy an isotope separation plant from London in 1955

but had been turned down, “presumably because of British understandings with

the United States,” as Pierre Guillaumat put it.67 And the technology was im-

mensely challenging. Willard Libby, a member of the AEC at the time, claimed

that the British gas diffusion plant did not work, and that the Russian process

was probably inefficient.68 At a symposium at Princeton University in May 1956,

it was stressed that while it was not difficult to design a gas diffusion plant, it was

difficult to design one that worked well.69

While isotope separation was of a scale, cost, and complexity that suited a

pooling of European resources, several considerations weighed against it. The

American plants consumed vast amounts of electricity—each used about 2,000

MW a year—far more than the Europeans would pump into the grid from the

nuclear reactors that it would be fueling.70 Economically it made little sense after

the U.S. made enriched uranium available at a relatively low price.71 Finally,

much of the technology was classified, notably that of the pumps for circula-

tion, the connecting piping, and the diffusion barriers. Eventually, early in 1957,

Lewis Strauss categorically refused to share classified information on gas diffu-

sion with Europe; the AEC was not prepared to relinquish its monopoly on the

world’s best system for enriching uranium to satisfy the State Department’s po-

litical agenda.72 The consequences were predictable. The low price of U235 on

the world market was interpreted by some as a form of dumping intended to

67. Memorandum of conversation, “European Atomic Energy Cooperation,” 10 Oct 1955,

NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Sep–Oct 1955. Guillamat

was the Administrator General of the French CEA at the time. The British were obviously threat-

ened: the ambassador to Washington, Roger Makins, patronizingly dismissed European pressure

for acquiring gaseous diffusion facilities as being “like that of a child who wanted the one toy

being denied him by his godparents.” (State replied that it probably reflected a “desire to achieve

atomic independence.”) Memo of conversation, “Atomic energy and European cooperation:

OEEC Ministers meeting,” 21 Feb 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional Program

Euratom General Jan–Feb 1956, Part 2 of 2. 

68. Memorandum of conversation, 25 Jan 1956, NARA, RG59 (ref. 22).

69. Klaus E. Knorr, “Euratom and American Policy: A Conference Report,” Center of Inter-

national Studies, Princeton University, May 1956, in NARA, RG59, Box 363, Folder 19.8 Regional

Programs Euratom General May–Sep 1956, Part 1 of 2.

70. Ibid.

71. The Europeans estimated that it would cost them about $35/g to produce U235 using the

gas diffusion process (“Report of the [Euratom] Study Group,” NARA, RG59 [ref. 66]), and about

$25/g using the centrifuge process. 

72. “Memorandum of conversation with Admiral Strauss,” 6 Feb 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 362,

Folder 19.8s Euratom Visits 1. Wisemen.
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stop construction of an isotope separation plant in Europe, and the AEC’s refusal

to help the Europeans confirmed their view. Enriched uranium was politicized,

and the French made it known that if Euratom would not share the burden, they

would build a gas diffusion plant on their own for an estimated cost of 104–128

billion French francs.73

By August 1956, the constant pressure on the State Department from both

Europe and the AEC to agree to bilaterals, and the failure to offer something

positive as a counterweight, disturbed Schaetzel. As he summarized the situa-

tion, after an initial burst of enthusiasm, the general trend had been toward a

“watering down of the community, [a] drift towards cooperation rather than

integration, [an] emphasis on separate national programs as opposed to a strong

community approach.”74 The Suez crisis changed the policy parameters. As the

situation in the Middle East deteriorated, Monnet’s Action Committee drafted

a resolution that emphasized Europe’s increasing dependence on imported en-

ergy and the security risks that that entailed. It recommended that “Three Wise

Men” be appointed to quickly draw up a program for producing nuclear en-

ergy in Europe. The foreign ministers of the Six ratified the team suggested by

Monnet at a meeting in Brussels on November 16, 1956. It comprised Louis

Armand, Director General of the French (state-owned) railway system who also

had an official function in the CEA; Franz Etzel, a German parliamentarian

and the Senior Vice-President of the High Authority of the ECSC; and Francesco

Giordani, a chemist and Director of the Italian Consiglio Nazionale di Ricerca.

The Three Wise Men were assisted by Max Kohnstamm, the secretary of the

ECSC and a personal adviser and assistant to Jean Monnet, who was put at

their disposal for a year. Their mission was to devise a bold program for pro-

ducing nuclear power as soon as possible.75

Sensing the new mood in Europe precipitated by the Suez crisis, the State

Department felt that the time had come to deliberately shape Euratom rather

than simply withholding bilaterals from national programs to facilitate its emer-

gence. As one official wrote, there should be “a serious re-examination of the

73. “Report of the [Euratom] Study Group,” NARA, RG59 (ref. 66); memo, Hinton to

Schaetzel, “Possible Euratom Isotopic Diffusion Plant,” 24 May 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 365,

Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General May 1957; memo, Yost to Schaetzel, “Isotope

Separation Plant,” 9 Jul 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom

General Jun–Dec 1957, Part 1 of 3.

74. Memo, Schaetzel to Smith and Timmons, 2 Aug 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 364, Folder 19.8

Regional Program General May–Sep 1956, Part 2 of 2.

75. Winand, Eisenhower (ref. 10), 93.
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premise that European integration cannot have deep and durable roots unless

their cultivation is left to the Europeans themselves.” The U.S. should be more

proactive and devise a scheme based “on a footing of reciprocal partnership.”

