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In determining u.s. policy on nuclear ~eapon5 tests 
under a comprehensive test ban" (CTB) * r it is importan.t to 
examIne the relationships of activities which might be 
undertaken wi th regard to: , (a), maintenance of the U. S • 
nucleC!lr deterrent through continued high confidence in the 
reliability of the nuclear stoc~pile, and (b) the politica~ 
implications of permitting nuclear tests, including non
proliferation and other arms control objectives, and alliance 
considerations. Important questions ·~"hich will require 
policy-level consideration bef~re conclusion of a test ban 
eire: 

-- Precisely what· test activities does the u.s. 
want to be able to carry out under a test 
ban in order to maintain high confide~ce in 
the nuclear stockpile? 

-- Should explicit provision be made in the con
text of the t:eaty for carrying out these 
activities? 

How will these zctivities affect U.s. security 
and political interests? 

T.his paper addresses these quest'ions by e:<ploring the 
technical and political· issues t options, and. i..'7lplications 
associated with three approaches to the question of continuec 
test activities: 

optioD.A -

-
Self-reaulation of nuclear e..-<'Oe=i..'!lents I T,Y'i thout 
seeking~agre~~ent with other treaty parties on 
precisely what activities are permitted or pre
cluded. US policy probably would be relatively 
restricti1le--permitting :l.1.!clear fusion re.search, 

.. hydronuclear experirnents and nuclear weapons 
safety tests normally involving yields of no more 
than a f e'i>1 pounds., 

. 'It For purposes of. clarity and brevity only, the term "com
prehensive tes·t. ban" (or lfCTBIt) is used in .::his paper to refer 
to a treaty t.ihich prohibits a~l nuclear weapons testing, \·,bile 
the term "test ban" is used to refer to a .treaty t. ... hic:,. per:ai-:.s 
some fo=m of nuclear weanons testing. This usage is adopted 
without prejudice to the- policy decision regardi:lg pe::!":'litt:-.:v; 
nuclear test act:.ivi or ,;"hether t~e tiS ~·,.ould subsequent.!.::! 
describe the treaty as a comprehensive te'st ban. 

• vlg 2 



'n Option,!'" 

eso 
Section 6.2 (a) 

~I ! II 

No treat.y provision for nuclear test a.ctivities~' 
but with an e..xplicit provision !or periodic 
~e~tx rev,ievl, wit~ the understanding th~t 
'Serl.ou,s proble.ms Wl. th the nuclear ~tockpl.l~ 
could prompt the US to seek to provide for some 
limited testing. ' 

, . 
O'Otion C - Provision for continued nuclear tests, subject 

n , to agreed limitations on yield' and/or numbers of . . ~ . , tests, or a delay l.n entrY-l.nto-force. 
1)oE It,'?l~ . ,DDS 3.~bX/) JS3.S(b)(:z.),t6) 
II. STOCKPILE RELIABILITY 'UNDER A.· C'm-1PREH;!NSIVE BA~r 

.; . I 

. It has been u.s. national policy to maintain high cott
fid'enoe in our nuclear deterrent forces.. A central issue is 
the extent to which the u.s. can maintain confidence in its 
nuclear ile without nuc 
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"SectIon 6~i (a) "aIBY'. 

" ·IlI.: pbL!T~C~L IHE>LI.CAT!OlqS 0:5' PE?~!ITTING NUCLEA~ "t'7f;A?ON 
TESTS 

\ 

The political implication~ of' a test ban include its 
~ effects on U. S. nonproliferation and other arms conb1.trOl oOJec-
\' tives, and on relations ~;ith allies, as discussed. e.J,.ow. 

.. .. 

A test ban coald also contribute to the bilateral 
US-Soviet relationship t:u:c>ugh inhibiting the de'telcpment of 
new Tlleapen systerns bv the t';vo su-cerpo")"ers and bv coJrtplementi:r;.a 
other arms con~~ol negotiations (especially SALT). - .-

A. N.onproliier·ation I!l.1"91ications 

Depending en its final form and extent of acner·ence., 
a test ban could support U.s. nonproliferation policy by: 

placing treaty cor:unitinents net to test nuclear r,.,rea:::=ons 
on key non-nuclear v;eapon states (NNFS).I and. pa=ticu
larly NPT holdouts (e.q., Indiaj South ~frica);. 

contributing to o~her nongro+iferation goals by 
satisfying one of three st~ted criteria for Indian 
acceptance of f~ll-scope ~afeguards; 

sho"t.;ing the ~nn'iS that -the nuclear pOHers are 
working t9, fulfill one of their NPT Article VI 
obligations; and 

Yif.iIM • IESEI.lisll'li721 .tQ!!Ilw 
- I .. 
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. w~apon-free 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco (nuclear-
zone) • . 

A: primary vehicl~ for' current U.s. nonproliferation 
policy, the NPT, has not received the support 9f some key 
NNt-lS. A major criticism of the NPT by some Nmi5 "has been 
that it discriminates against'them by requiring them to give 
up the ·legal right to develop, test and ~cquire nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices without requiring 
a comparable commitment from nuclear weapon state (NNS) parties. 

