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SECREFFSENSITIVE

SENIOR REVIEW GROUP MEETING

August 28, 1974

Time and Place: 10:37 a.m. - 10:57 a. m., White House Situation Room

Subject: Possible International Restraints on Environmental Warfare

Participants:
Chairman: Henry A. Kissinger ACDA.: Dr. Fred Ikle
Robert Miller
State: Robert Ingersoll Thomas Davies
Wreatham Gathright
Helmut Sonnenfeldt NSC
Defense: William Clements Staff: L.t. Gen. Brent Scowcroft
Robert Ellsworth Dr. David Elliott
Maj. Gen. W.Y. Smith Michael Guhin
Col. Clinton Granger
JCS: L.t. Gen. John Pauly James G. Barnum
CIA: IL.t. Gen. Vernon Walters

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

--The Working Group would draw up a negotiating scenario based on two
premises: (1) that we would accept prohibitions on any military use of
environmental modification techniques having long-term, widespread or
especially severe effects (Option 2); and (2) that we would accept prohibitions
on all military use of such techniques for hostile purposes (Option 3).
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Secretary Kissinger: The subject of today's meeting is environmental
warfare. I don't think this will be a long meeting. What I would like to
do is clarify the major positions--see what they are--and then get your
judgment as to whether we can send them forward to the President by
memo for decision or whether we need an NSC meeting. My instincts are
that we can probably do it by memo, but I have no fixed opinion on that.
Fred (Dr. Ikle) would you like to sum up the situation?

Dr. Ikle: I guess I should start at the latest development, the Soviet

UN resolution, which calls for a broad agreement that would prohibit
influencing the environment and climate for military and any other purposes
incompatible with the maintenance of international security. This, of

course, came after our joint agreement at the Moscow Summit. Prior to

the Joint Communique, the interagency study came out with three basic
options: (1) that there would be no restraints on military use of environmental
warfare; (2) that there would be prohibitions on military use of environmental
modification techniques if they have long-term, widespread, or especially
severe effects; and (3) broad prohibitions against all military use of such
techniques. As I see it, there are only two issues we need to discuss: (1)
what are the various positions on the three options, and (2) how should we
handle the diplomatic part--the negotiations coming up in October--and the

Soviet's UN resolution.

Secretary Kissinger: I'm less worried about the UN than I am about how

to handle the bilateral negotiations with the Soviets. What I would like somebody
to explain to me is OSD's position. Would it be unfair to say that OSD would
rule out options one and three?

Mr. Clements: Henry, what bothers us--what is at issue now--is that

we have no idea of Soviet capabilities and intentions in this field. We just
don't understand what their point is in wanting restraints on environmental
warfare.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, it seems to me that it is this--that they want

it all banned. I guess you could argue that they are beginning to think about
the consequences of no restraints on such type of warfare and that they are
sincerely concerned. You could argue that they don't want an ag reement. But,
the fact is that we are committed to bilateral negotiations on this thing. What
is it that OSD objects to in Option Three? What is Option Two banning? How
does Option One differ from the others?
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Mr. Clements: Well, we feel that the Soviet decision to have bilateral
talks has really preempted Option One.

Secretary Kissinger: This is true if you preclude it as an outcome of
negotiations. But, what I'd like to get to~-how is Option Two different
from Option One?

Mr. Ellsworth: What Option Two does is prohibit the use of such things

as earthquakes and tidal waves--that type of thing. Most of those things
we're talking about in Option Two we don't have the capability or technology
to do anyway.

Mr. Ingersoll: We can create earthquakes.

Secretary Kissinger: Not really. I remember all that fuss about the
underground explosion in the Aleutians. Everybody thought that would create
earthquakes, and it never happened.

Mr. Miller: Basically, Option Two would prohibit actions that would have
long-term applications.

Secretary Kissinger: I know, but that's all double-talk. Just what sort
of things would be prohibited under Option Two?

Mr. Ingersoll: Things that we don't know much about right now. I mean,
tidal waves and those sorts of things we can't do. We're just speculating
on things that we might be able to do in the years to come.

Secretary Kissinger: Then we are talking about things that we are not
presently capable of doing,

Mr. Ingersoll: That's right, except for earthquakes.

Mr., Miller: And we can't do that unless the enemy moves onto the fault
first!

Mr. Ingersoll: Well, we really don't know what we can do yet.

Secretary Kissinger: Just for my own education, is it possible to start an
earthquake here and have it produce results somewhere else? I mean, you
can't start an earthquake in Nevada and send it to Siberia, can you?
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Mr. Ellsworth: No, you can't.

