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‘ oster commented that he had circulated a 1ist of amend-
ments to the draft test ban treaty of March 23 and he gathered
that these changes had been generally accepted. There had been
one further amendment suggested by Dr. Wlesner to meke it clear
that additions to the list of manned seismic stations could be
made without the wranimous consent of the permanent menbers.

*Thlg was acceptable in principle to ACDA and treaty langusage
would be drafted to teke care of this point., The only remaining
uniresolved issue related to the conditions under which nuclear
exploaionsg for peacefil uses would be carried out.

f

Becretary Rugk then remarked that the present discussgion,
he assumed, was based on a continuation of the policy attitude
that a tes% ban treaty was in the interest of the United States.
He felt that from time to time the Principals should peuse and
ask themselves whether there wag any change in that underlying
premigse., The Becretary observed that there was no reason to
think that the Boviet Government was trying very hard to get a
test ban treaty at the present time. There were perhaps two
raasons for this, The first might be related to the recent Soviet
decislon to step up its muclear rearmaments the second might
relate to Boviet attltudes iowards Communist China. Daespite this
apparent lack of Soviet interest the Secretary presumed that the
28 sgguld continue to work at getting a satisfactory test ban

rea . *

SECREL

GROUP 1: Excluded from automatic.
downgrading and declassification.

N L UG L

Lk Il 1




SECREL

.-2..
replied that while the Jolnt Chiefs of

: Secretary MoNamars

8taff had ulways had questions about the test ban treaty,. espe-

- clally over the absence of a threshold and the possibility of

- undetected tests by ‘the Soviet Union, he knew of no evidence which
" had turned up in the last 90 days which would change the:basic US
L--attitude towards a test ‘ban treaty. He continued to thimi that

. the risk to the United States without a test ban ireaty was

. greater than with a test ban treaty. The present situation called
' move for a reassessment of tactles, especlally regarding :public

i- gtatements. It was questionable whether it was in the national

i interest to do as much public talking as ws do about the test ban
;. quegstion., The result, he felt, was that Congressional opposition
7 to aitest ban treaty was mounti

ngs
or sald that the Joint Chiefs of Btaff believed

[ v (38 0.

. that a treaty without a selsile threshold would be unsatisfactory
. and would not be conducive %o the promotion of the national
 interest. He was not certain whether the President had taken a

final declsion on thege matters and, of course, did not intend to

" ‘take issue with decislons already made.

Referring to Secretary McNamara's comment about public state-

- ments Mr. Fogter said that he beileved that eritlcism of the

Administration's position:on a test ban certainly could not go

" unangvered. As people understood our gosipion better, they were

more ready to stand up and.be counted in favor of the Aditiinis-
tration's efforts to secuire & treaty. Referring to Genenal
Taylor's mention of the threshold,; Mr. Foster sald the mdvantage
of  the present treaty was that the Soviets could not know: just
what the threshold was and would consequently have to beextremely

~cautious. At the same time, the treaty gave the United States the

right of lnspecting évents of ahy selsmic mBgnitude. These two

. factors constituted & powsrful deterrent against cheating in the

low yleld ranges. 7 _
tommented that the extent of the public dis- . #

.- Secretary Rusk
. cussion of the test ban 1ssue 86 far had succeeded in identifying

the range of issues which were up for debate. The fight should
be made, however, for an-agreement which was conicrete and not -
nxpothaiieal. My, MoCone apreedy adding that the numbes of
influential people againtt a' treaty would be fewer if there were

i

a completed instrument bef'ors the Benate.

Bscretary Rugk went on %o eﬁ§ that while we should not stop
- talking about the test ban questiony we should stay within the
present position we have and ' not get into the field of conjecturs.
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In some degree, those who were currently opposed to the efforts
to secure a test ban treaty took this positlon because they felt
the US had been trying too hard. This was more a critiecism of
technique thii of &Bibatarice,

er then raised the problem of presenting a common
Administration viewpoint to the Congress. spet _ 8
agreed that we should not let the record get 'distorted. ‘
Drs Wiegnér added that what was needed was testimony from people
who could speak from‘the broad perspective, fecretar { dgreed
with this and noted that ths staff level wltnesses before Congress
were simply not competent to:.pass. judgment on the baslc questions
of national security which wers involved 1n the test ban issue.

. He suggested that there was 8 need for better organization in
‘presenting the Adminiistrationts viewpolnte M, Bundy agreed and
said that he would like to-meet with a principal counseior from
each of the agencles fto dimcuss thls problems 'This was agreed.