Direct nonproliferation 'benefits' will be obtained if 
NPT holdout countries become party ~o a CTB , thereby pro
viding a constraint on the development of nuclear vleapons by 
the countries that have become party to an international 
agreem.ent: that cOl':-.rnits them not to test. It is generally 
accepted that, while it is possiple. to develop and even to 
weaponize relatively simple fission devices \·lithoui::. testing, 
for most developing NNWS there 'tvould be significant un",\, 
certain,ties regarding their perfor:tlan~e and reliability. 
Moreover, parties to a eTB would be prohibited from demon
strating a nuclear expl.osives capability through testing --

~potentially a major political benefit of a nu~lear explosives 
~.' ' progra.::l. -

\ 

\ 

A eTB could contribute nonproliferation benefits 
indirectly by le,ading some NNWS to adopt other constr2;ints. 
By eliminating a key distinction between N":-rs and· NNI'7S -
the conduct of. nU'clear tests -- a cbr.:tprehens:i, ve ban might 
lead seme NPT holdouts to reconside= thei!: position to\..;a::::d 
the NPT. In India I s case it 't-:ould fulfill one of the three 
stated preconciticns =or adn9tion of IAEA safeguards on all 
its nuclear facilities. 

~ Additional indirect benefits could occur if a CTB 
were perceiVed as fulfilling some obligations made under 
previous treaties, or as' constitu~ing subs~antial progress 
towards disarn~~ent, pursuant to some.of the obligations cf 
Article VI of. the NPT. In this ~lav I a CTB could reduce the 
frequent complaints by some HNWS that tihe NWS ~re not living 
up to their obligations and there£ore fhat :-'''n'iS parties are, 
relieved of any obligation to remain NPT parties. . . 

A trea~y ~hich permits 'testing by NWS but n6t by NNWS 
would. be 'Oercei vee. by some NN~'iS as. di SC!; imina tory I ar:.d these 
states ~ay use tnis as a rationale for non-?articipation. 
It shou1c. also be noted r however, that the behavior of sone 
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,; .-~ ~lN1·1S may be unaffected by 'a eTB I 'tvhatever its fo:f:m. Even, 
: -: wi th a comprehensive ban which trea ts N~qS and NN~'1S alike, 

some NPT holdouts may still .refu.se to accede to the test ban 
treaty (as well as to the NPT). It should also be recogniz.ed 

'that there will continue to be nuclear "haves I.' and "ha~/e-nots" 
for the foreseeable future, and that the have-nots. could charee 
de-facto discrim~nation regardless of treaty for~ulat£ons. . -

. 
B. Alliance Considerations 

. 
Allies depending upop the U.s. "nuclear umbrella" 

would probably be more inclined than potential adversaries. or 
neutral powers to accept the case that the 0.5. required some 
continued n1lclear\weapons testing to maintain adequate confidence 
in the stockpile. A tr·eaty which precluded nuclear 'ilea:oons test
ing l on the other 'hand, would not necessarily alarm allies -
provided we ourselves were satisfied as to u.s. stockpile relia
bility'.Allied perceptions of our ability to assist "'them in 
deterring attack depend on a variety of factors I inclu.ding the 
quality and level of ' U.S. conventional forces assigned to their 
defenser the quality and levels of u.s. tactical and strat.egic 
~uclear forces compared to those of the USSR,. the state of our 
political relations \vith both allies and potential adversaries, 
alliance' c.octrine and ceclaratory policy with rasp-ect to the use 
of nuclear weapons, and so 9n. 

While oUr alliaswill ta1i:e' a strong interest in the 
security implications of a mutual suspension of U.s. and Soviet 
nuclear tests, includin<; verification, their interpretation 0:': 
the Liloact of such a sus'Oension \·lill be made in the context c:: 
the entire range of these elailents contributing to westsrn de
ter.rence. If the test ban were 'Cercei ved as indicative of a 
general U.s. intention to withdr~ .. v over time fron its milita:=::' 
and political ·corr.mit.llents to the allies, or if the test. ban 
were perceived as likely to re~ult in a substantially inferior 
U.S. strategic positicn vis-a-via the USSR, it would likely 
have implications for decisions by some allies to s~ek their 
own nuclear weapons capabilities. In this regard 1 eu!:' OTdn 
perceptions \vill be a critical element in our allies' percep~ 
tions: As loha as the u.S. has confidence in its nuclear wea
p6ns t the-alli;s will also. '.If the U.S. losas confiden6e in 
the stOCKpile, its allies are likely ~o lose. confidence in 
the credibility of the 0.5. nuelea~ umbrella. 