Gen. Pauly: The military utility of such an action is questionable anyway.

Mr. Clements: Earthquakes are disruptive things, Henry. They create a
lot of havoc under the ground. They shear off oil drilling equipment, pipes,
that sort of thing. Besides, they have to occur where there is a fault, like
San Andreas.

Secretary Kissinger: Then you would have to get close to create an
earthquake, no?

Mr. Clements: That's right, right on the spot.

Secretary Kissinger: We'd have to do it in Siberia then?

Mr. Clements: Yes.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, in this case, it seems a pity to me to ask
for a bunch of studies just to have to give them up later. How do we conduct
the negotiations with the Russians? How does OSD understand the options?

Mr. Clements: Our problem is that we don't understand the Russian
motivation for an agreement.

Secretary Kissinger: I can understand their motivation. Number one, they
probably wanted something to sign at the Summit. Number two, their
technology is behind ours in almost all fields. They just might be worried
about what we are doing and this would be a way to find out. Number three,
they might be on to something and they want to prevent us from following them
into it. Which of the three, I don't know, but I would think it would be one

of the first two. That's just a gut feeling. Hal (Mr. Sonnenfeldt) what do you
think ?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: Well, first I think they are under some pressure to think
about twenty years from now. No more than us, they don't want to spend
billions of dollars on projects that may have no application. I think they must

,be doing some work of some kind on weather modification that we don't know
about.

Secretary Kissinger: Clearly. Does Option Three prevent everything?

Mr. Ingersoll: Only techniques intended for hostile purposes.

Gen. Walters: And that is difficult to verify.

Secretary Kissinger: It seems to me that in peacetime there is no
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difference between Options Two and Three. In wartime, yes.

Mzr. Clements: Yes, that's right.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, whatever options we present to the President
for decision, the operational results would not show up until there is a war,
anyway. Research and development could go forward.

Mr. Ingersoll: It's impossible to distinguish whether research and
development are being used for peaceful purposes or war in this circumstance.

Secretary Kissinger: In the event of a major war, I think we would have to
reassess our position. I think they would too. Would someone here write
a negotiating scenario that we can give the President. I think that Option
One is excluded, we really have to decide only between Option Two or
Three. Option Three is easy, it prohibits everything. Option Two centers
on military uses that would not be prohibited. What we need is clearer

instructions for our delegation.

Mr. Clements: We can work up the scenario.

Secretary Kissinger: Do we have a working group? Let's have the
working group do this and have it in a couple of days. Then I can move
it on up to the President for decision. I'd like a negotiating scenario
to send along,

As I understand it, the OSD option prohibits long-term uses of technical
means to change the environment. The State and ACDA option would
prohibit all hostile uses. Both positions permit research and development.
The practical differences are really quite negligible.

Dr. Tkle: Would you like to consider the Russian UN resolution in the
scenario?

Secretary Kissinger: Frankly, the bilateral negotiations are being used as
a device to block discussion of this issue at the UN. We want to get that
into 2 UN study group or something. So, we really won't face the UN
problem. Okay, thank you.
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(”1 ) that we would accept prohibitions on any military
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SECREFFSENSITIVE

SENIOR REVIEW GROUP MEETING

August 28, 1974

Time and Place: 10:37 a.m. =~ 10:57 a.m., White House Situation Room

Subject: Possible International Restraints on Environme ntal Warfare

Participants:
Chairman: Henry A. Kissinger ACDA: Dr. Fred Ikle
Robert Miller
State: Robert Ingersoll Thomas Davies
Wreatham Gathright
Helmut Sonnenfeldt NSC
Defense: William Clements Staff: I.t. Gen. Brent Scowcroft
Robert Ellsworth Dr. David Elliott
Maj. Gen. W.Y. Smith Michael Guhin
Col. Clinton Granger
JCS: Lit. Gen. John Pauly James G. Barnum
CIA: IL.t. Gen. Vernon Walters

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

--The Working Group would draw up a negotiating scenario based on two
premises: (1) that we would accept prohibitions on any military use of
environmental modification techniques having long-term, widespread or
especially severe effects (Option 2); and (2) that we would accept prohibitions
on all military use of such techniques for hostile purposes (Option 3).
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Secretary Kissinger: The subject of today's meeting is environmental
warfare. I don't think this will be a long meeting. What I would like to
do is clarify the major positions--see what they are--and then get your
judgment as to whether we can send them forward to the President by
memo for decision or whether we need an NSC meeting. My instincts are
that we can probably do it by memo, but I have no fixed opinion on that,
Fred (Dr. Ikle) would you like to sum up the situation?

