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U N I T E D STATES G O V E R N M E N T 

Memorandum 
TO 

FROM 

Pile DATE: July 2a, 1965 
Orlgmai 

S'S'icd 

W. B. McCool, Secretary' 8 ■ M°Cooi 

SUBJECT: BRIEFING ON DETERRENT PHILOSOPHY AND PROLIFERATION 
BY STANFORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

SECY:JCH 

1. At Information Meeting 498 on July 22, 1965, the 
Commissioners noted the desirability of scheduling a briefing on 
deterrent philosophy and proliferation based on a recent presentation 
at the Sandia Corporation attended by Commissioner Ramey. 

2. This briefing has now been scheduled for August 13, 1965. 
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General Manager 
Deputy General Manager 
Asst. General Manager 
Exec. Asst. to Gen. Mgr. 
Asst. Gen. Mgr. for Admin. 
As at™ Gen* Kgr. for IA 
General Counsel 
Special Assistant for Disarmament 
Dir., Military Application 
Director, IA 



From the Office of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 

No. 498 
For Sunday a .m . Release 

January 30, 1966 

SECRETARY RUSK TO TESTIFY 
ON 

NON-PROLIFERATION RESOLUTION 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk is scheduled to be the first witness 
to testify in open session before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
on Senate Resolution 179 relating to the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, it was announced today by Senator John O. Pas tore , Vice 
Chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Secretary Rusk will present testimony on February 9» 1966 
beginning at 9:30 a .m . in the Joint Committee public hearing room 
(AE-1) in the U.S. Capitol. 

On January 18, 1966 Senator Pastore introduced a resolution 
in the Senate (S« Res„ 179): 

"Resolved, That the Senate commends the President 's 
serious and urgent efforts to negotiate international 
agreements limiting the spread of nuclear weapons and 
supports the principle of additional efforts by the President 
which are appropriate and necessary in the interest of peace 
for the solution of nuclear proliferation problems. " 

This resolution was co-sponsored by 55 other Senators. 

Senator Pastore also announced that subsequent to the testimony of 
the Department of State, representatives from the Department of Defense, 
Atomic Energy Commission, and the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency will be called as witnesses. The schedule of appearance of these 
witnesses .will be announced at a later date, 

The Committee will consider requests to testify by public witnesses. 
Persons, desiring to testify are requested to submit a prepared statement 
to the Joint Committee -not later than February 15, 1966. The statements 
will be considered for inclusion in the record of the hearings. The 
Committee will assign for oral presentation those statements which are 
considered appropriate for further elaboration'. 

* * * 



GOVERNME1S 

Memorandum 
OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
2010-104 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

TO : File ^ DATE: July x> 1965 

FROM : w. B. McCool, Sec* 

SUBJECT: STATUS OF GILPATRIC REPORT 

SECY:JCH 

At Information Meeting 494 on June 29, 1965, the 
Commissioners discussed appropriate responses to any queries from 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy regarding the status of the 
Gilpatric report. The Secretary's hand notes for this Meeting 
contain additional details regarding possible questions and answers. 
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UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

0 /e^^^Ta , 

J UN 2-9.1965 

MEMORANDUM FOR 'CHAIRMAN SEABORG 
COMMISSIONER BUNTING 
COMMISSIONER PALFREY 
COMMISSIONER RAMEY 
COMMISSIONER TAPE . 

THROUGH GENERAL MANAGER 
SUBJECT: FOSTER ARTICLE AND KENNEDY SPEECH ON NON-

PROLIFERATION • " K 

It has been reported in the press that the article by 
William C. Foster on non-proliferation in the journal 
Foreign Affairs and the speech by Senator Robert F. 
Kennedy before the Senate on the same subject on June 23 
'were cleared by various government agencies. This 
office was not aware of either the Foster, article or 
the Kennedy speech prior to their respective release to 
the press; thus, we did not 1;ake part.in any clearance 
process regarding them. 

Signed by • ■ * 

Allan M. Labourite 

Allan M.' Labowitz 
Special Assistant for Disarmament 
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CABLE ADDRESSES 
CRAVATH. N. Y. 

CRAVATH, PARIS 

January 22, 1965 

Dear Glenn: 
I want to record what I said to you yesterday 

• before our meeting with the President, namely that John 
iPalfrey was most helpful to our Committee, and all of us 
on it are grateful to you and ;to him for the excellent 
assistance and cooperation the Committee received from 
you both. 'i-l . 

Sincerely, 

7U"3 Jt̂ OiUCtwc. 
Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, 

Chairman, , 
Atomic Energy Commission, 

Washington, D. C. 20545, 

■ " ( ' ■ : ' 

"
 :
fj-

1 '■■■ 

; y- ■ 

.<i,7.-

■J ' . 



DEC 241964 

— -\ 

mmsimm m& &&&&&&$& wMtsmt 
Original signed by 
George M. Kavanagh 

/ ^ 

' Sackgsssws^ 2«tf©rajafvtoa oat $l®&s&&%® 
t»« fell® $U$6&cU; ftasnttMi&e ■&?& 14 t h a i 24^> 

•est €h3i£@£& te&fcot&a /̂$£fcSH&« (€y 23$> 

ffcaiasral fSSatsageir* *//ia£ie*ah* '§5? 22&£ ' ' 

DCCUM2SS 
Hr i ^ - . ■wj'T-T-T Li-.^v»i.i-' 
M..!i_V/t':3 

'S» ^ 

EITTED 
tffklNS CLASSIFIED' 

as 

, re«, bandio this document 
heh separated i x o m ^ - ^ - ' -..-. y 

CONFIRMED TO BE UNCLASSIFIED 
DOE NSI DECLASSIFICATION REVIEW E.0.12958 
BY:ADAMR.HORNBUCKLE DOE 
WITHOUT ENCLVATTACHMSffl 

t 

t 



-v 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON PLOWSHARE FOR THE 

GILPATRIC COMMITTEE CLASSIFICATION CANCELED -
DOENSI DECLASSIFICATION REVIEW RO. 12958 BY: IP LK. Ferguson nfaf4 fpemabSa 

The President's Task Force on Nuclear Proliferation (Gilpatric Committee) 

has identified or may wish to consider sub-areas to which Plowshare is related. 

These include questions such as: 

a. How would a Plowshare program operate under a comprehensive 
test ban? 

b. What are dangers of Plowshare contributing to nuclear 
proliferation? 

c. What measures can be taken to inhibit improvement of nuclear 
weapons by nuclear powers? 

d. What can be done to reduce the incentives to acquire nuclear 
weapons capabilities? 

e. What are or may be the effects of peaceful uses of atomic 
energy outside the U. S.? 
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In consideration of these and other questions, the following should 

prove of interest to the Committee as background information. 

I. Plowshare and Proliferation 

The question of whether the U. S. Plowshare program can or would 

contribute to the proliferation of nuclear weapons is a significant 

problem. 