G

&L

sen noted that part of the problem of presenting the
case for a test ban was that there was so much uninformed comment
about it. He wondered if it would be possible to get into the
public domain a comparison of where the US and USSR stood in
their respective nuclear wWeapons prograus. Mp, McCone sald that
this was being examined but that this was natifally an extremely
gensitive sublect. :ngzfﬁgxx;nugkValso~caﬁtiqﬁbd against the
) hazard of being dragged into divulging more information than
IR was really necessary or desirable. He conicluded that what was
RPN really involved in .the present discusslon wiAs what the Presldent
says to Congress about a major problem of policy., Any Executive
‘Branch ‘witness before Congress must in all honesty describe what
the problems are and how they are being taken into account. There
18 an obligation to explain why thée course-that is belng téken 1is
the course of wisdom, But the President could not spedk to
Congress through the jmedium of a debate among pecple who worked
for him. Responsible people would have to go to Congress to

present a balanced picture.

‘ Turning to the Qnestion of the annex on sxplosions for.
peaceful purposes, Mp, Fogter noted that AEC felt the present
provisions of thﬁisa@hex’wculd:inhibit the Plowshare program in
a very serious way. Mr. Foster alsoc noted that the purpose of
discussing this subjdet in the Committes of Principals was not
related to any desire to have a draft treaty tabled in the
immediate future but was rather related to the need to have an
agreed draft which cculd be used as necessary. The feeling in
ACDA, which he undergtood was shared by Becretary Rusk, was that
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. this was not the time to table a-test ban treaty. ACDA felt that :
- the treaty should not be put forward until there was some sign q
that this would do some good in the negotiations. . ;
3 Chaiyman Genborg then reviewed the Plowshare program. He j
 stated that'there-were two reasons for bringing this ‘mitter to i
i. the attention of the Principals. First, there wers many very i
' ‘ugeful projects which could be accomplished by the use of nuclear ;
explosions and which could not be accomplished in any other way 5
 or :only at .a much greater -expense. There were literdlly: dozens 4
. of projects of this nature which had come up in the 'past few i
i years. The potential of this program had -expanded beyond what he i
" had earlier envisaged. Second, 1t had to be recognized ‘that not
- very much could be accomplished in the Plowshgre program under -
the present draft treaty anned. The re¢velation of the designs of ) i

. nuclear -explosive devlces.would mean that only we bgolete gun- -
: type-devices could be used in ithe program.. Cons Iy, € , -
. on the agsumption that the US would went to make cgregs in the ‘ .

Plowghare .program, had examined various possibilitieg:for safe« - -
guarding this progrdm from misuse. The idea which appealed most

to the AEC-was that of an ‘agreement on a limlt, say" 0'kilotons, g
on the yteld of any Plowshare 'explosion and on a ‘liiity say five . 5
or gix or perhaps even three or four, explosions shich-could be i
~ carried out in any one year. :The AEC eould .accept-dll:icf the .-
" present Annex II excépt for .one sentence which 'called’for both B
' internal and external inspection of devices used ‘1n’the Plowshare N
" program. In order to condilct & successful Plowsharerprogram 1t ' j
would be necessary to use the most advianced clean ices and §

thege could not be shown to the Soviet Union. We'now were within :
reach of ‘devices which would be suitable for carrying out the wide -
variety of projects contemplated under the Plowshare :prog 1
Chairman Seaborg ddded that he was fully aware .
inherent in this suggestionj the .Soviets obvious
as & meéans of conducting weapons experiments.
that experiments of the kind contemplated #lmost
contribute to weapons development. Concernlng “th
- Congress towards ‘the AEC plan, gl “Beabore ‘fel

be difficult to obtain a law to permit revelatl: ven:-of designs
of obsolete devices. On ‘the other Mand there many people in
Congress who strongly su _itgd‘theﬁP&6W§ﬁ§fe'prbgram:

As an instance of one of [the important projects which the
present annex would eliminate] Chairman Seaborg mentioned that he )
had" Just learned within the .nﬁur, that a Soviet sclentist now ?
visiting on the West Coast had stated that the Soviét:Unicn had :

condueted an underground nucléar explogsion for the purpose of
. 'y
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discovering transuranic elements, The chances were extremely
high that this wollld be the means by which the next transuranic
elements would be digegvered. At the EIasent time, however, our
most advanced deviced did not yleld a high enough neutron fiux,
This was the kind of experiment which he hoped could be conducted
under the Plowshatre prdgram. In response to fecretary Rusk!s
requesat for other-examg o of the type of projects which would

be -carried out under this progtat, n geaborg mentioned the
following examplesi excuvations, extracting oil from oil shales,
mining, scientlfic expetiments, & canal through the Isthmus of
Panama, & harbor 4t Polnt Basrowy a canal across the Aleutian
chain, end deepening of the Bering Bitraits. To develop the
devices necessary to do sueh projécts would require some years.