Dr. Ikle: I guess I should start at the latest development, the Soviet

UN resolution, which calls for a broad agreement that would prohibit
influencing the environment and climate for military and any other purposes
incompatible with the maintenance of international security. This, of

course, came after our joint agreement at the Moscow Summit. Prior to

the Joint Communique, the interagency study came out with three basic
options: (1) that there would be no restraints on military use of environmental
warfare; (2) that there would be prohibitions on military use of environmental
modification techniques if they have long-term, widespread, or especially
severe effects; and (3) broad prohibitions against all military use of such
techniques. As I see it, there are only two issues we need to discuss: (1)
what are the various positions on the three options, and (2) how should we
handle the diplomatic part--the negotiations coming up in October--and the
Soviet's UN resolution.

Secretary Kissinger: I'm less worried about the UN than I am about how

to handle the bilateral negotiations with the Soviets. What I would like somebody
to explain to me is OSD's position. Would it be unfair to say that OSD would
rule out options one and three?

Mr. Clements: Henry, what bothers us--what is at issue now--is that

we have no idea of Soviet capabilities and intentions in this field. We just
don't understand what their point is in wanting restraints on environmental
warfare.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, it seems to me that it is this--that they want

it all banned. I guess you could argue that they are beginning to think about
the consequences of no restraints on such type of warfare and that they are
sincerely concerned. You could argue that they don't want an agreement. But,
the fact is that we are committed to bilateral negotiations on this thing. What
is it that OSD objects to in Option Three? What is Option Two banning? How
does Option One differ from the others?
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Mr. Clements: Well, we feel thatthe Soviet decision to have bilateral
talks has really preempted Option One.

Secretary Kissinger: This is true if you preclude it as an outcome of
negotiations. But, what I'd like to get to--how is Option Two different
from Option One?

Mr. Ellsworth: What Option Two does is prohibit the use of such things

as earthquakes and tidal waves--that type of thing. Most of those things
we're talking about in Option Two we don't have the capability or technology
to do anyway.

Mr. Ingersoll: We can create earthquakes.

Secretary Kissinger: Not really. I remember all that fuss about the

underground explosion in the Aleutians. Everybody thought that would create
earthquakes, and it never happened.

Mr. Miller: Basically, Option Two would prohibit actions that would have
long-term applications.

Secretary Kissinger: I know, but that's all double-talk., Just what sort
of things would be prohibited under Option Two?

Mr. Ingersoll: Things that we don't know much about right now. I mean,
tidal waves and those sorts of things we can't do. We're just speculating
on things that we might be able to do in the years to come.

Secretary Kissinger: Then we are talking about things that we are not
presently capable of doing.

Mr., Ingersoll: That's right, except for earthquakes.

Mr. Miller: And we can't do that unless the enemy moves onto the fault
first!

Mr. Ingersoll: Well, we really don't know what we can do yet.

Secretary Kissinger: Just for my own education, is it possible to start an
earthquake here and have it produce results somewhere else? I mean, you
can't start an earthquake in Nevada and send it to Siberia, can you?
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Mr. Ellsworth: No, you can't.

Gen. Pauly: The military utility of such an action is questionable anyway.

Mr. Clements: Earthquakes are disruptive things, Henry. They create a
lot of havoc under the ground. They shear off oil drilling equipment, pipes,
that sort of thing. Besides, they have to occur where there is a fault, like
San Andreas.

Secretary Kissinger: Then you would have to get close to create an
earthquake, no?

Mr. Clements: That's right, right on the spot.

Secretary Kissinger: We'd have to do it in Siberia then?

Mr. Clements: Yes.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, in this case, it seems a pity to me to ask
for a bunch of studies just to have to give them up later. How do we conduct
the negotiations with the Russians? How does OSD understand the options?

Mr. Clements: Our problem is that we don't understand the Russian
motivation for an agreement.

Secretary Kissinger: I can understand their motivation. Number one, they
probably wanted something to sign at the Summit. Number two, their
technology is behind ours in almost all fields. They just might be worried
about what we are doing and this would be a way to find out. Number three,
they might be on to something and they want to prevent us from following them
into it. Which of the three, I don't know, but I would think it would be one

of the first two. That's just a gut feeling. Hal (Mr. Sonnenfeldt) what do you
think ?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: Well, first I think they are under some pressure to think
about twenty years from now. No more than us, they don't want to spend
billions of dollars on projects that may have no application. I think they must

be doing some work of some kind on weather modification that we don't know
about.