A. Effect of Dissemination of Plowshare Technology 

Under the U. S. Atomic Energy Act, the Plowshare program cannot*? 

legally, and there is .no intention-to,, contribute to any other 

; country, materials or technology which could be used in the design, 

development or production of nuclear explosives. Only information 

UJOCQ 
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for peaceful projects can or need be contributed; i.e., primarily 

already unclassified information concerning the effects of nuclear 

explosives on the earth. The availability of the nuclear explosives 

from the U. S. should greatly reduce rather than accelerate the 

necessity or justification for other countries to undertake an inde

pendent Plowshare device development program. U. S. furnished Plowshare 

energy sources, would, of course, remain under complete U. S. control 

at all times. In return for U. S. Plowshare devices and services, 

arrangements could be devised whereby plutonium produced from reactors 

in the host country would be accepted as payment. This conceivably 

could result in the availability of less plutonium for other purposes 

and make the Plowshare program an effective agent in restraining 

proliferation. 

International Plowshare Economies 

The availability of U. S. energy sources at reasonable costs for 

proposed applications would make it both unnecessary' and uneconomic 

for a nation to initiate and develop a costly independent nuclear 

explosive capability. Accordingly, there is not reasonable justifica

tion for the undertaking by an Nth country of the development of 

nuclear explosives. A statement of such an intention would constitute 

an obvious effort to mask an intention to develop nuclear weapons. 

Thus, an announced U. S. program for international cooperation on 

Plowshare applications would serve to further restrain the possibility 

of nuclear weapons proliferation. 

Technical Considerations 

Plowshare device development was feasible by the U. S. only on 
the basis of the investment of many billions of dollars expended for 
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weapons development over almost 20 years. The technical requirements 

for Plowshare devices are such that fission devices, even of the most 

sophisticated type, are not generally suitable. Fission devices re

quire large quantities of fissionable materials which are (1) too 

expensive to offer economic advantage over chemical explosives and 

(2) introduce unacceptable amounts of radioactivity. Thus, thermo

nuclear devices employing advanced technology are essential for a 

justifiable program. The progress of the French weapons development 

program toward the development of a thermonuclear device provides a 

measure of the time and effort required, even given the determination 

and resources applied in that case, for such an achievement. 

D. General 

The U. S. Plowshare program, viewed strategically, is consistent 

with efforts to prevent proliferation. No U. S. material or weapons 

development information would be disseminated under the program. 

Fissile material, of other nations could, however, be consumed for 

peaceful purposes, under a payment plan for U. S. Plowshare devices. 

In nations already possessing nuclear explosives, the expenditure of 

fissile materials on peaceful projects would be preferable to its 

entrance into the weapons stockpile. 

Significant amounts of time, effort, money and material would be 
needed to accomplish Plowshare objectives, thus, divetting interest 
to a peaceful avenue of accomplishing world nuclear prestige. Thus, 
it appears logical and .probable that Plowshare could make a significant 
contribution to the world's well-being through focusing of attention 
on peaceful rather than military aspects of an inevitably growing 
nuclear technology. 

-3-
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Potential of Plowshare 

The use of nuclear explosives in peaceful applications has been under 

study by the Atomic Energy Commission since June 1957. These studies have 

encompassed the following applications which appear to be possible, and 

probably economically attractive. Excavation for large civil engineering 

and water resource development projects; excavation to remove overburden 

from ore bodies for strip mining; breaking up ore bodies for ore. recovery 

by block caving or in-situ leaching techniques; fracturing oil shale to 

facilitate oil recovery by in-situ retort processes; raising the temperature 

of oil sand formations to facilitiate oil recovery; stimulating natural gas 

recovery by shattering the gas bearing formation to increase its permeability; 

shattering underground rock formations to produce voids for gas storage or 

waste disposal; and providing an intense neutron flux for isotope production 

and neutron physics measurements. 

In total, well over 100 specific projects have been suggested to the 

AEC. These have come from more than a dozen states in the U. S. and about 

15 countries on five continents. 

A principle value of using nuclear explosives in excavation is that 

their use makes feasible many projects which could not be seriously con

sidered with conventional methods. Only a few of the proposed excavation 

projects have been evaluated and of those which have, the second trans-

isthmian canal is best known. In this potential project, the estimated 

savings in construction cost along is in excess of $1.0 billion. The 

presence of a few projects larger than the trans-isthmian and a half 

dozen or so of comparable.magnitude in addition to many smaller ones 

throughout the world suggests that the potential savings in construction 
-4-



cost alone is. many billions of dollars. No attempt has ever been made to 

evaluate the sociological and political benefits which might be derived from 

this technology. 

The potential of nuclear explosives in the development of natural 

resources (mining, oil recovery, gas stimulation) has never been fully 

evaluated, but the chief value clearly lies in the fact that nuclear ex

plosive technology holds the promise of extending our resource reserves 

by making feasible the recovery of reserves not otherwise recoverable. 

No attempt has been made to assess either the dollar value or human value 

of utilization of nuclear explosives in developing our most valuable 

natural resource, i.e., water. 

The value of the nuclear explosive as a source of neutrons is that 
25 it produces many more neutrons, i.e., about 10 neutrons on target per 
23 detonation as compared to a maximum of about 10 neutron on target per 

year of operation from a reactor. This, abundant source of neutrons makes 

feasible many scientific measurements not otherwise possible. 

This summary is supported by extensive laboratory calculations made 

from data derived from more than a dozen nuclear detonations and about 

two hundred experiments with chemical explosives. The technical data 

from these studies and experiments have been made public through publica

tion of hundreds of reports and articles both for scientific and public 

consumption. The most concise summaries are contained in the reports of 

two classified symposia, one held in LRL in February 1957 and the other 

in LASL in July 1959;' two unclassified or public symposia, one held in 

San Francisco in May 1959 and the other in Davis, California in April 1964; 

and in the JCAE Frontiers of Atomic Energy Hearings of March 1960. 
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Commitments to Plowshare 

A. Public Information Activities 

The Atomic Energy Commission first announced the Plowshare program 

in June 1958 when plans for a bio-environmental survey in northern 

Alaska were released. This announcement stated that: 

"During the past year, the Atomic Energy Commission has been 
carrying forward a program identified as Project PLOWSHARE 
to determine the possibilities for the non-military use of 
nuclear explosives." 

i 
Most of the public announcements on Plowshare released since then have 

included statements of either or both (1) U. S. high hopes for the 

program and/or (2) its intention to share the results with other 

nations. For example, an announcement released on March 16, 1960, 

relative to Project Gnome stated: 

"The scientific results of Project Gnome, like all Plowshare 
projects, will be made available on a world wide basis, and 
the United States will welcome observers from the United 
Nations or any of its member countries which are interested 
in the Project." 

A similar statement was included in the White House announcement of 

October 25, 1961, announcing approval of the Gnome experiment. More 

than 20 foreign observers representing about 10 countries witnessed 

the Gnome event. Each Plowshare event since Gnome has been publicly 

announced. Tours of the Nevada Test Site have been arranged for 

domestic news media representatives, foreign news media representa

tives, interested foreign engineers and scientists, and domestic 

scientific and engineering groups. Similarly, the Sedan event was 

announced and aroused considerable public and international interest. 

No public or foreign observers were invited to witness the Sedan 

-6-
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event; however, 10 months later (May 7, 1963), a tour of the Sedan 

crater was arranged which was attended by 18 representatives of 14 news 

media. A color movie of Sedan is very popular and has been shown many 

times in both official and public meetings. Excerpts from this,film 

have been shown on most major TV networks and still shots from it have 

been carried in several major magazines such as Life. 