Such a scheme would surely have an “electrical impact” on the Europeans if it

was of “mutual advantage” to both. It would reorient the “irritating demands

of German industrialists, and the vanity of French nationalists who want to

have the right to develop their bombs—which, in strictly European terms,

are enough to castrate Euratom.”76 It would also aid the U.S. civilian power

program—for “despite America’s unique forced-draft experience in developing

atomic energy, it [was] still recognized both by the Government and industry

that a major and unique effort must be made in the U.S. to see that there is a

sufficiently broad-scale civilian atomic energy program.”77 Spaak and Monnet

were apprised of Washington’s interest in “a partnership arrangement between

Euratom and the United States”which might conceivably “compress into a few

years a process of technical development which would otherwise require

decades.”78 Monnet was overjoyed, reassuring his American friends that “prac-

tical, and indeed spectacular support of Euratom by the U.S. as soon as the

[Euratom] treaty has been signed would, in the present circumstances, have an

effect in Europe comparable to that of the Marshall Plan.”79 It would also help

rebuild American prestige in Europe that was at something of a low ebb after

Eisenhower’s refusal to support the invasion of Egypt. 

The Three Wise Men arrived in Washington on February 4, 1957, hoping

to gain all the unclassified information they could on the technical and eco-

nomic aspects of nuclear power and to discuss cooperative projects that were

attractive to both partners.80 They became acquainted with many high-level

U.S. officials. They visited a number of nuclear installations. They met corpo-

rate executives under the auspices of the Atomic Industrial Forum, Inc.81

76. Barnett to Schaetzel, 10 Sep 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 364, Folder 19.8 Regional Program

Euratom General May–Sep 1956, Part 2 of 2.

77. Memo, Smith and Elbrick to Bowie, “Euratom” (not sent), 5 Sep 1956, NARA, RG59,

Box 364, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General May–Sep 1956, Part 2 of 2.

78. Memo for the President, “U.S. support for Euratom,” 25 Sep 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 364,

Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General May–Sep 1956, Part 2 of 2.

79. Memo, Dillon to Foster after lunch with Monnet, 19 Nov 1956, NARA, RG59, Box 363,

Folder 19.8r Regional Program Euratom General Oct–Dec 1956, Part 1 of 2.

80. Memo, “Three Wise Men visit,” undated but surely January 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 362,

Folder 19.8s Euratom Visits 1. Wisemen, 1957. 

81. Euratom committee meeting with U.S. industry representatives, 13 Feb 1957, NARA, RG59,

Box 364, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Jan–Feb 2007, Part 2 of 2.
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The European visitors made it clear from the outset that they sought a per-

manent association between “a United Europe and the United States of Amer-

ica,” a “close and enduring partnership” of mutual benefit in the peaceful uses

of atomic energy. It would be a relationship in which Euratom could draw on

America’s industrial experience and raw materials to advance the technology

and reduce the cost of nuclear power in a Europe that was “at the mercy of

rulers of individual Middle Eastern countries.” Europe had fallen behind, said

Armand, but “if with the help of the United States, Europe can catch up this

lag, Europe will fructify and within ten years will be able to be a real partner.”

An ambitious program was needed. Without it “Europe will rapidly become

an underdeveloped territory.”82 Dulles promised to do all he could to encourage

a collaborative project while doing “nothing which could embarrass or create dif-

ficulties for the Euratom project [then] in the critical final stages of negotiation.”83

Armand and Spaak, for their part, asked the Secretary to make sure that nothing

in the draft Euratom Treaty was objectionable to Washington, as they were per-

suaded that its “future relationship with the United States [was] one of the in-

dispensable elements of Euratom’s success.”84 On March 25, 1957, a month after

the Three Wise Men returned to Europe from their American tour, the treaties

establishing the European Common Market and Euratom were signed in Rome.

They delivered their report, “A Target for Euratom,” early in May.

The report spelled out an ambitious program to develop nuclear power in

Europe. Starting in 1958, the writers hoped to bring 3,000 MW on-stream

within five years; an additional 3,000 MW would be pumped annually into

the grid after that, to reach 15,000 MW by 1967. This major effort would be

made possible by pooling the resources of the Six through Euratom and by re-

lying initially on British, Canadian, and American know-how, raw materials,

and industrial experience. The U.K. had already commercialized its gas-cooled

natural-uranium reactor, Pippa, and was offering it commercially on the world

market, notably to OEEC countries. U.S. strength lay in the development of

PWRs (pressurized water reactors) and BWRs (boiling water reactors) that had

been developed for the Navy using enriched uranium. Armand stressed that

Euratom would seek to explore options beyond the currently available models

82. Aide Memoire from Armand, Etzel, and Giordani to Secretary of State and to Chairman

of the AEC, 4 Feb 1957, and Memo of conversation with Secretary of State, 4 Feb 1957, both in

NARA, RG59, Box 362, Folder 19.8s Euratom Visits 1. Wisemen, 1957.

83. Memo of conversation of members of State Department with several European ambassa-

dors, 1 Feb 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 356, Folder 19.8b.