Secretary Kissinger: Clearly. Does Option Three prevent everything?

Mr. Ingersoll: Only techniques intended for hostile purposes.

Gen. Walters: And that is difficult to verily.

Secretary Kissinger: It seems to me that in peacetime there is no
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difference between Options Two and Three. In wartime, yes.

Mr. Clements: Yes, that's right.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, whatever options we present to the President
for decision, the operational results would not show up until there is a war,
anyway. Research and development could go forward.

Mr. Ingersoll: It's impossible to distinguish whether research and
development are being used for peaceful purposes or war in this circumstance.

Secretary Kissinger: In the event of a major war, I think we would have to
reassess our position. I think they would too. Would someone here write
a negotiating scenario that we can give the President. I think that Option
One is excluded, we really have to decide only between Option Two or
Three. Option Three is easy, it prohibits everything. Option Two centers
on military uses that would not be prohibited. What we need is clearer
instructions for our delegation.

Mr. Clements: We can work up the scenario.

Secretary Kissinger: Do we have a working group? Let's have the
working group do this and have it in a couple of days. Then I can move
it on up to the President for decision. I'd like a negotiating scenario
to send along.

As I understand it, the OSD option prohibits long-term uses of technical
means to change the environment. The State and ACDA option would
prohibit all hostile uses. Both positions permit research and development.
The practical differences are really quite negligible.

Dr. Ikle: Would you like to consider the Russian UN resolution in the
scenario?

secretary Kissinger: Frankly, the bilateral negotiations are being used as
a device to block discussion of this issue at the UN. We want to get that
into a UN study group or something. So, we really won't face the UN
problem. Okay, thank you.

K MK K < 2J¢ DI SiK < 33¢ NE MK e e 3 i A e

= CRET/SENSITIVE/ XGDS




T — i, = -

MR. JIM BARNUM

MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

August 28, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR THE WHITE HOUSE POLICE

The following list of officials will be attending a meeting this
morning at 10:30 a.m., in the White House Situation Room:

State: Robert Ingersoll i
Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Wreatham Gathright |-

Defense: William Clements ~ -
Robert Ellsworth.-
Maj. Gen. W.Y, Smith

-
JCS: Lt. Gen. John Pauly
CIA: Lt. ii‘i Vernon Walters
ACDA: Dr. Fred Ikle &
Robert Miller ;.
Thomas Davies o
NOTE: Gen. Brown (JCS) is out of town and Mr. Colby is on leave.

i
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Yy

San Andreas,

Kissinger: Then you would have to get close to create an Earthquaké,-ng?

Clements: That's right, right on the 8pot.

Kissinger: We'd have to do it in Siberla thé€n?

Clements: Yes,

Kissinger: Well, in Chis case, 1T seems a plty to me To &8k Tor|a purnch E
of studies Just to have fo glve them up later, How do we conduct the — ]
negotdations with the Russians? Wow does 0SD understand the optitons? i

Clements: oOur provlem 1s th;ﬁke don*t umderstand the Russian-motivation *f

for an agreement, - =
‘Kissinger: I canunderstand their motivatieon.—Number one,;-theyiprebably
wanted something to-sign at the Summit—Number-two,-thelr technelogy-is-

behind ours in almest all flelds.  They just-mlght be worried abput what _n_mjff“

we-are doing and this would be a.way_ho.find_uut+__Numher_threej_ihﬁgﬂmight _

be-on to scmething and they want to preﬁan:_us_ﬁﬁxx_fram_lelDwihg_Lhemd_

into 1t,., Which of the three, T don't know, but I would think itiwould

be _one of the first two. That's just a gut feeling. Hal (MEJ_SDHn?nf91@Eli;flgi

what do yvou think?

Somnenfeldt: Well, first T think they are under some pressure tp think

_about twenty years from now. No more than us, they don't want_?@_spend

billions of dollars en projects that may have no application. I| think they:j”

__must be mmrmimgm leﬂH some work of some kind on weathar modification that

we don** know about,

_ N . — —

Kissinger: Clearly. Does Opt lon Three preeent evervrh’n59

‘gﬂgﬁﬂﬁﬂll: Orlw technigues £mr intended for hiéstile purposes.

e — —— =

Walters: And that is difficult to verify.

= i —7L — =
Kisshger: IE seems fo me that in Deacetime}’€£ere is no differehce between @ﬁ:ﬁ;

T

Options Two and Three. In wartime, yes.