The principal results of each Plowshare event, in addition to being 

published in technical literature, are released to and carried by the 

newspapers and popular magazines. An example of this is the announcement 

on November 29, 1964, of the results of the Par event. This announcement 

states that: 

"A major advance has been made in the nuclear explosive 
production of heavy elements". 

and that: 

"the results demonstrate the practicability of using the method 
to produce significant quantities of isotopes of ultra-heavy 
synthetic elements." 

Additionally, the announcement states that: 

"....nuclear explosives development indicates the method can 
supplement accelerators and reactors in the discovery, pro
duction, study, and practical use of heavy elements. In 
particular, nuclear explosives may be a means for discovering 
new elements and for producing a spectrum of radioisotopes 
that are not obtained by other methods.". 

The U. S. had a Plowshare section in its exhibit in Geneva for the 

Third Atoms for Peace Conference in September 1964. This section was 

one of the more popular in the exhibit. A similar Plowshare exhibit 

was on public display in the Joint Atomic Industrial Forum-American 

Nuclear Society meeting during the first week of December 1964, in 

San Francisco. 

-7-
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The AEC receives many requests for information and for speakers 

on the Plowshare program. These come from educational institutions, 

professional societies and civic groups. 

Testimony to Congress 

Since June 1957, when the Plowshare program was established, there 

has been much testimony relative to the program before various congres

sional committees. Much of this testimony was given in connection with 

appropriation requests or authorization approval. It is significant to 

note that in September, 1961, the Congress, at the recommendation of the 

Senate Appropriations Committee, appropriated $2.4 million more for 

Plowshare than the Administration had requested. In the spring of 1964, 

the JCAE added $1.0 million to the Administration authorization request 

for Plowshare, however, the House Appropriations Committee only appro

priated the amount requested by the Administration. Probably the most 

significant testimony by Administration representatives to Congress was 

that given by Deputy Secretary of Defense Vance, Secretary of the Army 

Ailes, AEC Chairman Seaborg, and Assistant Secretary of State Mann, in 

behalf of the liegislation which became Public Law 88-609. This testi

mony was given to the Senate Commerce Committee in March, 1964, and to 

the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee in June, 1964. 

Examples of pertinent statements by major witnesses to the Senate 

Commerce Committee are as follows: 

"Finally, the current difficulties between the U. S. and Panama 
over the present canal and Canal Zone emphasize the advisability 
of expediting early consideration of and a final decision on a 
sea level canal. Once such a decision is made, those difficulites 
would not be likely to arise with respect to a sea level canal... 
... "It is our opinion that the U. S. should immediately embark 

-8-
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on a course of action designed to enable the government to reach 
a final decision on a series of vital questions: whether such a 
canal is feasible, where and when it should be built, and what 
means and under what arrangements." (DOD - Dep. Sec. Vance 3/3/64) 

"We are proceeding on the assumption that we will be able to 
utilize nuclear excavation as the cratering techniques and devices 
are developed which have less fallout. The fallout, as I under
stand, outside the boundaries of any route would be very small. 
...."If we had a sea level canal, simply by reducing the magnitude 
of our security problems, it would be possible in our national 
interests and without prejudice to world commerce or our defense 
posture to have an entirely different type of arrangement...... 
"This is why we are anxious, Senator, that this not appear as I 
said earlier, as a punitive measure against Panama but something, 
.....that has been under consideration for many years, that should 
go on even though we had no difficulties with Panama, in our own 
interests and in the interest of world commerce and national 
security." (State - Ass't. Sec. Mann 3/3/64) 

"Many of the potential projects of this type would be either too 
costly or infeasible unless the tremendous and relatively in
expensive energy available from nuclear explosives can be used. 

"Although only a few of these suggestions were accompanied 
by sifficient information to permit the development of feasi
bility and cost estimates, it does appear, in those cases where 
information was available, that cost savings over conventional 
excavation methods could range from 50 to 90 per cent 
"Thus, it is our belief, that a fully developed technology of 
nuclear excavation would be of wide usefulness in this country 
and abroad. .Since it is our statutory responsibility to conduct 
research and development so that atomic energy will make the 
maximum contribution, to the general welfare, the Atomic Energy 
Commission has pursued the acquisition and study of additional 
information on nuclear excavation ....."In addition, through 
carrying out such experiments as can be done within the limita
tions of the Treaty and allowing international observation of 
them, as we did with Project Gnome, we believe that other 
nations may be able to observe for themselves the practicability, 
safety, and feasibility of using nuclear explosives for the peace
ful purpose of large-scale excavation." (AEC- Chairman Seaborg 
3/4/64) 

"So the urgency of this sea level canal could act almost as a 
laboratory, experiment No. 1, for opening a whole new vista for 
the use of nuclear power "In the event we develop a nuclear 
explosive that would be suitable for this type of project, this 
could be the beginning, for everybody in the world, of a great 
peaceful use of nuclear energy." (Senator Magnuson 3/4/64) 
At the conclusion of House and Senate Hearings, both Committees 

strongly recommended passage of the Interoceanic Canal bills to their 
respective Houses. 

SE&RElT 
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Plowshare and Bans on Weapons Testing 

The history and analysis of the Geneva Conference on the Discon

tinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests clearly indicate the fact that the 

United States never altered or retreated from its stand in favor of 

treaty provisions which would permit the continuance of Plowshare 

activities. President Eisenhower's public statement of August 22, 

1958, announcing the U. S. agreement to the moratorium on atomic 

testing and the technical feasibility of an agreement to eliminate 

nuclear testing stated: 

"The agreement should also deal with the problem of detonations 
for peaceful purposes, as distinct from weapons tests." 

A further indicator of the U. S. attitude is a statement from AEC's -

March 16, 1960 announcement of site construction plans for Project 

Gnome. The statement which was specifically and personally agreed to 

by President Eisenhower and then AEC Chairman McCone reads: 

"During the current nuclear test suspension negotiations in 
Geneva, the UK, the US, and the USSR have agreed in principle 
on the use of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. The 
scientific results of Project Gnome, like all Plowshare pro
jects, will be made available on a world-wide basis and the 
United States will welcome observers from the United Nations 
or any of its member countries which are interested in the 
project." 

Later (10/25/61), in a White House statement, announcing approval 

for the conducting of Gnome, President Kennedy stated: 

"This is a further example of this country's desire to turn 
the power of the atom to man's welfare rather than his 
destruction." 

"the United States will welcome observers,from interested 
United Nations countries as well as news media and the 
scientific community. 

-10-
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While the USSR periodically opposed inclusion of a "Plowshare" 

provision in the treaty throughout the talks, they also made propo

sitions to allow Plowshare and, as the above Gnome quote indicates, 

ultimately agreed with the US and the UK in principle regarding 

Plowshare. Since Plowshare events could be carried out underground, 

however, under the terms of the Limited Test Ban Treaty, Governor 

Harriman and Premier Khruschev, during their talks in Moscow in July, 

1963, agreed not to complicate the treaty through inclusion of a 

Plowshare provision. 

During U. S. internal consideration of the Limited Test Ban Treaty, 

it became abundantly clear that the continuance of a viable Plowshare 

program was a significant factor given extensive consideration by many 

parties. The testimony of the Administration witnesses, the words of 

members in the Senate as reflected in the Senate Report of the Treaty, 

and speeches on the floor of the Senate, indicate that it was fully 

intended that some experiments to develop excavation techniques could 

be continued within the limitations of the treaty, but an amendment 

to the treaty would probably be necessary in order to carry out exca

vation projects near borders, such as the digging of canals or harbors. 

