ROy 2
N £

A loen NF ¥ T ¢ s g ——

. PR
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
SUBJECT: Review of Comprehenéive Nuclear Tést Ban Lssues (,G'f -
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 4 ‘

45} As you know, for over ten years the U. S. position with regard
+o the OTB has been that we would enter into such an ogreement with the
Soviets, if the treaty could be adequately verified. Due to technical
uncertainties of detection and identification of underground nuclear

" tests, we have maintained that national means of verification must be

. supplemented by on-site inspection of suspicious seismic events. This
position has been rejected by the Soviets and an impasse has resulted.
For several years it appeared that if the Soviets reversed their position
regarding on-site inspection, or if the groups favoring disarmament
could convince the President to accept a weaker position on verification,
a CTB Treaty could have been accepted by both sides in a very short '
period of time. However, there have been indications at the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament within the last few weeks that the Soviebts
are becoming increasingly concerned about PRC nuclear weapon development.
This eould result in the Soviebs requiring, as a pre-condition for
entering into a CTB egreement, that all nuclear powers sgree to abstain
from further nuclear weapon tests.

#75) In June 1971, the President directed a review of U. S. policy"

with respect to underground nuclear testing (NSSM—ZLES) . Although
NSSM-128 was essentislly complete by early 1972, the Executive Summary
was never reviewed by the agencies concerned and has not been endorsed

by the Verification Panel. In summary, the key elements of NSSM-128 were:

(1), Almost everyone sgreed that a threshold exists beyond which -
most earthquakes could be differentiated from nuclear explosions;

(2) There was no wanimity of opinion concerning the strategic
significance of lower level testing; and, . )

(3) Meny lacked confidence in our ability to verify lower megnitude
tests even with on-site inspections because of the relatively larg'e area

of the USSR to be searched. '
Consequently, it still remains an incomplete action.
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£15) Subsequent to the NSC study, the entire CTB issue was reviewed
last year by the JCS. They concluded that a CTB would not be in the

" pational security interests of the U. S. The JCS arguments against

a OTB were presented in a memorandum from Admiral Moorer t0 Secretary
Laird, with a recommendation that the position be conveyed to the

" President. This was done on March 22, 1972, with the Secretary of
Defense taking no position (TAB A).

jﬂﬁ? While the arguments of the JCS are still germane and their position
entirely justified, it should be noted that the changing political scene
evokes new and perhaps even more cogent arguments. Current developments
in strategic planning, and those with which we may be faced in the fore-
geeable future, may well require new configurations and deployments of
nuclear weapons, with a concomitant requirement for nuclear testbing.

For instance, the SAL agreement imposes quantitative limits on missiles
but leaves open the whole question of the ‘qualitative development of waxr-
head systems. Should the present ABM system be frozen in its present
configuration or should We reserve the option to make qualitative improve-
ments as circumstences demand? Similar considerations equally affect our
offensive warhead systems in the face of a presumably qualitatively imprav-

ing Soviet ABM.

QTS) The Presidential mandate for a flexible range of strategic options
forces us to consider systems with different nuclear characteristics and
packaging. Technologies continue to be developed which provoke the re=
examination of our present tactical nuclear posture. In particular, un-
attended ground sensors, precision~-guided munitions, and terminal guidance
systems can lead directly to requirements for advanced tactical nuclear

- weapon systems requiring underground tests for their development. The

possibility of an MBFR sgreement will have significant consequences foxn
our NATO nuclear posture since hardware, including tactical nuclear hard=
ware, will be necessary to compensate for manpower reductlons and changlng
deployments. Our present tactical nuclear systems may be inadequate  to
these changing circumstances and hence lack both political credibility and
military utility. Hence the development of slternative tactical nuclear
systems requiring further testing will have to be considered. :

(U) 1In the public and congressionasl domains, the CIB issue is invariably
identified with seismic verification capability. Attention is always
focused upon & threshold level, usually equivalent to a few kilotons in
hard rock, asbove which all geismic events can be identified unambiguously
as earthguakes or explosions. This is illusory. The Department conbinues
‘to sponsor seismic verification research through DARPA, and the results
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to date indicate that several major problems exist which prevent such -
complete verification. Foremost among these is the real threat of '
deliberate evasion by one of several possible technigues. Research
continues in DARPA with a view to mitigating these problems using high
quality seismic data from new installations around the Eurasian land
mass but at the present time definitive results are not available.

