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!

The Japanese reaction to my pacer before the Joint Atomic Indus-

trial Forum on /ZC policy relative to foreign reactors was socewhat di-

verse and, at first sight, rather pussling. Of course, tne language bar-

rier is greater than sometimes appreciated, and part of this reaction may
~

have bean due to a failure to co.pletely understand one another.

The i=itial reactions of all who spoke to me after the presenta-

t s..:n of the paper, both the industrial representatives c.nd members of

the Japanese Atomic Energy Dmmission, were quite favorable. They in- *

.

dicated that we had given them every assurance that we could regarding

the price, the terms, and the adequacy of the supply of enriched uranium
_

L
,

for foreign reactors. Incidentally, the EURATOM representative present &

was also quite entnusiastic about the statement, indicating that it com-

pletely fulfilled their desires for assurance on these subjects. The
.

same was true of the Australian representative.

The next day, however, reports in both the English language
,

.;a

papers and in the Japanese language papers, of wh> n I later saw the f ~, h -

e5 '

translations, were to the general effect that while the paper was welecme ~

J
in that it gave the desired assurance as to the adequacy of supply and I t

the price of enricher * uranium, my statement had been quite disappointir.g
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b =use it did n3t includa any occuranco of plutonium buy-b2ck, and it

indicated that we would not be willing to lease the fuel for foreign re-

actors as we had agreed to do fer not more than three reacters under the

EURATOM arrangement.

The same articles referring to other papers at this meeting, also

expressed disappointment in the lack of assurance of generous financing

terms from the Export-Import Bank. There was also co==ent in one er two

newspapers that Dr. Beck's paper on reactor siting did not indicate the.t i

there would be any substantial change in our revised criteria on this cub- i-

ject, though they would probably include a definite state =ent that these

niting criteria had basa set solely from the point of view of American p
p

conditions, and that it was recognized that, under other conditions, ad- ''

~

ditional safety measures might well be used to offset s= aller exclusion

and low population zones.

These newspapers further indicated that the disappcintnent in the -

American presentations was so great as to seriously reduce the probability *

.

of Japan's proceeding with the construction of an American-type p i er

reactor at an early date.

During the remainder of the week I asked a number of representa-
t

tives of the Japanese Atomic EnerEy Co=ission whether the reaction of-

these newspapers represented the official positien of the Comission,

and was assured that it did not, but that it sicply represented the gen-

erally critical attitude of the newspapers touard things American. How- ;

?.
hever, during the same period I was approached by different individuals,

fairly well down in the Commission organization, who, in the guise of

asking clarificatica of one point er another cf cy statement, underteck

to spell out the problems that the Japanese had with the various pointe

i
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cf policy. My cy;r-all conclurien was, th:raf:r2, that the
'

comments of the newspapers represented the essential ideas of at least '

a substantial nu ber of people in the Comnission organization. Specif-

ically, some of the points which they made were as follows:

1_ . On the & cort-Impert Bank Loan Policy
|

The Japanese had tried very brird to get our Export-I= port Bank

to send over a representative to discuss this matter at this conference, j j

and were disappointed that all they get was a written state:ent of policy [ ]
l
'

to the effect that nuclear plants would be regarded in the came category

1
as conventional power plants, and would receive the came kind of sy=;a- '

..

thetic censideration that the Bank had given to these other power plants

(on which they loan a retsonable portion, but by no means all, of the

costs), subject to necessary over-all licitations as to the amount that'

could be advanced to any one country. The representative of the Japsnese

AEC who discussed this catter with me indicated that they had expected
I

thht, in view of the interest of the AEC and American suppliers in 6etting -
.

one of their power reactors installed in Japan, the Erport-I= port Bank

would grant an American nuclear reactor cuch more favorable ter=s tun

they were prepared to grant to power plants in general.
.

2, . Cn lease, Rather "han Sale, of Fuel

They stated that they were very much puzzled that we would make

available to three European reactors (under EUP. ATOM) a lease arrangement

en enriched uranium, and yet were not willing to make similar arrange-

cents fcr Japan, which they implied represented discrimination against

them. I explained that the EURATOM arrangement had been cade so=e time f-

cgo, uhen we were particularly interacted in getting sc=e Ame ican-ty;e
i

reacters installed abroad, and when the leacing of fuel was the only
'

s .