In this vein, President Kennedy's letter of September 10, 1963, to 

Senators Mansfield and Dirksen contained the following: 

"The United States will diligently pursue its programs for 
the further development of nuclear explosives for peaceful 
purposes by underground tests within the terms of the treaty, 
and as and when such developments make possible constructive 
uses of atmospheric nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, 
the United States will seek international agreement under the 
treaty to permit such explosions." 

-11-
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This statement does not indicate that we would not carry out cratering 

experiments, and was received and interpreted in the Senate floor debate 

in a manner consistent with Dr. Seaborg's testimony, i.e., that we -* 

planned to carry out at least some cratering experiments to complete 

development of the technology. 

Another indication of feelings toward Plowshare emanating from 

U. S. consideration of the Limited Test Ban Treaty is evident in the 

following statement by Senator Fulbright on September 9, 1963, during 

formal Senate debate on the treaty: 

"I came away from the hearings with the feeling that the 
Plowshare program was important not only to us but to the 
economic improvement.of the world and, therefore, certainly 
when we consent to this treaty, we should make it clear to. 
the executive department of our Government that this must 
be worked out." 

The attitude of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee is evident 

in the following excerpt from their report of September 3, 1963, re

garding the treaty. 

"p. 20. 'THE PLOWSHARE PROGRAM' 
The Committee understands that the Plowshare program, which 
involves the use of nuclear devices for peaceful purposes, 
will not be seriously inhibited by the treaty. A great many, 
""if not most, of such projects can be conducted underground 
and within the limits of the treaty." 

While definition of Plowshare activities was not absolutely neces

sary in the Limited Test Ban Treaty, it becomes an inescapable area for 

consideration under a Comprehensive Treaty. A system of safeguards is 

necessary to work against the development of weapons technology under 

the guise of a peaceful program. A realistic system of safeguards to 

permit the carrying out of Plowshare applications and the development 

of Plowshare energy sources (devices) is possible. For example, 

-12-
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safeguard details for Plowshare applications, including disclosure of 

overall plans, purpose of the shot, on-site inspection, joint measure

ments, sharing of collected debris samples, and agreement as to adequacy 

of safety plans, would operate as an effective deterrent to any meaning

ful or important progress in weapons development. In order to preserve 

the military balance while allowing progress in Plowshare energy source 

development, an annual quota of a minimum number (say 3 to 5) of fully 

contained, underground Plowshare shots could prove useful while severely 

limiting any weapons design accomplishment. The quota approach could 

include (1) correlation of the stated need for the energy source (device) 

development shots against the achievement of Plowshare program results 

and (2) adequate prior and post-shot announcements, in unclassified 

terms, as to the date, place, purpose, and results of the quota shots. 

D. Administration Use of Plowshare 

The Plowshare concept and capability has been of significant use 

in international negotiations. An example of this is found in National 

Security Action Memorandum No. 152 of April 30, 1962, on the subject 

of Panama Canal Policy and Relations with Panama. NSAM 152 was 

developed after an 8-month study following Panama's President Chiari's 

letter request to President Kennedy of September, 1961, requesting 

renegotiation of our Panama Canal treaties. As such, the document 

(NSAM 152) became the official guide or position paper of this Govern

ment. A pertinent quote from this document provides that: 

"The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, will establish within 
the PLOWSHARE program a research goal to determine within 
approximately the next five years the feasibility, costs and 
other factors involved in nuclear methods of excavation. The 

-13-
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necessary research program will be a joint responsibility of 
the Atomic Energy Commission and the Department of Defense in 
accordance with the mutual agreement between those two Agencies." 

President Kennedy, in discussions on June 12, 1962, at the White 

House with President Chiari of Panama, utilized NSAM 152 as a guide 

in these conversations and the document thus became the gist of the 

proposed U. S. course of action conveyed to President Chiari. This 

appeared to have the effect of allaying, to some extent, the 

Panamanian drive to renegotiate the 1903 treaty. 

Following this, legislation was introduced at the Administration's 

request for carrying out the feasibility studies of the possibility of 

and problems connected with a sea level canal across the American 

Isthmus. Although field trips and site inspections were conducted, 

no legislation became law. The Panama problem erupted again, however, 

in the canal zone riots in 1964. The Administration once again re

quested legislation and following extensive Congressional consideration, 

Public Law 88-609 was approved by President Johnson on September 22, 

1964, providing for an investigation and study to determine a site for 

the construction of a sea-level canal connecting the Atlantic and 

Pacific Oceans. The Law provides, among other things, that the study 

should determine: 

"....the best means of constructing such a canal, whether by 
conventional or nuclear excavation and the estimated cost 
thereof." 

Thus, Plowshare has been and can be a foreign policy tool of 
considerable merit. The Plowshare capability for accomplishing here
tofore impossible feats of civil engineering provides added strength 
to U. S. negotiations in various international situations. Skilled 
use of this negotiating tool can be very effective. 

-14-
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E. International Interest in Plowshare 

Many expressions of interest in Plowshare applications have been 

received from outside the United States. These have ranged from 

official expressions to informal suggestions for projects; however, 

they serve to underline the international aspects of Plowshare. Some 

of these countries are: 

Panama Thailand Australia 
Colombia The Philippines Canada 
Mexico Egypt Brazil 
Chile Tunisia Japan 
Peru Algeria South Korea 

Australia, in particular, has shown considerable interest in Plowshare 

capabilities and possible applications for projects in the development 

of that nation. The tenth annual report of the Australian Atomic 

Energy Commission for 1961-1962 related the widespread Australian 

interest in Plowshare in connection with the visit of Dr. Gary Higgins, 

Director of the Plowshare Division, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, 

Livermore, California. In return, from September 1, 1963 through 

October 24, 1963, three scientists representing the Australian Atomic 

Energy Commission were in the U. S. to gain a first-hand appreciation 

of the scientific, engineering, and safety aspects of the use of 

nuclear explosives for constructive purposes. 

Another international development concerning Plowshare was the 

U. S. offer of Plowshare aid to the USSR in connection with their 

potential Samarkand catastrophe. This refers to a gigantic mountain 

landslide which occurred in April, 1964, in interior Russia which 

completely blocked the Zeravshan River, damming in water in such 

manner as to create a serious flood threat to several villages and 
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the city of Samarkand. The U. S. offer of assistance made by Ambassador 

Thompson to Russian Ambassador Dobrynin at a Soviet Embassy dinner in

cluded the offer of the services of a team of American peaceful nuclear 

explosive experts. The U. S. offer of assistance was cabled to Moscow 

by Dobrynin; however, the problem was ultimately solved through use of 

non-nuclear explosives. 

Particularly significant evidence of Russian interest in Plowshare 

operations was the attitude of USSR representatives to the Geneva 

Conference on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy held in September, 1964. 

Russian representatives indicated considerable interest in the Plowshare 

portion of the U. S. exhibit. Rumanians suggested possible international 

collaboration on the Plowshare program under the auspices of the IAEA. 