P33 It should be emphasized that the telling arguments previously pub
forward, particularly by the JCS memorandum, have in no way lost their
validity.  Of these, the most important concern confidence in our strategic
weapon systems. In the absence of a total international disarmament agree-
ment, we are committed to a deterrent strategy. It is therefore essential
that some reasonable percentage of our retaliatory weapon systems be

capable of surviving on first strike by the Soviet Union. As Soviet nuclear
weapon delivery systems become more sophisticated in accuracy, and general

"performance characteristics, we will have t0 modify our deterrent systems .

accordingly. For example, TRIDENT will require missile warheads which
have been tested and proven relisble. The same will apply to the B-1 and any
other strategic system which may be approved in the years to come.

28] For survivability/mxlnerability considerations, major impacts from
& CTBT prohibiting nuclear weapons effects testing would include:

(1) @11
N

1survival level of new systems

(2) Confidence|®( .
would be severely degraded; .

(3) Kill levels for U. S. and USSR reentry vehicles could not be
‘quantified.

(4) Deployment of optimized ABM warheads may be prevented unless
the output characteristics are measured prior to the CTBT; and,

(5) The largé wncertainties in the ground-shock environment for
silos and shelter-based systems would persist.
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;i:_( // @69" As to system reln.ablllty each time .2 design undergoes mOG.lfl-
<o T~ cation, our confidence in the system will decrease unless nuelear tests
. can be conducted. to prove that performance has not been affected. Over

T a number of years with no nuclear testing the fuli effect of extrapola-
i . tions from tested designs could be much more than planned. If this wore
much-worse for us than the Soviets - and if their intelligence discovers

_ _ the asymmetry - the situation would be most unstable and dangerous for
g ‘ us. .o - '

-6569 Moreover, components degrade with time, and past experience during
the previous meratorium on testing testifies to the fact.that it cannot
be taken for granted that pe formance s 1ot been affected bv interieching
“eplacements. {(h){’i} oo ' T :

- [BXD.BYE):
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?"') Furthf rmore, without a nuclear test program it would be very Civficuls

v. - .L4 the interest of highly competent scientists and engineers in ounr
Weoo .. wevelopment laboratories. These individuals will inevitably drifi

awsy vo Suner more active fields of endeavor. The impact on our defense
program woprd be much more than simply a loss in 8D on nuclear warheads
- . Thes? scieniists and engineers have always been high among the leaders in
- . ot Gefense Progre..s because of their special excellence and thelr interest
© in overall gystem _ erlaTmance. Unfortunately the Soviets would not suifer
- equally urdtr a CTB since they could maintaln tighnt control over their
technical/scientific community.

-6-7-8) In summary, in view of the JCS coneern, and. from my owr experience,
Z believe that, on balance , 8 CTB would not be in the national security _
interests of the United States. As such, the above considerations should, &
in my opinion, be presented by DoD in -future interagency and NSC discussions
" of a CTB in order that they be fully understood by all those in posmtlons '
. of respons:.b:.llty. - . o

18/ -Jc;hn _Fosw,r‘_ 31_‘?-.

‘ John S. Foster, Jxr.
Attachment . ‘

i . Prepared by Dr. James P. Wade, Jr. X578l0
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Tt -+ The Jom.. ChleLs of Staff have expressed to me theix covxccrn with

RS . regerd to the effect of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBET)

ST . on U,S. national security interests, Ibeiieve it is imaportant that
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el MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF'DEFENSEﬁ”' :
st s Subject: Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 3}
R TR R 4987 The current policy of the United States Legalcing
S T support for a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing within the
! “context of an adequately verified lagreement has receantly been
: reiterated by the Assistant to the President foxr National
I : Security“Affairs.ﬂ Also, the Joint Chiefs oI Staff recognlize
[ ';Hau official statements uequ*ding a comprenensive test ban
. must . conform to the US position. However, as &irected DY

! - National Security Suhd[ Memorandum (NSS¥) 128, & review of TS
| ~ﬁuclear test ban pOLLcy contindes. It is, therxefore, anpropric
P ". %+hat the .Joint_Chiefs oIl St £2 subnit their views and military

*.advice on-this subject as this time. - :
§ 2. 495) The Joint Fhiefs of staff are concerned that contin
- _international and domestic acmaﬂds,-plus recently pudliclzed
: ‘but misleading information regaziing tne capability of the
; United States to detect low-yield underground nucliear tesis,
L may create considerable pressure for ear 1y US acceptance o a
¢ Comprehensive Test Ban Treabv (CmBT) in the absence 0I an

adequ ate verlflcaplon.