- - -
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arrangement which we c:ntec:platcd f:r dem:stic reactors. I pointcd out f
*

that conditions at present were considerably changed because v:e were

definitely hoping to go to private ownerchip instead of leasing even in

this country, after a reasonable transition period, and we felt that

special incentives to get come American-type power reactors installed

ahrcad were no longer necessary. I stated that we were not percitted

by law to grant leasing arrangements for other foreign reactors and that

I thought in the future we would have a uniform policy of requiring all

foreign operators to buy their fuel supply.

J. On the Failure To Set Firm Buy-back Prices
for Plutonium from Foreien Reactors

On this matter some representatives insisted they were very much

disappointed, although I pointed out that several delegations from Jcpcn

had been told during the past year that we had no authority under law to

E :arantee buy-back prices for plutoniu=. They acknowledged this fact,

but indicated that they had been hoping very cuch that we would find sc e
,

. way around this, especially in view of the special DJRCOM arrangements.

Tney said that, while our indication of prc icing research results on the

fuel value of plutonium war quite encouraging, our failure to guarantee a

buy-back, even for a few years, rather cast doubt on our de ,ree of assur-e

ance as to its real value. They pointed out that they could not possibly

use the plutenius in any type of reactor in less than seven or eight years,

and that failure to buy back would add cuite appreciably to their cost of

power. I simply reiterated that we had no authority under law to give

them any assurances of buy-back, and that what both they and we should do

was to centinue our research on increasing the value of plutenium for

fuel use, which we all recognize is necessary for really econemic power.
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I 4 On the Emeter Sitine Prgblem.

+

They said that the real trouble with our reactor siting state-

cent was that, if we cade final the proposed criteria for American con-

ditions, no a= cunt of qualification in the statenent would satisfy cer-

tain critics in the Diet and the newspapers who would maintain that

A:ericans knew much more about the hazards of nuclear reactors than

Japn did, and that if we insisted on such criteria, they should blindly _

follow them rather than take a chance. Incidentally, I war rather an-

noyed by the fact that almost everyone who discussed this subject said

that Japan, as the only nation which had suffered from the ato:ic bomb,

was very sensitive about radiological hazards and fallout. I (with scae

difficulty) restrained cyself from remarking that, as the only nation 0

which had suffered from a sneak attack, we were very sensitive about.

Japan's protestations of friendship!

As the upshot of all these discussicus, and further discussion

with the U. S. Ambassador and some of his staff, I reached the conclusien *

*

that the Japanese had been getting cold feet about the early building of

ancther nuclear reactor, especially in view of their bad experience to '

date with the cost of the British reactor, and that they were trying to

prepare an alibi or blame on us the fact that they cight not go ahead

for another' yea * or two with such a reactor, though they had previously

said that they expected to cake up their cinds on this econ after the

first of the year.

Cn the other hand, I recognize that it is quite possible that

their primary purpose is to put mavhm pressure on us to get all the

cer. cessions they can before indicating that they are Eoing ahead.

.
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Ad to tuch furth r concassieno, I would not b3 inclined to c k f

the Export-Import Bank to change their policy or to ask that the pub-

lished statement regardin5 reactor siting bc modified, except to the
_

extent already indicated by Dr. Beck. I also think it would be very

unsound for us to go to a policy of leasing enriched fuel for foreign
.

reactors in the present uncertain etate of the world.

I would, however, fr.vor at least discucsing with the Joint
.

Co-Httee the possibility of changing the law to permit our publiabing

a buy-back price for foreign plutonium for, say, a period of five years

ahead. I do not think that this would represent our taking any substan-
|

tini cruces; first, because there will be very little foreign plutonium

'
pro tuced within five yenrat and second, becauce I think we have reacenably

'

Eood assurance that the fuel va3 e we would set is less thcn the actual

value of plutonium, as will be demonstrated over the next feu years.i

Instead of a definite buy-back arrangement, we cight well efter to have
>

~ the plutonium accepted for credit against future purchases of enriched "

.

'uraniu=, just as we now do for the partially depleted uranium in the re-

tt.rned fuel, as that they could not couvert this into the equivalent of

ca:5 except by buying more enriched fuel from us. *

I

.
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!