Perhaps of most importance was Dr. Gerald Johnson's (LRL) discussion, 

with Vasily Emelyanov of the Soviet Union concerning Plowshare. Three 

areas of interest to the Soviet Union were discussed: 

a. Overburden removal from a large molybdenum deposit in 
Northeast Siberia. 

b. Irrigation canal construction from the Ob River to a 
desert area. 

c. The release of gas from tight geological formations. 

Dr. Emelyanov inquired as to Dr. Johnson's views concerning possible 

cooperative efforts by the Soviet and U. S. Engineers jointly examining 

the potential applications of nuclear explosives to these problems. 

The positive interest of the Russian delegates was unmistakable. Dr. 

Johnson in his post conference report states that: 
"The contrast between the attitude taken by the Soviet 
Union and satellites during this session and that in 1958 
is impressive." 

-16-
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The Geneva conference also saw representatives of the Egyptian 

Government contact U.'S. officials (Commissioner Tape and DPNE Director 

Kelly) concerning the possibility of using nuclear explosives in dig

ging a canal which would connect the Qattara Depression in Northern 

Egypt with the Mediterranean Sea. 

A more recent example of Russian interest in Plowshare capabilities 

occurred when the President's Science Advisor, Dr. Donald Hornig,, during 

the course of negotiations regarding the joint US-USSR desalting agree

ments, was queried by Dr. Keldysh, Head of the USSR National Academy 

of Sciences, as to whether Plowshare could be handled on an international 

cooperative basis, similar to the desalinization cooperation. Dr. 

Keldysh was reported interested in Plowshare generally and particularly 

the area of oil recovery through explosive stimulation. 

-17-
SECRElT 



ftf H ^ ^^^^JZ^ 

,'P&tA& 1964 ^ 

«r» not *«fej*ct to i m or otl»r «*f*£uAr<U,\  gfci* s u m ^ i i 
b«w« on tfe* i r t f o p t i c a «v»ilikl« t o tb« AEC On tfa* *£c*Ic •<•' 
«n*rgy tHrograaa <?f otbce c<Hmtr£«« *« d**crib#di.in the booklet' 
♦at i tUd "SuonuariM of Atactic ^ M ^ | ^ ' ^ I ^ K ^ ' ^ M ^ ' l i ^ H i* 

wKtiwar progrmw *r« included in tfa# »uw»«ry iodi^Atine " 

M$mii$9%f f®gmM.} %H 
i ^ 3 '■ 

C. E»lfr«y 

M£. I twwl l W. GilpAtric, Omlr«*a : 
'» TA»k Fare* o» fcr*v#»titi<j 

of Suclwtr Weapon* 
£x*cutiv« .§&ie* Building .",.;.; . 

X i . iusawry of *tcaic «n*rgy progr*** 
r " ^ : iNwM«t. ■>•■• ' ■-■-*'.*>>;-■■"■■"'-

Concurrences: :V>>,«?; "v/^/^.;' 
MA^owniog. 
DlA:Str*Ufl«r_. 

BIA B1A 

Strauser:bb Rrat»er 

AOIIA 

itty 

fee©: Chairman 
'_• Cwaaissioner Palfrey 

Ca&Bi8*itm«r Bunting 
';..'": Coaaisaiox^r Rajoey '. 

.■'"•" S &3&k ".■.''*Y. ■' 
Secretariat < 2 j 4 — 

AGH 

*B/§ 
>< 



OPTIONAL. FORM NO. 10 
MAY 1962 EDITION 
GSA GEN. R E S . NO. 27 

U N I T E D STATES G O V E R N M E N T 

Memorandum 
flaw 

TO 

FROM 

Fi le 

W. B. McCool, S/iferatar; 

DATEBecember 15, 1964 

SUBJECT: DECEMBER 13 AND 14 MEETINGS OF THE GILPATRIC COMMITTEE 

SECY:JCH 

At Information Meeting 435 on December 14, 1964, Commissioner 
Palfrey reported briefly on his attendance at the Gilpatric Committee 
Meeting held on December 13 and 14 and said the next meeting of the 
Committee is scheduled for January 7, 1965 and it is planned that the 
Principals will attend. The Chairman requested background material 
for his use and Commissioner Palfrey noted that continued assistance 
from the staff is required. 

cc: 
Chairman 
Commissioner Palfrey 
General Manager 
Deputy General Manager 
Asst. General Manager 
Asst. Gen. Mgr. for IA 
Asst. Gen. Mgr. for Admin. 
General Counsel 
Director, International Affairs 
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Dear Senator Pastore: 

As you are aware the President has appointed a Task Force 
headed by former Deputy Secretary of Defense, Roswell Gilpatric, 
to consider the problem of proliferation of atomic weapons. 
The membership consists of: 

Roswell L. Gilpatric 
Arthur H. Dean 
Allen W. Dulles 
General Alfred M. Gruenther 
Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky 
John J. McCloy 
Dr. James A. Perkins 
Arthur K. Watson 
William S. Webster 
Dr. Herbert F. York 

The group's interests encompass the relationship of both 
military and civilian programs of the United States to the ' 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, as well as the more general 
question of how the independent nuclear programs of other 
nations may be confined to peaceful purposes. Many of the • 
areas of interest to this Task Force involve activities and 
programs of the Commission, and the Commission has, of course, 
been requested to furnish information to the Task Force in " 
these areas. 

It is our understanding that the Task Force hopes to finish 
its work around the end of January 1965. The Commission's 
role with reference to the Task Force is essentially one of 
providing factual information on Commission programs and our 
evaluation of the extent to which AEC activities may affect 

r 

* ■ • 



Senator Pastore - 2 -

either positively or negatively, the capability of other 
countries to acquire nuclear weapons. In the course of this, 
we hope to stress the positive contribution that has been 
made and will continue to be made b y the application of IAEA 
safeguards to peaceful nuclear programs abroad. 

If the Committee has any further questions on this subject, I 
will try to answer them. 

Sincerely, 

'(SfeiK;.:) K:aa 1SfejKUf 

Chairman 

The Honorable John 0. Pastore, Chairman 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
Congress of the United States 

bcc: Chairman (2) 
Commissioner Bunting 
Commissioner Palfrey 
Commissioner Ramey 
Commissioner Tape 
GM 
AGMIA '• -- ' ' \ 

s&fr—. -^Secretariat (2) 

U. I 

-*=-IA:'D "AGMIA __ AGM DGM GM 
Kratzer:ws 
12-k-6k 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

• 

December 7, 1964 

MEMORANDUM TO HOLDERS OF NSAM 320 

SUBJECT: Committee on Nuclear Proliferation 

The Presidential study group covered in NSAM 
320, formerly referred to as the Task Force on 

-Nuclear Proliferation, will henceforth be r e 
ferred to as the Committee-on-'Nuclear- Prolif-

\ v*; eration, 
\ 

McGeorge Bundy 

I 

I 
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November 2 7 , 1964 
"nFPARTOFMT OF ENERGY DECLASSIFICATION REACT. 