84. Memo of conversation, 8 Feb 1957, NARA, RG59 (ref. 62).
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in collaboration with its American partners so as to make any joint venture that

much more attractive to Washington and to U.S. business.85

The importance of nuclear power for western Europe was both political and

economic. The Three Wise Men noted that the region was already importing

25% of its energy needs (equivalent to about 100 million tons of coal, and cost-

ing $2 billion), and that this could increase threefold by 1975. Much of the fos-

sil fuel came from Arab states that had a “practical hold on European industry’s

lifeblood,” and who were likely to “transform oil from a trading commodity”

subject to the normal laws of supply and demand into “a political weapon.”86

Furthermore, nuclear power made economic sense in Europe, though not in

America. Although the capital costs of nuclear power plants were two to two

and a half times higher than for coal- and oil-fired stations, the cost of energy

to the European consumer was said to be comparable (about 14 mills/kWh com-

pared to 10–13 mills/kWh for conventional fuels).87 By contrast, in the U.S.,

conventional power stations produced electricity at about 7 mills/kWh (and was

sold to the AEC, a huge consumer, for even less, 4 mills/kWh). Western Europe

provided a unique political and commercial niche for the accelerated develop-

ment of civilian nuclear power, a niche to be exploited to the “mutual advan-

tage” of the U.S. and its transatlantic allies. Or so some hoped early in 1957.

POST-SU E Z S ETBACKS

The enthusiasm on both sides of the Atlantic for a joint venture, a “reciprocal

partnership,” quickly stumbled and fell. “A Target for Euratom” was as much

a blueprint for the future as a propaganda exercise that brushed over the par-

lous state of nuclear energy, above all in the U.S. It was simply not true that

the technology of nuclear power had moved, as Armand put it, “out of the sci-

entist’s laboratory onto the engineer’s drawing board” and that it was ripe for

commercial exploitation. Indeed, when Armand, Etzel, and Giordani met with

the “cream of U.S. industry concerned with atomic matters” during their visit

85. Atomic Industrial Forum Inc., Jun 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder 19.8 Regional Pro-

gram Euratom General Jun–Dec 1957, Part 1 of 3; see also AEC presentation to Wise Men, 5 Feb

1957, NARA, RG59, Box 362, Folder 19.8s, Euratom Visits 1. Wisemen, 1957.

86. Aide Memoire, 4 Feb 1957, NARA, RG59 (ref. 82).

87. Report of general manager of AEC on discussion with Wise Men, undated but around

Apr 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Jun–Dec 1957,

Part 3 of 3.
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to Washington in February, it quickly emerged that no businessman in the

United States could provide reliable cost estimates for nuclear power plants.88

The capital cost of the plant, fuel element life, and the costs of reprocessing

were all very uncertain. As one executive subsequently explained in detail, in

the U.S., unlike in Britain, fuel costs were determined by factors under the con-

trol of several independent entities. “The conversion of UF6 to metal might be

handled by one party, the fabrication of the fuel elements by another, the re-

processing of scrap by a third, and the reprocessing of spent fuel elements, re-

covery of uranium and plutonium and reconversion to UF6 by the AEC.” As

a result, he went on, “at the present time it is almost impossible for a reactor

manufacturer to estimate accurately costs involved in the complete fuel cycle.”89

And even if some small plants had been built, larger plants of the scale the Eu-

ropeans sought were still in an experimental stage. In the light of these ambi-

guities the Three Wise Men were advised by American executives to proceed

with caution, buying a couple of U.K. Calder-Hall type reactors and a couple

of American PWRs, while exploring in parallel a variety of new reactor types

that would undoubtedly replace these in the early 1960s. 

Any remaining illusions about the immediate prospects for nuclear power

were shattered when fifty European industrialists visited the U.S. in July 1957

to see how best to reach the Three Wise Men’s target. The AEC and industry

made a major effort to put U.S. technological achievements on display, and the

visitors came away impressed by the tremendous financial, industrial, and man-

power resources invested in the American power program. The event was a pub-

lic relations disaster, however. Two major reactors, one at Argonne, the other

the Materials Testing Reactor, were down. Two others, the power demonstra-

tion project at Shippingport and a BWR, were not yet commissioned. The com-

mercialization of nuclear power in the U.S. was clearly behind that in the U.K,

leaving the European delegation with the impression that American companies

were engaged in a major experimental program and had little plant construc-

tion and operation experience. One European visitor was quoted by the Belgian

daily Le Soir as saying that while the capital invested in the power program

was colossal, and while collaboration between government and industry was

excellent, he came home persuaded that nuclear energy was still “in the early

stage of development,” that “everything that [was] being done in the U.S. on

88. Schaetzel to Sprouse, 8 Mar 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 362, Folder 19.8s Euratom Visits 1.

Wisemen.

89. Starr to Davis, 19 Feb 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 358, Folder 19.8n Relations with the United

States. 
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an industrial scale [could] still be considered as experimentation,” and that

Europe was therefore in no position to decide then what kind of reactor to build.90

The State Department was bitterly disappointed by this turn of events.

Schaetzel was frustrated that American businessmen seemed unable to think

out of the national box and did not realize that the Three Wise Men were de-

termined to develop nuclear energy at whatever cost. Corporate executives

seemed wedded to “the habit of thought that atomic energy is now in an early

developmental stage where the approach should be one of exploring various

reactor systems with the objective of coming out in perhaps ten years with per-

haps two or three efficient and competitive systems, proved through actual op-

eration, and delivering power in the 7 mills range,” a domestic constraint that

did not apply in Europe.91 He was not impressed, either, with the overall tech-

nical competence of the follow-up European delegation (the French were the

best, the Germans uneven, the Italians poor, in his view), and he was struck by

the tendency of each national team to stick together. Disillusioned, by sum-

mer 1957 the State Department realized that its hoped-for political weapon had

lost much of its leverage. The “three-year head start” in atomic energy that was

supposed to provide the U.S. with the instrument it needed to “force almost

any reasonable institutional form that it desired in this field” had evaporated,

if it ever existed at all. Indeed, as Schaetzel commented after the visit of the Eu-