Mr. Foster sald that he dald not wish to-pass on the technical
points but he wished to note that there would be a problem ih
~gelling this 1dgs-to Cohgress and in negoiiating it with the
Boviet Union. 1f this!pﬂggram“waa as good as we thought it was,
presumably the Sovlet Union would also want to.do it and would
accept the unanimity provision of the treaty,

'? Mp. Nitze pointed out that dignatories other than the three
i permansnt members Would aiso hhve the right to conduct explosions
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| under this annex. He wondered whether this was in our interest.
} After some discussion it was aireed that this point would be

i examined to see whether & barrler to weampons development by Nth
I countries could be bullt into the treaty. :

24 et 1] e e

e

Dr, Wiegner observed that there was an inconsistency in

: .saying that we would not worri_about a few 50 kiloton thermo-

! nuclear explosions by the Boviet Unlon tnder guise of peaceful E -
! uses but that we wel'e cohcerned about the posgalbility of unde- 1
tected small yleld underground tedts. Moreover, the area of clean
devices was the very area where Weaponeers would like to test.

In response to & fur&her question by Secpetary Rusk,
ge sald that by the time the treaty was signed he

was hopeful that there woilld be advenced devices which reould be
used in the Plowshare program. ‘ '

Rr. Wiesner thought that desplte the attractive program :
outlined by Chairman Beabérg it was probable that we would have:to
put off this program in opder to get a test ban treaty. c¢Cone e
gsaid that he Telt that the ellmination of the latitude we’ now have i
in conducting a Plowshare' program could be a factor tending to
inhibit Senate acceptance 'of a test ban treaty.
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i " ¥r, Fogter recalled that the provisions in the present
i annex were essentlally the same as those contained in the draft
~ treaty that we had tabled on April 18 1961. : »
-said. that the first quediion that wou 9ym wﬂiﬁéér“
1nternﬁtiona1 forun _Wag ‘wh ether the Pléw g& ] ‘
a proposal Tor 2 wWeapons development progrnm, ’ pdii: D
thought that with the typeé of safeguards the AEC"ha&d’in mind this
question could be gatlsfactorily answered. . ‘McConefelt that
it qas not poesﬁble %0 have both a treatyﬂand,awPlowshsre program.
P [eNafars sgreed ‘with thls but i geabopg felt thi
assessmen wdﬁ”an overstetement becaugse the- type of“sa~eguards
proposed by AEC would go some 'distance towards allaylng concern
that we were proposing a weapons development program.

H:E'ﬁiggg wondered 1if we&could not postpone & dseision on
this. ould it become necesgary to circulate a treaty text

at an early date we could inc ude a provision saying that explo=-
siong for peaceful purpoges cduld be carried out either (1) with
unanimous agreement of permanent parties or (2) in accordance
with an annex which could be left for later negotiation. There
was a parallel for 'this in the August 27 draft test ban treaty.

ﬁgggxgl_:gxlg; asked whether deleting tho sentence concerning
revelation of external and internal design was an obstacle.

Me, McCone, ' egread that thi ‘would be

a fatal’ ohetaele in negotiations. s Ben v however,

gaid that he could not accept the ldea that there ‘would be no
treaty if we took the route which he was suggesting.

34 v gk then inguired whether inspection of sur-
rounqgnﬁ“[ﬁﬁj?ﬁmgggation wolild tend to limit-we de?elopment.
alomen Sép replied thet it would, | v :suggested,
n””weapons
6ra to

deve. opment by means other than design diacloeure
- by prohibiting diagnostic instirumentation. o Fostép agr
-look into this but thought it- was like trying to marry the
unmarriable.

then commeénted that while there was surely
a risk in a continuation of ‘nuclear testing, there woﬁld be even
more risk in having no treaty jbut in lagging in our miclear
weapons development. He ‘hoped that no one was being held back
in planning and preparing for{huclear weapons testh by}the fact
that we were negotiating for a test ban treaty.

thought that more could be dorie and Bore bgt 5
said that Defense and AEC people were, 8 opinion, doing '
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an effective planning job. §Secretary McNamara. thought that i
weapons effects tests were probably the most Important type of 5
test but that not enough energy was being put into this.