1ST REV1EVV.DATE: _ 
AUTHORITY C3DC t p D D 
NAME: fle f w m p Wto.H>-

2ND REVIEW-DATE- J f i w h . 
AUTHORITY- D' 
NAME: 

DETERMINATION (CIRCLE N'JMBER[S» 

1. CLASSIFICATION RETAINED 
2 CLASSIFICATION CHANGEDT0:___ 
3. CC* TAINS SO DOE CiAS&FED INFO 
A COCRDiNAf E Yi'lTH: _ 
mASSIFICATKJH CANCELLED 

^SSTIEDIKFO BRACKET^ 

Jlr. Roswell tJ. Gilpatric, Chairnan 
President's Task Force on Preventing 
the Spread of Nuclear Weapons 
Rooa 300 
Executive Office Building 
Dear Mr. Gilpatric: 

Attached is material responsive to Item 7 of 
your "background papers" list. Tha material is sub
ject to some future editing, but I wanted you to 
have it as soon as possible* 

WITHOUT ENCL/ATTACHMENTS 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) M n 6. Fclfrcy 

John G. Palfrey 
Commissioner 

^ 
■ $ 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Attachment "Achievements of AWeapons, etc." 
Copy 1  Comm. Palfrey / 
Cys.28 Gilpatric Committee / 

9 Chairman / _, , r £•> 
10 ,M'sarKssEfe3er ^'3-&C/U 

11 Chairman/ 
i2 Comm. Bunting 
13 Comm. EHXS£H|f Tape 
14 Comm. ,Ramey 
15 GM / 
16 AGMIA / 
17 OGC 
18 Jii&u£j.l~~'6 
19 

DOCUMENT 
HEBEWT? 

^ 

20 4 ^ ^ ' 

BCC: Chairman (2) 
Comm. Bunting 
Comm. Pa l f r ey 
Comm. Ramey 
Comm. Tape 
GM 
AGMIA 
OGC 
StzCRFTfiR l&T o^\ 

■'"■ 0 ASSIFIED 

• i" is \>i a« 

OFFICE > 

SURNAME > 

DATE> 

DIA 
TOJOWESrmjn? 

11/27/64 
o r m AEC318 (Rev. 053) U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 1 6 — 0 2 7 6 1  3 
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UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20545 

& 9 B64 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN SEABORG 
COMMISSIONER BUNTING 
COMMISSIONER PALFREY 
COMMISSIONER RAMEY 

r_ COMMISSIONER TAPE 
jteSSjga Hail fiffl, 
 TimmreR'GENERAL MANAGER 

SUBJECT: GILPATRIC COMMITTEE 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY DECLASSIFICATION REVIEW 
1ST REVIEW-DATE:. 
AUTHORITY C?OC 
NAMENSS. 

DETERMINATION (CIRCLE NUM3ER(S» 
1.CUSSIFICATI0II RETAINED 
2 CLASSiriCAiTON CHANGED TO: 
3. COA.TINS NO 00? . CLASSIFIED INFO 

■ \COORDINATE WITH: -
I 5)CLASSIFICA!IONCANO;U.DO 

ECLASSIFIED INFO B R A C T ™
1
' 

MOTHER (SPECIFY): 

On December 1, 1964 the Gilpatric Committee met for the first time 
to hear presentations by several agencies. Commissioner Palfrey 
attended on behalf of the Commission and was accompanied by myself 
and Mr. John Downing, Chief of the Safeguards Operations Branch* 
who was present to answer any questions on the nature of our inspec
tion procedures. Commissioner Palfrey summarized AEC peaceful uses 
programs, stressing the fact that from the outset safeguards and 
controls have been required and that these have been—with increasing 
success—transferred to IAEA administration whenever possible. 
Commissioner Palfrey also observed that many commitments have been 
made during the course of this program and that because of these 
commitments many thousands of kilograms of plutonium will be produced 
which can be retained under safeguards in cooperating countries for 
their peaceful programs. The Committee acknowledged that the 
commitments already made were substantial. 

The Committee asked a number of questions, principally on the nature 
of our safeguards arrangements with Euratom, on the scheduled supply 
of 350 kg. of plutonium to Euratom and on our means for assuring 
the adequacy of Euratom and IAEA safeguards. There was no evidence 
of prejudgment on their part that any particular activities should be 
discontinued or reduced. 

The Committee has been organized into task forces which will consider 
various aspects of the proliferation problem separately. The sub
committee on peaceful uses consists of Dr. Perkins, Mr. Webster and 
Dr„ York. We expect to be contacted by the subcommittee for further 
information The Committee expects to finish its work near the end 
Of January. ^^^^T^TT^^i^ This material, contains information affecting the 

/StateDe^^l^ttlcaoonK^ew national defense of the Umied 
nab; U>"Vr 6bJ Sees. 793 and 704, the transmission or revelation 

_ — of which in any manner to an unauthorized person 
^prohibi ted by law. 

GROUP 1 
Excluded f w m automatic 
downgrading and 
dsJassificatron ' 

/ Dodasstfted & Relea 

GQNFrBENFrW 
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Attached are committee documents outlining the organization of the 
committee into sub-groups, the supporting papers requested by the 
Committee and the issues which the Committee expects to consider in 
the course of their study. 

Up. e^ fa ( Cc'SJ^f^_i 
Myron d, Kratzer, Director * 
Divis-ion of International Affairs 

Attachments: 
Organization of Sub-Groups 
List of Supporting Papers 
Requested 

Selected Issues 

c c : GM 
AGMIA 
S e c r e t a r i a t ( 2 ) v 
OGC 

OFFICE > 

SURNAME > 

DATE> 

IA:D 
MBKratzer:mks 

.12/9/64 

f^t 
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PRESIDENT'S TASK FORCE ON NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION 

P r o b l e m A r e a s and Poss ib l e Assignments 

■ Prob lems 

1. P r o b l e m s of Europe and NATO: 
German nuclear i n t e r e s t s ; MLF 
and possible modifications or 
a l te rna t ives ; implicat ions for 
Soviet behavior 

Pr inc ipa ls Staff (and Consultants) 

McCloy 
Gilpa t r ic 
Watson 

Garthoff 
M u r r a y 
Rath j ens 

2. Prob le r r s of nuclear prol i ferat ion 
on+side Europe, especia l ly India 
a J. Japan: p r e s s u r e s for and agains t 
acquisi t ion; discouraging prolifere.

tion by reducing incent ives , applying 
sanct ions, r e s t r i c t i ng t r a d e on 
cr i t i ca l m a t e r i a l s , offering guaran

tees and other secur i ty a r r a n g e 

ments 

Dulles 
Kistiakowsky 
Watson 

Garthoff 
Rivkin 
M u r r a y 

Dean 
Kistiakowsky 
Perk ins 

Perk ins 
Webster 
York 

3. Mult i la tera l a g r e e m e n t s ; com

prehensive t e s t ban; nonprolif

era t ion a g r e e m e n t s ; denuclear ized 
zones; reductions and f reezes in 
nuclear weapons and del ivery 
sys tems 

4. Peaceful uses of atomic energy out

side US: power and r e s e a r c h r e 

a c t o r s ; Plowshare ; inspection, sa fe 

guards , sanct ions; t r ans fe r of 
technology and availabil i ty of f i s 

sionable m a t e r i a l for weapons 
development 

5. US policies on weapons d i spe r sa l : r e  Dulles 
qui rements ; control; physical secur i ty , Gilpat r ic 
re la t ionship to incentives for p r o  Gruenther 
i i ferat ion; sp read of operat ional and 
technological knowhow 