There could be divergent allied vie~vs regarding a 
test ban that permitted low~yield tests (3-5 kilotons), 
while banning l:.arger yield tests', in that such an agreement 
would per;:nit developUter-.t of smali, battlefield-sized ',,'ea:;ions. 
Imorov·e ... -;.. 1 o· • .,-v; "" 1 ,..; ""::l ,.... n 1 ~ - - .: r'T' ... • Q ',' 1 ..... ..., -.., ~ _ me.n",;;:> ,-0 _ , _____ w,-_!:"on "" c.;;:>;:,es m .... ':;1n'" o~ ,.19 c"" . .;.-:;:,_ 
by certain NA':'O allies to the extent that. these. improv€:.:.I1ents 

"7·;:' 
It· "{ I 
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could be cast as measures' to counter ~'larsaw Pact :con11entiona1 
sup,eriori~Y/, and thus ~mprove regiorial deterrence, while 
other, all~es may perce~ve such developments as lowering the 
nuclear threshold and increasing the risk of their'becoming 
a nuclear battlefield. . ' 

On the other hand, some allies could be expected to 
voice concern that 'a test. bah \vhich oermitted continued ~~'iS 
nuclear weapons testing fell short of t:heir expecta tio·ns. 
J'apan and Canada are t~vo 'important exa,.r.rples: they are me..:rnbei's 
of the CCO and they expect a treaty' in which l-l"t;'f.S a~d N~T'tvS 
are treated alike,' and~which, will achieve wide multilateral 
acceptance. Despite these countries I' close relations \V'~th 
the U.S~~-we can e..~pect criticism from the~ if the treaty 
provides f~r nuclear tests. . DECLASSIFIED IN PART 
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Date: JAN 0 220J4· . IV. OPTIONS 

Three general approaches to dealing with nuclear testing 
under a test ban are considered in this paper. The impli
cations of these options for stockpile reliab~lity and seism1c 
verification are examined. 

A - Self~re9ulation cif nuclear experiments" without 
seekirig: agreeme~t with other treaty pa~ties on· 

: , . preciseli~ _what activities are ·precluded. 

OSD B

Section 6.2 (a) 

, d' , .... ".t..'..::! .... d' """. Per~o IC tre'atv reVl:ei.·T, vi~ .... n .... ne unl...:.erSI..2.n ~ng ... na-::. 
serious probler;s' \.;ii.:.n the nuclear stockpile could 
promot the U. S .. to seek a.--;:r.enc.iller:t of the treat.., to 

~ 

. '. 

.. / 

provide. for some limited testing. . "'. 

C - -Provision for continued:. micl.ear tests I subject. to 
'DoE.(,,;)(o)'agre'ed. limitations on yield. ar:.d/~r numbers of 

tests I or a delay in entry-~nto-i:orce. '. 

It t~-GU e n.ecessary 
at ng r -- perhaps in the ?~~rse.t..9~. 

CCO consideration 6f'the treaty -- that these spec1~1ed ~ecn\-
, - ( " • • L .:'. b ...... - ... - the 1; - J.. 1 a'- :::>''\'" nologl.es ana others ~tln.l.c;:, ffil:gr:-c. e ac .... ec. ,-'-' -~ ... - '---I 

were not to be ccnst=ained . 
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'. 

, . . :JZCiWlj'£ iLS &$& SHih 

~. JS 3.3{b){"2.),1.1t);(f!) 1>0£.330,)'6) 1*DO$ . j.Sl!:UuJ 

, , 

" 

~ / 

() 

DECLASSIFIED IN PART 
Authority: EO 13526 '" 
Chief, Records & Daclass DiY, WHS 
Date: JAN 0 2 2014 

• .",...... .. 1 .; . 



• 
: ' 

. . . sttdt) ,.BiI-aLgLs LCgd 

.1)os 3~b~l5 lls 3.3(b){Io);': 

DECLASSIFIED IN PART 
ACUh!hfOrRity: Erd0 1&35

D
261 Di . was !" n !II ( • n S 7 r & S I! 

t~ 18, leo S Ie ass v, 
\. D,te: JAN 0 22014 

() 
-.. .-' . 



'. 

'. 

jiS1F1'''ITI232_3 



• 
.' 

I 
\. 
/ ). 
~-,' . 

.. -.. 
" ,DECLASSIFIED IN PART 

Authority: EO 13526 
Chief,'Records & Declass Div, WHS 

!!!!!!!!~~~~~!iiDa.te: J ANO 22014 . 



• 

l 
\ 

OSD '. ' Section 6.2 (a) , _ 1 ,_,' , - ·JS 3.3\~)(Z»)")J!) \' 

,,1)0£ (p:~c9 1>oS'3:&~/) . 4 

/J'", (. I 



~ / 

() 

OSD 
• Section 6.2 (a) 

• 22 2 i 15b 



• 
.-

.. 

O· • ~. i .... ·.. < 

. . ... 

'!J!l §i-;;g_ - : 
l)o~ - 17 - JS3.3(b)C:z)(,t.Jie)· ... 

- - -

. \ 



''''. '", 

• 

,. _~1 

, ." 
I J,.- :.._~ 
( /. 

JS 3.3(b)(Z~~t cay ; 
j " 

I. 

'. 

" 

DECLASSifiED ,IN PART • 
. Authority: EO 13526 . 

Chief Records & Daclass DIY, WHS 
Date:' JAN' () 22014 !I~rl!!!p ~.~f~n~~~~~~ 