ropean industrialists, “Our problem is that we are late—I would guess by about

two years [and that] U.S. bargaining power does not have the effectiveness it

once had—or the force some Americans think it contains.”92

The prospects for a crash program in response to the Suez crisis were not only

torpedoed by scientific, technological, and commercial realities. The alternative

of developing strong national programs also became increasingly attractive. As

mentioned above, the AEC, liberated from the persistent demands by the State

Department to delay bilateral agreements until after the Euratom Treaty had

been signed, agreed in June 1957 to supply each of France and Germany with

2,500 kg of enriched uranium and 7,000 kg for Italy.93 Lewis Strauss also saw

European interest in nuclear technology and U.S.-U.K. competition for the

90. Schaetzel to Butterworth, 26 Jul 1957; memo, Goldberg to Schaetzel, “Draft on European

tour,” 1 Aug 1957; Sprouse to Schaetzel, 9 Aug 1957, all in NARA, RG59, Box 362, Folder 19.8s

Euratom Visits 2. Fifty European Industrialists, 1957.

91. Schaetzel to Sprouse, 8 Mar 1957, NARA, RG59 (ref. 88).

92. Schaetzel to Butterworth, 26 Jul 1957, NARA, RG59 (ref. 90).

93. Memo, Smith to Hall, 14 Jun 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder 19.8 Regional Program

Euratom General Jun–Dec 1957, Part 1 of 3.
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European market as a commercial incentive for American companies that were

not interested in nuclear power for domestic consumption. In September 1957,

the AEC proposed to the National Security Council that an “aggressive” research

and development program was required if the U.S. was to “maintain interna-

tional leadership” in the nuclear power field, and that public funds should be

provided to help U.S. industry export reactors, fuel elements, and supporting

facilities and services. This would both enhance American prestige abroad and

accelerate “the realization of nuclear power in the United States.”94

To add to the State Department’s distress, the multilateral alternative to

Euratom became an administrative reality. In December 1957, the Council of

the OEEC, with strong British support, adopted the statutes of a European

Nuclear Energy Agency (ENEA) that would come into being early in 1958 to

“further the development of the production and uses of nuclear energy for

peaceful purposes in Western Europe.”95 The British proposed that ENEA build

an isotope enrichment plant, a chemical separation plant for irradiated fuels,

a heavy water plant to produce a moderator, and a prototype testing reactor.96

To avoid being sidelined, in consultation with London, the United States of-

fered $560 million of fissionable material for the OEEC, and full cooperation

in future programs.97 By the end of 1957, the Suez bubble had burst. The

European nuclear power agenda was being stripped of its supranational shell

and reduced to selective nation-to-nation agreements that would strengthen

European capabilities to foster ENEA and provide a platform to help U.S. firms

like Westinghouse and General Electric enter the nuclear energy field.

TH E S PUTN I K S PU RT:  TH E JOI NT PROG RAM

The launch of the Sputniks by the Soviet Union in fall 1957 provided the State

Department with another spectacular opportunity to promote the joint nu-

clear power program as a foreign policy option. A position paper prepared for

94. Draft of AEC paper for NSC attached to Schaetzel to Butterworth, 19 Sep 1957, NARA,

RG59, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General Jun–Dec 1957, Part 1 of 3.

95. Council of Europe News, 1 Jan 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder 19.8 Regional Program

Euratom General 1958, Part 1 of 2.

96. For a history of the chemical separation plant to extract plutonium, see Jean-Marc Wolff,

Eurochemic 1956–1990 (Paris: OECD, 1996). “Eurochemic” is the European Company for the

Chemical Processing of Irradiated Fuels. 

97. On ENEA see Nieburg, “Euratom” (ref. 10), 604–06.
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Congress now presented collaboration in the field of nuclear power as central

to meeting the communist threat and rebuilding European confidence in Amer-

ican scientific and technological leadership:

The Soviet sputniks, demonstrating advanced Russian scientific and engineer-

ing capability, have caused a serious and healthy reappraisal within the Atlantic

Community of the extent to which the Western countries have been exploiting

to the full their potential scientific strength and whether this strength is being

mobilized through the most effective, co-operative arrangements. Voices in Eu-

rope have questioned whether the historic position of the United States in the

field of science, engineering and general industrial development, is not being

overtaken by the Soviet Union. Atomic energy is rightfully considered a bell-

wether of scientific and industrial accomplishment. Rapid progress on a major

[joint U.S.–Euratom program] . . . will do much to dispel this questioning attitude,

and, furthermore, will lay the foundation for the kind of meaningful scientific

cooperation which is indispensable to the survival of the West.98

This initiative would gain momentum from the enthusiasm generated by

the ratification of the European Common Market and Euratom Treaties on

January 1, 1958. It would also capitalize on the determination in Congress and

the AEC to promote the domestic nuclear power industry. Thus the Joint Pro-

gram, reeling from setbacks just a few months before, was given a new lease on

life as a keystone of U.S.-Soviet rivalry. 