6. Pol ic ies toward existing nuclear Dean 
powers : controls of technology to Gilpatr ic 
discourage improvements in weapons McCloy 
del ivery s y s t e m s , and tes t ing, i n  York 
eluding psychological , poli t ical , eco~ 
nomic and mi l i t a ry p r e s s u r e s and 
incen t ives 

Garthoff 
M u r r a y 
Rath j ens 

Rathj ens 
Rivkin 
(Palfrey) 

M u r r a y 
Johnson 

Garthoff 
Rivkin 
Johnson 
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WORKING DRAFT 

SELECTED ISSUES 

1. The des i rab i l i ty of at tempting to prevent prol i fera t ion of 
nuclear weapons capabilities,, 

Is it to the U„S. in te res t in al l cases to a t tempt to prevent 
the acquis i t ion by other countr ies of a nuclear capabil i ty, or a r e 
t h e r e spec ia l cases where it might be in the U . S . i n t e r e s t for p a r 
t i cu la r nations to acqu i re such capabil i ty? I£ so., ho-?.T can such. 
se lec t iv i ty in. prol i fera t ion be exe rc i sed? 

2 . Europe , NATO, the German prob lem and the M L F , 

a0 Consider ing possible var ia t ions in the MLF, 

(1) It is l ikely in fact to be effective in meet ing 
a potential demand or in reducing the in=> 
centives for an independent Ge rman nuclear 

. capabil i ty? What if other count r ies , e 0go, 
. India or Sweden, go ahead with nuclear 

weapons p rog rams ? 

(2) Is it l ikely to s t rengthen NATO or might the 
divisive effects be dominant? 

b . Does a Germany tightly t ied to the U.S 0 with involve^ 
ment in control of nuclear weapons as implied in the MLF offer a 
be t t e r long t e r m hope for stabil i ty in Europe , for reunification of 
Germany, and for re laxat ion of the Eas t -Wes t confrontation than 
moving toward neutra l iza t ion and denuclear izat ion of Cen t ra l 
Europe , or in the di rect ion of a " th i rd fo rce" Europe? 

Co What, if any, modification in the MLF would be 
acceptable as a p r i c e to get the USSR to go along with a non-
prol i fera t ion a g r e e m e n t ? Abandonment of European c lause? Per=> 
petual U . S . veto? Non-acquis i t ion pledge by non-nuclear s i g n e r s ? 

3« Inhibiting non°European countr ies f rom going ahead with 
nuc lear weapons p r o g r a m s . 

i . i 

i a6 What p r e s s u r e s or sanctions could be applied and 
what inducements or guarantees might we offer the non-nuclear 
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powers to get t hem to ag ree to a non~acquisition a g r e e m e n t or , 
m o r e genera l ly , to re f ra in f rom going ahead with nuclear weapons 
p r o g r a m s ? What about.India and Japan pa r t i cu l a r ly? 

b„ What can we do to influence other countr ies to 
avoid helping non-nuclear powers in nuclear weapons p r o g r a m s ? 

Co Would a r r angemen t s s imi l a r to the M L F be 
des i r ab l e and effective as a means of meeting potential demands 
for nuclear capabil i t ies in other a r e a s : the Pacif ic , South A s i a ? . 

• 4„ Mul t i la tera l t r ea t i e s or a g r e e m e n t s . 

I. Comprehens ive t e s t ban 

aa Should we accept a comprehensive t e s t ban t r e a t y 
without Chinese and/or F rench acces s ion? * 

be. Is t h e r e any p r i ce that would be acceptable to 
us that might induce ei ther or both to accede? 

c . Consider ing the potential gains with r e s p e c t to 
ha l t ing prol i fera t ion of nuclear capabil i t ies and changes in technical 
capabi l i t ies , should we modify our posi t ion regard ing a comprehens ive 
t e s t ban? Could we accept : 

(1) a reduced number, of on- s i t e inspect ions , o r 

(2) a no»on-s i te inspect ion t r e a t y ? 

II. A non-prol i fera t ion ag reemen t . 

a . . Should we go ahead wSh a non-d issemina t ion 
a g r e e m e n t without Chinese , F rench , a n d / o r Soviet par t ic ipa t ion? 

b e How much and what kind of p r e s s u r e and induce
ments would be appropr i a t e to get F r a n c e a n d / o r China to a g r e e to a , 
non-d issemina t ion proposa l? 

c . Is i t a t a l l r ea l i s t i c to a t tempt to get a non» 
acquis i t ion ag reemen t to which the non-nuclear powers would 

gRWILKGED ~ LIMITED BIS TRIP TJTIDW~ 
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subsc r ibe without the nuclear powers agree ing to a nond issemina t ion 
ag reemen t (or other const ra in ts on what they do in the nuclear a r e a ) ? 

5. Peaceful u s e s . 

a . Does the Atoms for Peace P r o g r a m as cur ren t ly con
ceived s e r v e our nonprol i fera t ion in te res t s by increas ing U . S . 
nfluence and control over foreign nuclear p r o g r a m s or does it have 
the net effect of acce le ra t ing the capabil i t ies of Nth countr ies to d e 
velop and produce nuclear weapons? 

b . A r e t h e r e count r ies , presen t ly or potential ly involved 
in Atoms for P e a c e where such p r o g r a m s should be cur ta i led or p r o 

h ib i t ed because of poli t ical instabi l i ty or possible i n t e r e s t in at ta ining 
an independent nuclear capabil i ty? » 

c. A r e presen t safeguards and controls (b i la te ra l s , IAEA, 
EURATOM) on f issionable m a t e r i a l t r a n s f e r s , r e a c t o r s , and other 
technology adequate? If not, what improvements could be made? 

d. A r e presen t r ights and procedures in both our b i l a t e r a l 
and mul t i l a t e r a l ag reemen t s adequate to p e r m i t us to r e p o s s e s s f i s s ion
able m a t e r i a l s and faci l i t ies in the event they a r e not used for peaceful 
purposes or safeguards a r e not observed? 

e. Do contingency plans exist to deal with si tuations a r i s i n g 
when a country s imply takes over Atoms for P e a c e f issionable m a t e r i a l s 
or facil i t ies for use in developing an independent nuclear weapons p r o 
g r a m or refuses to honor r ights for r epos se s s ion? • 
i " ■■ • • 
I f. How would a Plowshare p r o g r a m opera te under a 
comprehens ive t e s t ban? What would be the r i sk that such an a r r a n g e 
ment to continue Plowshar.e would defeat the purposes of such a Trea ty 
by contributing to nuclear prol i fera t ion or to the improvement of the 
weapon capabil i t ies of exist ing nuclear powers? 
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g. What const ra ints should we impose on our 
domes t i c and ove r seas Atoms for Peace p r o g r a m s ( i . e . t r an s f e r 
of f issionable m a t e r i a l , r e a c t o r s , c r i t i ca l equipment, in forma
tion and personnel exchange) in the in t e re s t of inhibiting p ro l i f e r a 
t ion of nuclear weapons technology? 

6. D i s p e r s a l of U . S . nuclear weapons and con t ro l s . 

a . Do p re sen t and contemplated a r r a n g e m e n t s provide 
adequate safeguards agains t s e i zu re , unauthorized use , and c o m p r o 
m i s e of design information? 