3} w&n While recog1xzxng that p*cauoular treaty commitment:

o 'seek the achievement Of a-compr ehensive test ban have exist

}-éiTZT---51nce signing the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTRT) in 1963, the
1wt Joint Chiefs of staff would point out that these comm1tmeﬁus
5 Af.ﬁ e Were made at a time when the United States was in a pos*“loﬁ
LS A of strategic superlorlty. Today, US sitrategic migsile superio
5 T : disappeared, and the eros ion of US becnno*ogLCaL superiori
Lo S has been constrained only tnlough +he intensive efforts oI its
ey o nuclear weapon designers and labor auOr‘ES aud tnrough unéer-
jf,;g,. o grouud test programs. : SR : )
§.'71 R ,.:. g:..*,t" S SR T
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The US Armed

through tactical

1 operat*ons. Although.

it is highly preferred to test a system in its anticipated.
operational environment, the retention of the underground testin

7capabll;uj of ‘the LTBT has provided the US Armed Forces with

weapon systems upon which they can reallstlcally rely. Although
this effort has alarmed some elements of US society, there havc

.CGSLL

- ment of sophisticated,
- weapon systems,

- periods of time.

Additionally, testing can assure the reliabil
of nuclear weapons which have been stockpiled over prolonged

Without the present underground testing capa-
bility, the US Armed Forces could not conleenulv e: plomp advanced

ues

" -nuclear wbabons techno
such as K 5

w*4”’4&57 Phe Joint Chiefs of ‘Staff have- coas;steﬁuly emoha51zed
. *the essentiality of testing all weapon systems.
. Porces are committed to maintain a deterrent and warfighting
,'canubllluy across the. spectruﬂ of - war;are, ranging
. nuclear offensive and defensive Ope&utlons
' nuclear, conventional, and unconventio

from strategic

. been no sxgnlLlcaﬁt adverse ecological effects to life. or propexty’
ting from the testing allowed under the LTBT. -By retaining
‘a.strong technological capability and maintaining & viable under-

ground test program, the United States has continued the develop-
cosb—erfectlve,,and reliable nucleax
ity

hich offers manv design improvements,

RCOE

"(b)m

‘ C or ;ne Loreseeao ile :u;ure, under-
. ground nuclear testing will contvnue t0 be mandatory, as weapon -

~ systems depundability can be confirmed only through such
_ Untested weaponry would erode confidence in US deterrent forces,

thereby seriously jeopardizing naulo nal survival.

5. ¥rS®RP¥ The adverse erfect wh;ch a CTBT could have on the

advanced strategic off ensive sys;eﬂs,

US ballistic missile defense program, advanced reentry systems, -
tactical nuclear systems,
.. . and hardening programs for .ekisting SYotQmS would. be immeasurable.
-1 - These weapon systems and programs are reguired to meet current

" -and forecast military threats. Tesbing programs have pernitted

in the past--and will permit in the future-~verification of

. theoretical analysis.
the Atomic Energy Commission to test |(BX

“testing.

For example, testlﬁg prog&ams permltted

. [m, BX®)42 USCS

@) (RDy), (b)(S) 42 USC §2168 (a) (1) (C)

C

AWlthouL testlng, tne Unlted

a;es woula be LOLCed to adopt
conservative des;gns for all new systems whose dollar and ope;a-~

tional penalties increase with gysten complexity and passage of
These penalties would ‘include increased weight over

time.,

..

.

L alad 4]
| 2% E gt
mve Wil

lfoptlmun desxgn, lowered rellablllty and sa;euy, 51gn1;lca1tly
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increased dollar and nuclear mater als costs, greater sacrifice

of new opt*ons, decreased assurance in severe nuclear environments
and increased stockpile reguirements to compensate for reduced
~ assurance of SuerVaDllluy KMO) T
g (b)(T) (b)(ﬁ) 142 USC § 2168 (a) (1) (C) 0

o
.
-

6. <8~ Lacking the-challenge of advanced design and testing
opportunities, serious consequences can be anticipated in. the
field ox nuclear technology. The highly talented scientists
who have contributed so much to the advancba weapons technology
of the United States would displace to 'more attractive.and

. stimulating endeavors, and gualified replaceﬁ;nus could 10» be
enticed to replace.them in a stagnant\field; the nuclear research
N BT laboratories, such as Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, Sandia
R Corporation, and Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, would atrophy;
.and the US underground nuclear test facilities would lose their
capabilities even.in caretaker status. Remobilization of this
expertlse and materiel would be. time- consuming, expensive, and
1neLLeCu1ve in d crisis sxtuatlon.