BSeaborg replied that in this connection he felt there
might be some value in establishing a weapons effects laboratory.

| Akt )

Mr. Fogter then noted that at one time we had said that it
was impossible to keep weapons labcratories.active in the absence
of testing but that we were now saying that ‘thils could be done.

" He wondered what the present thinking was on this question.
Chairman 8eaborg thought that a great deal -could be done and
referred to a memorandum that he had written on this subject.

: Secretary Rusk said; that it should be borne in mind that
the Soviet Union is building up its armaments. Secretary MeNamara
thought that this could He consistent with a desire for a test
ban treaty. The United Btates had mich mors fisslonable material
than the Soviét Union and the Soviet Union might wish to narrow
this gap which of course'could be done even without further
nuclear testing. ’

e

i

Concerning preparathons for further nmaclear testing,

eaborg and Secretary McNamara :agreed that there ought
to be a date ‘and a budget set for another nuclear test series.
As to the location of an atmospheric series, Chaipman Sesbor
sald he wanted it known that the AEC felt Chrigtmas lsland 'was
vastly superior to Johnston Island for this purpose. Mr. Bundy 4
sald it was his impression that the AEC did not ‘want to accept i
8 the kind of conditions that we were likely to have to accept if -
‘ we used Chrigtmas Island. In conclusion My, Foster said he 4
- believed he had secured the information he wanted’about kesping .
: laboratories active during a ban on nuclear testing.
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MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRINCIPALS j 2 i

Wedneaday, April 17, 1963, at 4:00 p.m.
Secretary of State's Conference Room

ACTIONS TAKEN ON AGENDA TTEMS

TS A T S A R

1. Exploaions for Pencefui Usesg

I :
The Committee decided that Annex II (Explosions for
Peaceful Usea) of the drafi nuclear test ban treaty of
March 23, 1963, should be re-examined to detarmine whether
any meana could be found to avoid discloaure of the :
designs of nuclear devices used in the Plowshare Program. !
ACDA is undertaking thia raview in conaultation with AEC i
and other interested agencies. !
b

ST TEEETAYRY

the adequacy of the text and the

@t ieneva

2. General diucggp@o

n of
of the tabll

The consensus of the meeting wae that the text was . !

. adequate and that a test ban treaty wae atill in the i

national interest of the United States. General Taylor 3

entered a reservation concerning the absence of a geismic ]

threshold in the teat ban treaty. It was the consensus :

that there was no immediate need to table the draft treaty :
in Geneva in view of the current negotiating sitvation.
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1. It was agreed that a principal counselor from
each of the agencles would meet to discuss the problems
eoncerning-préﬁeﬁtdfian;df the Administiation's poaition
on a teat ban bafore Congressldial vomititees,

2. It was agreed that the treat would be examined
to see whethier treaty language could be drafted which
would exclude states: not now posdessing nuclesr weapons
from detonating nudﬁear?welpdna under the guise of a
Plowashare program. i ‘ :

T g s S
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3. Sec:eturiﬁnug; exprensed the hope that the United
Statea was not being, held Hack in its Bl “énd prepara-
tiona for future nucléar weagons teédts “£act ‘that
negotiations for a‘nuclear teat ban treaty were undervay.

DY R PR R iy 23T
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teats requirsd emfl
‘test explonionsy Chal

4, Secretary.McNatara and Chairman Seaborg agreed i
that weapona effects: t thasis 'in planning %
- ]

e oy

for future nuclear -tes ']
thought there might-be soiné Value in estab
effecta laboratory., -Chairmin Séaborg;and Seei
agreed that it would be helpfil to establishia big
a date for a future atmospheric nugleir”teit aerle

dﬁgat and

T T A S e e g 1

4 5. Chairman Seaborg stated that AEC felt that
¥ Christmas Ialand was vastly superior to Johnaton ;lsland : -
! as a site for nucledr test opsraticns in thie Pacific. -

3 A. In responase to Mr: Foster's quesation about keeping
weapons laboratories: active during a téat.bah, Chairman
Seaborg thought that a great deal could be idcne and
refirred to a memorandum which he had written on this ;
subject. . N i
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