The State Department presented the Joint Program to Eisenhower as a “unique

opportunity to exploit our great atomic energy resources” to further European

integration at a critical moment, and to stimulate U.S. nuclear power develop-

ment by having American industry join with their European counterparts to

demonstrate the “technical and economical possibilities of large nuclear power

reactors.”99 It had two components. First, beginning in 1958, several large U.S.-

type reactors would be constructed under the auspices of Euratom. These would

be designed to produce 1,000 MW of electricity by 1962–63 (not the 3,000 MW

sought by the Three Wise Men). Second, this “power demonstration program”

98. “Opening Statement Before Joint Committee on Atomic Energy by Mr Dillon with Re-

spect to the U.S.-Euratom Joint program,” 30 Jun 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 360, Folder 19.8r Joint

Program Part 1 of 2. Krige, American Hegemony (ref. 11), chaps. 7 and 8 discuss the panic sur-

rounding the Soviet feats in fall 1957, and some of the measures taken to strengthen science and

technology in the Atlantic alliance.

99. Memo for the President from Strauss and Acting Secretary, “U.S. cooperation with the

European atomic energy community,” 28 Jan 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 361, Folder 19.8r Regional

Programs U.S.–Euratom Program General 1958, Part 1 of 2.
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was to be coupled with an extensive collaborative research and development ef-

fort on the frontiers of atomic energy intended to improve the performance of

the reactors and reduce the costs of nuclear energy production. The Joint Pro-

gram thus reflected the state of the art in nuclear science and technology at the

time. It gave Europeans access to U.S. reactor technology and know-how. And

it was an avenue through which U.S. power companies could gain a foothold

in the European market and benefit from government subsidies for a joint R&D

effort that would enable them to become more competitive with their British

rivals in the civilian sector.

These presumed advantages inspired the State Department to fight for a

broad package of economic incentives and political concessions. The United

States may not have been ahead in the development of civil nuclear power. But

it had other assets: the prestige that went with being the leading postwar sci-

entific and technological power, recent Soviet spectaculars notwithstanding;

immense financial and industrial resources; and vast quantities of enriched ura-

nium, or at least far more than it needed for its domestic weapons program.

These resources would now be mobilized to shape Euratom to the mutual ben-

efit of both parties.

The research and development program raised few eyebrows: each partner

would fund it to the tune of $50 million for the first ten years. The “power

demonstration program” was more controversial, however. The capital cost of

the four to six reactors required for the Joint Program was estimated to be $350

million. This was disaggregated into three components. European utility com-

panies were expected to put up $150 million, the amount they would other-

wise have spent on developing conventional sources of power. Euratom would

borrow $65 million from the European Investment Bank.100 The balance of

$135 million would be provided by the U.S. through a line of credit at 4.5% in-

terest from the Export-Import (ExIm) Bank, which had just been granted a

further $2 billion lending authority.

Then there was the question of fuel. It was standard practice to lease en-

riched fuel for power reactor programs, so retaining American control over its

use and reducing the energy costs to the consumer by an estimated 1–1.5

mill/kWh. From the outset the promoters of Euratom insisted, however, that

they own the fuel rather than lease it, putting in place their own inspection sys-

tem to ensure that enriched material was not diverted to military ends. The

100. Memo, Goldstein to Whitehouse, “U.S.-Euratom financial arrangements,” 7 Jul 1958,

NARA, RG59, Box 360, Folder 19.8r 5 Financial Arrangements Euratom. 
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State Department yielded to European demands, and even facilitated them by

offering to compensate for the financial disadvantage that ownership entailed.

Washington would fund the purchase of the fuel up to a ceiling of $100 mil-

lion through a deferred low-interest loan for the first ten years.101 All of the

major elements in this arrangement, the loan from the ExIm bank, the finan-

cial support for the fuel cycle, and the question of safeguards and inspection,

had important political implications and were deeply divisive issues. 

The ExIm bank loan was controversial because it normally included a Buy

America clause. Euratom insisted that while the bulk—perhaps as much as

90%—of the materials and services that it would buy with the loan would be

acquired in the United States, it did not want to have its hands formally tied

by any such arrangement. The State Department agreed. A Buy America clause

would make it look as though the Joint Program was a purely commercial ven-

ture meant to promote the development and sales of American nuclear tech-

nology abroad. It would be interpreted as signifying that U.S. technology was

inferior to other equipment on the market and could only be sold if subsidized.

And it would deflect attention away from the core foreign policy considera-

tions which, for the State Department, were driving the entire venture. In the

event, the final text presented to Congress for approval in August 1958 was vague

on this point, much to the frustration of some members of Congress, who were

determined to tighten up such “lax” practices as soon as they could.102

The financial arrangements for enriched fuel predictably infuriated the British,

whose first generation reactors used natural uranium. The State Department

decided from the outset that it would negotiate the terms of the Joint Program

without consulting its partners in London, on the grounds that the U.K. au-

thorities would oppose the program anyway on both political and commercial

grounds. The British were up in arms as soon as they learned of the terms of

the agreement accepted by Congress. They insisted that the arrangements for

101. The AEC agreed to provide Euratom 30,000 kg of contained U235 in uranium to cover

fueling and other requirements over twenty years. 9,000 kg of enriched uranium were required

for the first ten years of the program. They would be sold on a deferred payment basis. Euratom

would not need to reimburse any capital for ten years, and need pay only 4% interest on the debt,

producing a situation that was financially equivalent to leasing. Euratom would pay back capital

and interest in equal amounts on this debt over the next decade, during which time a further

20,000 kg would be sold outright to the program. 