S &) Tt has been argued that a ¢omprehensive test ban
serves the national security interests by placing equal con-
. straints upon weapens development by all parties. These con-
-+ straints axe real only as long as all parties adhere to the
treaty. The ODDOqunluy exists 'under a CTBT for potential
enemies to gain significant and uﬂpkedlctgble advaﬁtages
- (particularly by clandestine testing) which would be impossible
i . - tO assess 1f ,the United States were not permitted to Lest

JECNN T a. Should potentlal enemie$s pursue a pOlle of clandestlne

' ‘testing, current and foreseeable technology does not provide

" & positive means of detecting low-vield nuclear detonatious.
%ﬁf prlnc1pal deuecclon SJSten of uhe Un*ted States is-

(m1 i - :
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b. An assessment of the potential impact of a CTET must
Jinclude the Peaceful Nuclea; EhpLOolOu Prog:aﬂ, granted by
the Nonproliferation Treaty and monitored by the International
. Atomic Energy Agency. The Peaceful Nuclear Explosion rogham
obviates the usual clandestine testing scenarios 11vo*V¢ng
- complex subterfuges as well as sophisticated seismic detection
. schemes. For .example, a current Soviet PLOWSHARE project
-will require 256 nuclear detonations totaling 36 megatons,
with a single maximum yield of 500 kilotons. The propiens:
fnvolved in policihg such a mammoth project to insure that
" none of the devices being tested reprasents weapons cevelop-
ment, e.g., the development of a "clean" atomic demolition
munition, are of staggering proportiom. There seems to be
no reasonable way that the United Stetes, by national means,
' .or the International Atomic Energy Aqaucy, by onsite inspec=-
- tions, could assure that a peacurql neclear px31051o was
_not masklnd or, in.some way, serving weapons GCVGlODﬁCﬂu.

-~

c. If the United States agreed to cezase all nuvclear
_testing, public opinion and national priorities would ulti-
- mately dictate a decrease in both funds available for an
. level of effort in nuclear reseazrch znd developmeht. .On
:the‘obhc* hand, the Soviet Union or thie PRC could sign a

CTBT without ‘making COﬁCOWluanu reductions in nuclear reseaxrch
aﬁd development efforts.  Continuaticm oif nuclear research
and testing, even if not for the purpase of weapon development,
would provide the Soviets or the PRC coatinuity in training

. of personnel, handling of devices, weapons effects, develop-
ment of technical literature and o*o¢e53101al interest, and
other collateral benefiis which would »ertalﬁly enhance their
nuclear weapon development capabilities. This would be
facilitated by the closed, regimented nature of their societie:
The logical result of thlS situation would be a disadvantageou:
imbalance of nucleax capablllules which would undoubtedly

be’ prejud1c1al to the security of the United States.

pJ

" fTS) Consideration must also be giwven to the collatera¢
relaulonshlp of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, Any stra-
tegic arms limitation agreement will redwmce US shrategﬂc flexi-
bility and increase the importance of cualitative improvemants
to weapon systems. Of particular consequence is the Soviet
advantage in missile throw-weight, which _may permit the Soviets
wmore flexibility than the United States in further 1marov1ng
their systems without requiring nuclear testing. Also, in view.
of possible Soviet aorogatlon of proposed strategic arms limita-
tion agreements, ongoing weapons research and development pro-—

grams, as well asxtestlng would become increasingly important.
(b)(1) B S R
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- 9. Gﬁﬁ~ The “Joint Chiefs of Staff be l’eve that the strategic
situation today is significantly d different from ;uat,which~ .
existed when US current policy on a comprehensive test ban was
form iated and that fundamental US n nat-ional security interests
would be compromised by such a ban on nucleax testing in view
£ ation bunlma +the Iron Curtalr

is not ach;evanlb. L*ucrua_nuy inherent in future ml;lhary

threats also dictates that the Unltcd States uﬂOdi not sur-
render the freedom to conduct nuclear testing in summary, the

@~.*he1r position agalnst initiatives
-ﬂ~you expréss these views: o bne Pgeslaen,, preiera

€L [
threats,o

- United States will be able to meet military n nly 1%
S At cowtln“as to test and develop the weapon systems deemed
.. . essential to 1ts national survival, .  Conseguently, the Joint
.7 Chiefs of Staf £ yeaffirm their previous.views that a CTBT is
~E;not in ‘the 1aulonal securlty interests of chc United States.
pport

104 CST The Joint Chle 'S of Staff ;écuest that you su

to negotlatc a CTRT and that
bly as an

ag:eed DOD pOSltlon. '

-For the JOluL Chle&s of Sta ££:
it ,

S TR H. MOORER
R Chajirman.
. Joint Chiefs of staff