, b . Should the U . S . cut back on deployment of nuclear 
eapons for use abroad with del ivery sys tems of our allies?* w 

c. Should the U . S . cut back on its deployment of 
nuclear weapons ove r seas for use with U . S . fo rces? Is our p r e sen t 
nuc lear weapons deployment consis tent with U . S . s t r a t eg ic and 
t ac t i ca l pol ic ies? ' , 

II 

d. Is the U . S . cur ren t ly present ing the bes t " image" 
on nuclear weapons? F o r example, what a r e the negative imp l i ca 
tions of sending nuclear submar ines on v is i t s to por ts of non-nuclear 
powers such as Japan? 

e. Is, U . S . in t rans igence on the questions of ove r seas 
basing and of t r a n s i t r ights for nuclear weapons unnecessa r i ly l i m i t 
ing us in reaching ag reemen t s on, or in responding to, p roposa ls for 

'nuc lear f ree zones , etc. f? Could we live with some r e s t r i c t i ons in 
these a r e a s ? ., ;! . 
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7. Pol ic ies toward existing nuclear powers . 

a , What m e a s u r e s can the U . S . take t o inhibit 
improvement by nuc lear powers in the i r weapons or the i r de l ivery 
s y s t e m s ? >\ \ 

ii 'I 
b 0 What m e a s u r e s might we take, or encourage 

others to take, to make.difficult or to f rus t r a t e F r ench tes t ing in 
the Pac i f ic? 

' ; ) I 

c. ]W"hat a r e the mi l i t a ry poss ib i l i t ies and what 
a r e l ikely to be the pol i t ical consequences of el iminating the Chinese 
nuc lear capabil i ty? I; j 

8„ Reducing the incentives to acqu i re nuclear weapons 
capabi l i t i es . 

f •; 

a . Is s t imulat ion of pres t ig ious non-weapons t e c h 
nology achievements :in the space , a tomic energy, or other fields 
l ikely to prove feasible and effective in diminishing incentives to 
acqu i r e nuclear capabil i t ies in countr ies whe re ' a major component 
of the demand is t he ,des i r e to demons t ra t e technical prof iciency? 
What might we do in this a r e a ? What dangers might t h e r e be in 
ind i rec t ly building up technical capacity for l a t e r p r o g r a m s for 
nuclear weapons or de l ivery s y s t e m s ? 

b . Woijid the deployment of an effective ant i - ICBM 
s y s t e m by the pr inc ipa l nuclear powers , i . e . , USA, USSR and UK,. 
s e r v e to deter the nuclear asp i ra t ions of "have not" na t ions? 

c . How far should we go in t rying t o inhibit p r o 
l i fera t ion of nuclear de l ivery s y s t e m technology as an adjunct to > 
inhibiting prol i fera t ion of nuclear weapons technology? 

d. What impor tance should we a t tach to other (than 
nuclear non-prol iferat ion) m e a s u r e s in reducing the incentives to 
acqu i re nuclear weapons? For example, would negotiation of the 
U . S . p roposa l for a f reeze on s t r a teg ic nuclear de l ivery vehic les 
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or of an agreement to transfer fissionable material from weapons 
to peaceful uses programs be interpreted by others as indicative 
of movement toward a world where nuclear capabilities may be 
of less military and/or political significance? Are the priorities 
we are giving to such measures and our evaluation of the r isks 
implicit in them commensurate with the importance they may 
have in the medium and long t e rm in reducing incentives for ■ 
others to acquire nuclear weapons? 
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CONFIDENTIAL Supporting Papers for Task Force 

1. Present and planned dispersal of U. S. nuclear weapons to (a) U.' S. 
forces and (b) non-U. S. forces. DOD (Howard) 

2. Controls and safeguards for dispersed U. S. weapons to U. S. and 
non-U. S. forces. DOD (Howard) 

3. Estimates of present and projected nuclear weapon programs of other 
nuclear powers, including status of dispersal and control. 
DIA (Chamber1in) 

4. Estimates of capabilities of Nth countries to develop independent 
nuclear weapons programs. CIA 

5. Political incentives and pressures in Nth countries to undertake 
independent nuclear weapons programs. State 

6. Critical commentaries on 4 and 5. (Informal governmental and non
governmental) 

7. U. S. overseas programs for peaceful uses of-atomic energy (bilateral, 
IAEA, and Euratom), including amounts of fissionable materials, 
potential production capacity of facilities, applicable safeguards, 
and history of implementation of safeguards. AEC 

8. Non-U. S. overseas programs for peaceful uses of atomic energy, 
including kind and amounts of fissionable material, potential produc
tion capacity of facilities, applicable safeguards, and history of 
implementation of safeguards. CIA 

9. Summary of independent peaceful atomic energy programs indicating 
extent to which they are not subject to IAEA or other safeguards. CIA/AEC 

10. Feasibility of using dirty plutonium and low enrichment U-235 from 
peaceful programs for weapon purposes. AEC — See insert. 

11. Estimate of strategic nuclear delivery capabilities of France, China, 
and potential Nth countries. CIA 

p. 
12. U. S. policy and procedures export of equipment directly and/or 

indirectly useful for (a) fissionable material and weapon production 
or (b) weapon testing, and (c) strategic delivery systems.- State/ 
(DOD)/(AEC) 

13. Policies and procedures of other nuclear powers and major industrial 
powers regarding export of equipment directly and/or indirectly 
useful for (a) fissionable material and weapons production or (b) 
weapons testing. History of U. S. attempts to influence such policies. 
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Insert 

10. Technical feasibility of using power reactors for weapons purposes, 
feasibility of using dirty plutonium and low enrichment U-235 from 
peaceful programs for weapon purposes. AEC 

10a. Future nuclear technology affecting proliferation - new production 
techniques, radically new weapons. 
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14. Status of capability to detect and identify underground nuclear tests. 
DOD (Frosch) 

15. Comparative weapon development capabilities under present limited 
test ban and comprehensive test with and without evasion. DOD (Brown) 

16. Summary and status of U. S. Soviet and other governmental proposals 
on non-proliferation. ACDA 

17. Summary of potential proposals on non-proliferation under considera
tion within the government. ACDA 

18. Summary of non-governmental proposals on non-proliferation. Fisher 

19. Status of MLF negotiations. State 

20. Summary of allies on non-proliferation problem (including MLF). State 
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
3 0 1 0 - 1 0 4 • 
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 
leiftt-tfSE Res. & Status Br. - GTH 

TO 

FROM 

File 

W. B. McCool, Ssirefta 

DATE: November 17, 1964 
^N 

SUBJECT: ATOMS FOR PEACE POLICY 

SECY:JCH 

1. At Information Meeting 426 on November 16, 1964, the 
Commissioners reviewed Mr. Kratzer's memorandum*regarding the Atoms 
for Peace policy and the Chairman requested elaboration of material 
in the memorandum for possible use by him at a meeting next week. 
Commissioner Palfrey will try to arrange a luncheon meeting with 
Mr. Roswell Gilpatric. 

2. It is our understanding that the Division of International 
Affairs is taking the required action. 

cc: 
Chairman 
Commissioner Palfrey 
General Manager 
Deputy General Manager 
Assistant General Manager 
Asst. Gen. Mgr. for IA 
General Counsel 
Director, IA 
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