102. Memo, Farley to Dillon, “U.S.-Euratom nuclear power program,” 14 Nov 1958, NARA,

RG59, Box 360, Folder 19.8r 7. Joint Program Part 2 of 2; Schaetzel to Kohnstamm, 20 Nov 1958,

NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder 19.8b. For the congressional debate see Melandri, Les Etats-Unis

(ref. 10), 171–79.
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the fuel supply were “something entirely outside normal commercial practice,”

would “distort the normal commercial flow of trade in reactors,” and consti-

tuted just the kind of export subsidy that the U.S. had been criticizing in

GATT.103 The policy was “bound to be damaging to the prospects of the British

nuclear industry in its endeavours to sell atomic power plants in Europe on a

purely commercial basis.”104 Indeed the British admitted that not only were

the “early optimistic estimates for an expanding export trade in the nuclear

power reactor field . . . not likely to be realized,” but the French had actually

just refused to sign an agreement with Britain, citing the more favorable terms

it could get under the U.S.-Euratom agreement. The British, ever subservient

to their more powerful ally, respectfully asked that this kind of support be re-

stricted to this one instance. The State Department was unrelenting in its reply.

“The United States,” it said bluntly, “considers that neither the purpose nor

the effect of the U.S.-Euratom program, of which the fuel element guarantees

are a part, constitute a subsidy race in reactor exports between our two gov-

ernments.” Listing the several areas in which the United States was providing

financial support to the Joint Program, the State Department argued that “[p]ro-

grams of this sweep, purpose and effect appear to the United States to be quite

different from the export subsidies which we both seek to avoid in normal com-

mercial dealings.”105 For Washington, the political objectives of the program

far outweighed the commercial dimensions; for London, the commercial as-

pects were crucial, the political intentions misguided.

Safeguards and the related issue of self-inspection were also contested in the

Joint Program.106 In the domain of nuclear power (as opposed to mere research),

the terms of U.S. bilaterals (here with Euratom treated as a single state) usually

required more than formal guarantees that the enriched uranium leased by the

AEC would not be diverted to military programs. As we saw earlier, they also

gave American inspectors the right to visit the foreign nuclear facilities and to

confirm for themselves that fissionable material was not being abused. The pro-

moters of Euratom demanded that this latter condition be relaxed. Euratom

103. Dispatch from U.K. Embassy, 5 Jan 1959, NARA, RG59, Box 360, Folder 19.8r 5. Finan-

cial Arrangements Euratom. 

104. Memo from U.K. embassy, 25 Nov 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 359, Folder 19.8r Agreement

for Peaceful Uses, Part 3 of 3. 

105. Draft memo referring to U.K., 25 Nov 1958, and memo, 14 Jan 1959, both in NARA,

RG59, Box 357, Folder 19.8m. 

106. For a fine discussion of the relation between self-inspection and sovereignty see Mallard,

“Sovereignty by Design” (ref. 3), chap. 6.
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would promise not to allow enriched material of U.S. origin to be used for mil-

itary programs, but it had to be trusted to keep its word: there was no question

of allowing American inspectors to poke around European nuclear facilities to

check that the formal guarantees had been honored. Nor would it accept that the

IAEA had the authority to do so, arguing that this would simply open the Eu-

ropean nuclear program to inspectors from Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.

The argument for ownership rather than lease, and for self-inspection rather

than U.S. access, was inspired in part by pragmatic considerations. As we saw,

from the outset both Jean Monnet and his allies in the State Department ac-

cepted that if Euratom was to succeed it had to offer its participating countries

more than they could obtain in the standard bilateral arrangements for nuclear

collaboration with U.S. AEC. Ownership of fissionable material and self-

inspection were such benefits. But their real significance was far deeper than

that: it went to the heart of Europe’s sense of itself as a faithful ally and a major

force to be reckoned with in the defense of the free world. As Schaetzel explained:

A primary motivation of all the European communities has been to attain a po-

sition of political and economic equality with the United States and the Soviet

Union. In view of this driving force any arrangement which places any of the

communities in a subordinate or what might be called a ‘colonial’ status vis-à-

vis the U.S. or particularly the U.K. is incompatible with this primary objective

of the Europeans and therefore unacceptable to them.107

For the Six member states of Euratom, self-inspection was at once an affirmation

of regional sovereignty, a sign of the esteem in which the United States held the

supranational institutions coming into being on the continent, and a marker which

differentiated Europe from the rest of the non- or not-yet nuclear powers.

This approach was challenged from two different quarters: those American

officials who were in the process of establishing the safeguards system for the

nascent IAEA, and the British. The State Department’s preferential treatment

for Euratom, one American IAEA official wrote, was driven by expediency and

would create only cynicism in the “under developed countries who only a few

months ago in New York were solemnly exhorted by the United States as to

the overriding necessity of international verification.”108 Sterling Cole, the

107. Memo, Schaetzel, “Safeguards and the Euratom Joint Program,” 10 Apr 1958, NARA,

RG59, Box 358, Folder 19.8p Safeguards, Part 1. 

108. Memo, Ekern to Farley, “Euratom Safeguards,” 24 Apr 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 358,

Folder 19.8p Safeguards, Part 1.
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American governor general of the IAEA, took the exceptional step of making

a personal appeal to his president. Granting self-inspection to Euratom, he

wrote, was likely to strike a serious if not fatal blow to the success of the IAEA,

leading to pleas for special treatment from an “Asiatom,” an “Africatom,” or a

“Latinotom.”109 The British supported him, pointing out that self-inspection

“would be used by the Soviets to confirm their propaganda thesis that major

western powers draw a distinction in practice between white, colonial states of

Western Europe (which as here are allowed to police themselves) and colored

countries of the near East, Africa, and Asia, which cannot be trusted to do so

and must be subjected to internal inspection and controls which actually are a

subtle means of maintaining colonial domination and penetration of indus-

trial secrets.”110 Max Kohnstamm, who was now the interface in Europe for

the Joint Program, certainly did nothing to dispel this view. What would hap-

pen, an outraged British official asked him, “if Col. Nasser, for example, should

insist that this principle [of self-inspection] apply to an agreement with the

UAR [United Arab Republic].” Kohnstamm replied curtly that “[t]he art of

international politics lay in discrimination,” and “he would hope that H[er]