The Japanese reaction to my paper before the Joint Atomic Indus-

trial Forum on ACC policy relative to foreign reactors was socewhat di-

veree and, at first sight, rather puzzling. Of course, the language bar-

rier is greatar than sometimes appreciated, and part of this reaction may
'

have been due to a failure to co:pletely understand one another.

The initial reactions of all who spoke to me afte* the presenta-

tion of the paper, both the industrial representatives t.nd me bers of

the Japanese Atomic Energy Commission, were quite faverable. They in- ~
-

dicated that we had given them every assurance that we could regarding

the price, the terms, and the adequacy of the cupply of enriched uraniu=, _

~
i

for foreign reactors. Incidentally, the EURATOM representative presenty '

was also quite enthusiastic about the statement, indicating that it com-

pletely fulitlled their desires for assurance en these subjects. The

same was true of the Australian representative.

The next day, however, reports in both the English language
,

,

':
.

papers and in the Japanese lant nge papers, of which I later saw the ;" -

'

translations, were to the general effect that while the paper wa= welce e _

J
in that it gave the desired assurance as to the adequacy of supply and it

Jthe price of enriched uranium, ey statement had been quite dissNointing v
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beenuse it did not include any casuranco cf plut niua buy-back,' and it

indicated that we would not be willing to lease the fuel for' foreign re-

actors as we had agreed to do for not more than three reactcra under the

EURATOM arrangement.

The same articles referring to other papers at this meeting, cla

expressed disappointment in the lack of assurar:e of generous financing
p

terms from the Lcport-Import Bank. There was also comment in one or two r
newspapers that Dr. Beck's paper on reactor siting did not indicate that

there would be any substantial change in cur revised criteria on this sub- l'

ject, though they would probably include a definite statement that these

citing criteria had been set selely from the point of view of Acerican p
v
i

~conditions, and that it was recognized that, under other conditions, ad- '

'

ditional safety censures might well be used to offset smaller exclusion

and low population zones.
.

These newspapers further indicated that the disappcintment in the -

American presentations was so great as to seriously reduce the probability *

,

.

of Japan's proceeding with the construction of an American-type power !

reacter at an early date.

vuring the remainder of the week I asked a number of representa- | .

I

tives of the Japanese Atomic Energy Commission whether the reaction of '

these newspapers represented the official position of the Cor.~ission,

and was assured that it did not, but that it simply represented the gen-

erally critical attitude of the newspapers toward things American. How- p

ever, during the same period I was approached by different individuals, p? ~

fairly well down in the Oommission organization, who, in the guise of '

askinE elarifAcatien of one point er another of cy statement, undertook

to spell out the problems that the Japanese had with the various points

1 5
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cf policy. Psy cycr-all conclurica waa, th:ref;re, that th?

comments of the newspapers represented the essential ideas of at least
|

a substantial nu:ber of people in the Cot:ission organizatien. Specif- !

ically, some of the pointe. which they made were as follows:

_1. On the Errert-Ienort Bank Loan Poliev |
-

|

The Japanese had tried very hr.rd to get our Bcport-I= port Bank
|

to send over a representative to discuss this matter at this conference,
#

;

iand were disappointed that all they got was a written state:ent of policy ,

to the effec'. that nuclear plants would be regarded in the ence cates:ry
1

as conventional power plants, and would receive the came kind of sy ;a-

thetic consideration that the Bank had given to these other power plants

(on which they loan a reaeonable portion, but by no means all, of the

costs), subject to necessary over-all limitations as to the amount that-

cculd be advanced to any one country. E.e representative Of the Japanese

AEC who discussed this matter with me .niiccted that they had expected

thit, in view of the inter est of the AEC and American suppliers in getting -
.

ene of their power reacters installed in Japan, the Drport-I pert Eara:

would grant an American nuclear reactor much more favorable terms than

they were prepared to grant to power plants in general.

g. Cn lease. Rather Thsn Sale, of Fuel

They stated that they were very much pu : led that we would make

available to three European reactors (under EUR!.T0;i) a lease arrange:ent

on enriched uranium, and yet were not willing to make sicilar arrange-
t

I~
cents for Japan, which they implied represented discrimination against

them. I explained that the EURATOM arrangement had been cado some time

c;c, t&en we were particularly interected in getting sete .-aerican-t;;e

reseters installed abroad, and when the leacing of fuel was the only

kl.s
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errangement which we c:stemp3cted for dom:stic react:re. Ipo5.ntedout !

that conditione a present were considerably changed because we were

definitely hopir4 to go to private ownership instead of leasing even in

this country, after a reasonable transition period, and we felt that

special incentives to get aoco American-type power reactors installed

abrcad were no longer necessary. I stated that we were not percitted

by law to grant leacing arrangements for other :!oreign reactors and that

I thought in the future we would have a uniform policy of requiring all

foreign operators to buy their fuel supply.