M[ajesty’s] G[overnment] would be able to discriminate between Euratom and

Col. Nasser.”111

The State Department was not as blunt as Kohnstamm, but its arguments

traded on similar sentiments of Western superiority. First of all it insisted that

this was not really self-inspection, but a form of international inspection in which

the Germans would be inspected by the French, the French by the Germans, and

both by the other members of the Six. Its officers also stressed that, unlike in a

bilateral, self-inspection would ensure that all of the nuclear material available to

the Six, and not just that provided by the United States, would be used for peace-

ful purposes (though this did not preclude the development of national nuclear

weapons programs, as I shall explain in a moment). Finally, the State Depart-

ment appealed to the “unique characteristics” of Euratom as an emergent supra-

national authority which was unlikely to be copied by other regional groupings,

groupings that would not “have the historical, cultural, and political ties with us

109. Cole to Eisenhower, 15 May 1958, and Cole to Strauss, 12 May 1958, both in NARA, RG59,

Box 365, Folder Regional Program Euratom General 1958, Part 2 of 3.

110. Telegram from London to Secretary of State, 12 June 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder

19.8 Regional Program Euratom General 1958, Part 1 of 2.

111. Memo, Meyers, U.S. Embassy London, to State, “British Negotiations with Euratom,”

23 Jun 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder 19.8 Regional Program Euratom General 1958, Part 1

of 2. 
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as is the case of the Europeans.”112 Virulent racism could be encoded in such eu-

phemisms. At one meeting of the National Security Council dealing with insta-

bility in the Belgian Congo in January 1960, Maurice Stans, the director of the

Bureau of the Budget, “while disclaiming any expertness, said he had formed the

impression that many Africans still belonged in the trees.”113

Under-Secretary of State Douglas Dillon, testifying before Congress, went

further and placed the issue squarely in the context of the Cold War. The un-

derlying rationale for allowing Euratom self-inspection, he said, “is to be found

in the central role and commitment of the six nations to the Free World’s ide-

ological, political and military opposition to international Communism.”

Granted that commitment, it would be wrong to expect Euratom to open its

“advanced industrial and scientific facilities so important to Western Defense”

to inspectors from the communist bloc. What is more, “This great industrial

and political complex in Western Europe [was] understandably unwilling to

accept a status subordinate to that of the U.S., the U.K and Canada,” Dillon

went on, “none of which [was] willing to accept the application of the IAEA

system to its own nuclear program.”114

This discriminatory policy was made more palatable by the conviction that

self-inspection was the best way to contain both German aspirations for nu-

clear technology and the increasingly ebullient French national weapons pro-

gram. In effect, the State Department counted on the historical mistrust and

commercial rivalry between the two in the nuclear sector to ensure that fis-

sionable material was not misused.115 After all, one of the original rationales

for promoting a crash civilian power program through Euratom (and a key

plank of the Atoms-for-Peace program as a whole) was to divert scarce resources

112. Memo, Farley to Under Secretary, “Questions Admiral Strauss may raise. . . ,” 5 Jun 1957,

NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder 19.8 Regional Programs Euratom General 1958, Part 1 of 2. 

113. George White Jr., Holding the Line: Race, Racism, and American Foreign Policy Toward

Africa, 1953–1961 (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2005), 115.

114. “Testimony of Mr Dillon with respect to the safeguard arrangements of the joint U.S.-

Euratom program,” 9 Jul 1958, NARA, RG59, Box 360, Folder 19.8r Joint Program, Part 1 of 2.

115. The secret Franco-Italian-German (FIG) project is indicative of the wavering nuclear re-

lations between the partners. It was initiated by the French in 1957 as a joint venture to counter

what Paris perceived as Anglo-Saxon dominance in nuclear weapons. Initial plans included the

possibility of building an isotope separation plant. Germany’s hopes of collaborating closer with

France in this domain were dashed when de Gaulle came to power in 1958, abruptly cancelled the

FIG project, and suggested that Western defense should be based on a U.S.-U.K.-France nuclear

triumvirate: See Susanna Schrafstetter and Stephen Twigge, Europe, the United States and the Strug-

gle for Nuclear Nonproliferation, 1945–1970 (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2004), 90, 95.
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away from national military programs, notably in France. Schaetzel was quite

explicit about this: “The fundamental point is that the French are motivated

by a desire to recover status in the world which they feel, either rightly or

wrongly, is a function of nuclear weapons production capability. In this situa-

tion our basic strategy is not to hit the French directly but rather to envelop

them.” A supranational organization could contribute to this “entanglement”

by embarking on a common project that “should make increasingly difficult

the disengagement of the scientists and technical people from one country to

work on separate, national military projects.” A major program would also “tax

to the utmost the industrial and technical resources of the Six nations,” so pos-

sibly retarding weapons programs.116

It only remained to resolve the contradiction between France’s determina-

tion to develop nuclear weapons and Euratom’s commitment to peaceful use.

The solution was to have Euratom monitor the French nuclear program up to

the moment when fissionable material was about to be fashioned into a nu-

clear warhead. Thereupon supervision would pass to the newly-formed West-

ern European Union (WEU).117 As Dulles’s successor Christian Herter put it

to Congress, the seamless web that placed fissionable material first under the

aegis of Euratom and then under that of the WEU provided the “legal frame-

work for an unbroken chain of control over nuclear material within the Com-

munity” that was actually more comprehensive than the safeguards written into

standard American bilateral agreements with foreign entities.118

By allowing Euratom self-inspection, and by tolerating a French nuclear weapons

program, the United States amplified Soviet accusations that Euratom was sim-

ply a front for the nuclear rearmament of Europe. It also undermined American

efforts to use Atoms-for-Peace to win “hearts and minds” in the recently decol-

onized nations in Africa and Asia.119 By discriminating in favor of Europe, the

State Department began to carve up the world again along the old colonial lines

116. Schaetzel to Isenbergh, 26 Mar 1957, NARA, RG59, Box 364, Folder Regional Programs

Euratom General Mar–Apr 1957, Part 1 of 2.

117. The WEU was established immediately after the French parliament failed to ratify the

EDC in order to provide an alternative, controlled framework for German rearmament. French

fears were assuaged by Britain’s agreeing to place four divisions and a tactical air fleet on the con-

tinent as a counterweight, along with the U.S., to a German army. 

118. “Testimony of Governor Herter . . . ,” 9 Jul 1959, NARA, RG59, Box 365, Folder 19.8 Re-

gional Program Euratom General 1958, Part 1 of 2.

119. Kenneth Osgood, Total Cold War: Eisenhower’s Secret Propaganda Battle at Home and

Abroad (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2006), chap. 3.
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of power and inequality. In the context of Cold War rivalry, American officials

found themselves, to quote Westad, “caught between a genuine antipathy to-

wards the European colonial projects and increasing fear of the rise of commu-

nism.”120 To build alliances with their traditional allies—and perhaps to atone

for refusing to support Britain and France’s abortive retaliatory invasion of Egypt

in November 1956—they violated their noble anti-colonial egalitarian ideals and

gradually constructed a “third world” that was, once again, defined by exclusion,

exploitation, and control, including control over its nuclear installations.

CONCLU D I NG R E MAR KS

Three years after the formal acceptance of the Joint Program, it was hobbling

along one leg—the research and development dimension. Fifty projects worth

almost $11 million were under way, and American firms were engaged in about

half of them. However, there was just one power reactor project, and even that

was in the doldrums. The main official reason for this debacle was the lower-

than-expected price of conventional fuels available both east and west of Suez,

the discovery of huge fields of natural gas, and the reduced costs of operating

traditional power stations. Behind that argument—and explaining the relative

success of the R&D effort—was the admission that the science, technology,

and engineering of nuclear power was still in an experimental phase, no reli-

able cost estimates could yet be made, and no firm was willing to risk the huge

capital expenditure required for an unproven and perhaps disastrously uneco-

nomic system of power generation. The heady promotion of the atom as pro-

ducing “energy too cheap to meter” had given way to the recognition that here

was an energy source whose fuel cycle was so complex, whose supply and dis-

posal problems were technologically so costly, whose social and political risks

were so substantial, that its costs simply could not yet be evaluated in terms of

any available metric.

The political dimension was even more fundamental than the financial and

social difficulties faced by Euratom. When the State Department embarked en-

thusiastically on its support for Euratom, it persuaded itself that few vested in-

terests were yet embedded in nuclear power. Confronted by the determination

of German industrialists and the French CEA to go their own way, the State

120. Odd Arne Westad, The Global Cold War: Third World Interventions and the Making of

Our Times (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 131.
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Department clung to the hope that the American lead in the nuclear domain,

though a wasting asset, if mobilized rapidly could draw these nations together

in a supranational entity that would cohere with the foreign policy and secu-

rity interests of the United States. When that technological advantage proved

to be chimerical, the State Department changed tack and tried to use the na-

tion’s formidable industrial and financial clout, along with the lure of a power

system based on the use of enriched uranium, as “carrots . . . in front of the

mouths of the six donkeys,” as Conant patronizingly put it. What this policy

failed to account for was the deeply entrenched hostility at home to subsidiz-

ing the nuclear industry in Europe and growing concerns about the diversion

of highly enriched uranium to military programs. By 1960, U.S. negotiators

insisted that a Buy America clause be respected in spending the ExIm bank

loan. They also unilaterally reduced the amount of enriched uranium made

available to the Six through Euratom (from 800 kg to 140 kg), and imposed

new, restrictive conditions on its use.121 On the other side of the Atlantic, the

urge to develop significant national nuclear power programs in France and in

Germany, and President de Gaulle’s determination to acquire an independent

deterrent, undermined a supranational structure. The nuclear cement with

which the State Department hoped to bind the Six together organically in

Euratom was not strong enough to counter domestic commercial and security

concerns, nor the centripetal national forces on the continent, which together

reduced the organization to a pale shadow of its original grand design.

ACKNOWLE DG M E NTS

I would like to thank participants in the History of Science and Medicine seminar, Yale
University, and two editors of the journal for helpful comments on an earlier draft of
this paper.

121. Butterworth for Department and AEC, “Major problems in Euratom-U.S. relations and

recommendations thereon,” 7 Feb 1961, NARA, RG59, Box 361, Folder 19.8r, U.S.-Euratom Pro-

gram 8, Legislation 1959–1961. This long letter explains in detail all of the setbacks to Euratom

precipitated by both parties to the agreement.

HSNS3801_02  2/12/08  5:26 PM  Page 44