J. On the Failure To Set Firm Euy-back Prices
for plutonium from Foreien Reactors

On this matter some representatives insisted they were very cuch
.

disappointed, although I pointed out that several delegations from Japcn

had been told during the past year that we had no authority under law to

E.:arantee buy-back prices for plutoniu=. They acknowledged this fact,

but indicated that they had been hoping very cuch that we would find se e
,

way around this, especially in view of the special DJRATOM arrangements..

They said that, while our indication of promising research results on the

fuel value of plutonium was quite encouraging, our failure to guarantee a

buy-back, even for a few years, rather cast doubt on our degree of assur-

ance as to its real value. They pointed out that they could not possibly

use the pluteniu: in any type of reactor in less than seven or eight years,

and that failure to buy back would add quite appreciacly to their cost of

power. I simply reiterated that we had no authority under law to give

them any assurances of buy-back, and that what both they and we should c'o

was to continue our research on increasing the value of plutenium for

fuel use, which we all recognize is necessary for really economic power.
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p,. On the R"eter Sitine Proble7.

They said that, the real trouble with our reactor siting state-

cent was that, if we cade final the proposed criteria for American con-

ditions, no a: cunt of qualification in the statement would satisfy cer-
I

tain critics in the Met and the newspapers who would maintain that i

!
A=ericans kne.i much more about the hazards of nuclear reactors than .!

Japan did, and that if we insisted on such criteria, they should blindly |

follow them rather than take a chance. Incidentally, I was rather an-

noyed by the fact that almost everyone who diseassed this subject naid

that Japan, as the only nation which had suffered from the ato=1c bomb,

was very sensitive about radiological hanards and fallout. I (with scae

difficulty) restrained myself from remarking that, as the only nation

which had suffered from a sneak uttack, we were very sensitive about-

Japan's protestations of friendship!

As the upshot of all these discussiens, and further discussion

with the U. S. Ambassador and sone of his staff, I reached the conclucien -

~

that the Japanese had been getting cold feet about the early building of

another nuclear reactor, especially in view of their bad e::perience to

date with the cost of the British reactor, and that they were trying to

prepare an alibi or blame on us the fact that they cight not go ahead

for another year or two with such a reactor, though they had previously

said that they expected to make up their cinds on this soon after the

first of the year.

::;.

On the other hand I recognize that it is quite possible that

their primary purpose is to put muimum pressure on us to get all the '

cc.. cessions they can before indicating that they are goinc chead.

-
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A3 to cu3h furth:r conc;ssicC3, I would n:t b) inclined to c k

'

the & port-Icport Bank to change their policy or to ask that'the pub-

lithed statement regarding reactor siting be modified, except to the

extent already indicated by Dr. Beck. I also think it would be very

u.nsound for us to go to a policy of leasing enriched fuel for foreign

reacters in the present uncertain state of the world. .

1

I would, however, favor at least discussing with the Joint )

Co-H ttee the possibility of changing the law to permit our publishing

a buy-back price for foreign plutonium for, se.;/, a period of five years

ahead. I do not think that this would represent our taking any substan-

tial chances; first, oecause there will be very little foreign plutonium .

produced within five years; and second, because I think we have reasonably
"

good assurance that the fuel value we would set is less than the actual

value of plutonium, as will be demonstrated over the next few years.

Instead of a definite buy-back arrangemeut, we might well offer to have

the plutonium accepted for credit against future purchases of enriched *

.

uraniu=, just as we now do for the partially depleted uraniu: in the re-

turned fuel, so that they could not convert this into the equivalent of

cash except by buying more enriched fuel from us. ,

'::L.L
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