——

Mr. Clements: Yes, that's right.
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and devellopment could go forward,

h |
Ingeraalh' I1t's impossible to distinguish whether research and develonment “/
are beink used for peacful purposes or war in this circum -
& "S- *wggéiitm
Fissmngey? In the event of a major war, I think we wouldvreassess our

m—gﬁ ,_,.L.:J-t,,_;, : negotaating
position’ woul& someone here write a REgnXkOAtinRE scenario that we can

— e ——— ———

L
g
.

give the President. 1 Think that Option One is excluded, we really have —
E _'__-___4_ o e— A
to decidb only between Option Two or Three. Option Three is egsy, 1t qﬁéfﬁ

ity g 3

= i—

prohibits evervthing Option Two centers on mllitary uses that would not —

— ¥

be prohibitea. What we need is mmx® clearer instructions for our delegat10n~—t

e —

Clements: We can work up the scenario. e

Kissingepr: Do we have a working group? Let's have the working group do _h?*fi
— 4 = '_*'_ = :

1hiq and*have 1t in a couple of days. Then I can move it on up to the _%E-

—— o . 4 -1 s o ..E__,-.-,.-'l. {}'C'? '
Ppesidep fo.r.- dECJ.S'] D;L. ,b{/ L,,.(’__!,('L.L_A‘:r A A f':,::}a-g4n £~ Ir..--".;f-{':}:'f,"':—c_-ﬂ- ‘-):: ~A = ::____.

:ﬁﬂs I understand it, the 0SD mmitmimrmm opntion o m%@%gﬁ%ﬁgpm—ﬁﬁeﬂ——h
The
ns te change ne _environmen cate and ACDA optieon—would—

of techn cal me

prohiblt all hostile usesxmfixmxm Both ppsitions permif s 4&>?i;;i

ggnp:“ The practical differences are really quite pnegligible,

iflf'

Ickle: Would you like to consider the Russian U,N, resolution in the Bl

scenario?

_ Kissinge f Erankly, the bilateral negotiations are being used as a device

|

to block|discussion of this 1ssue at the U.N. We want to get that into

a U.N. SF“?? group or something. So, we really won't face the UN problem,

Okay, th%nk you.

' i-nuﬁ'
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MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

3725 X
ﬁG-R-E‘f'/SENSITIVE August 28, 1974
MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARY KISSINGER
FROM: Jeanne W. Da?@'ﬁ
SUBJECT: Minutes of the SRG Meeting held

August 28, 1974

Attached are the minutes of the Senior Review Group meeting held
August 28, 1974, to discuss Possible International Restraints on
Environmental Warfare.

cc: Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft
Dr. David Elliott
Richard Kennedy
A. D. Clift

Attachments
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SENIOR REVIEW GROUP MEETING

August 28, 1974
Time and Place: 10:37 a.m. - 10:57 a. m., White House Situation R om
Subject: Possible International Restraints on Environmental Warfare
Participants:
Chairman: Henry A. Kissinger ACDA.: Dr. Fred Ikle
Robert Miller
State: Robert Ingersoll Thomas Davies
Wreatham Gathright
Helmut Sonnenfeldt NSC
Defense: William Clements Staff: L.t. Gen. Brent Scowcroft
Robert Ellsworth Dr. David Elliott
Maj. Gen. W.Y., Smith Michael Guhin
Col. Clinton Granger
JCS: Lt. Gen. John Pauly James G. Barnum
CIA: Lt. Gen. Vernon Walters

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

It was agreed that:

--The Working Group would draw up a negotiating scenario based on two
premises: (1) that we would accept prohibitions on any military use of
environmental modification techniques having long-term, widespread or
especially severe effects (Option 2); and (2) that we would accept prohibitions
on all military use of such techniques for hostile purposes (Option 3).
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SECREF/SENSITIVE 2
Secretary Kissinger: The subject of today's meeting is environmental
warfare. I don't think this will be a long meeting. What I would like to

do is clarify the major positions--see what they are--and then get your
judgment as to whether we can send them forward to the President by
memo for decision or whether we need an NSC meeting. My instincts are
that we can probably do it by memo, but I have no fixed opinion on that,
Fred (Dr. Ikle) would you like to sum up the situation?

Dr. Ikle: I guess I should start at the latest development, the Soviet

UN resolution, which calls for a broad agreement that would prohibit
influencing the environment and climate for military and any other purposes
incompatible with the maintenance of international security. This, of

course, came after our joint agreement at the Moscow Summit. Prior to

the Joint Communique, the interagency study came out with three basic
options: (1) that there would be no restraints on military use of environmental
warfare; (2) that there would be prohibitions on military use of environmental
modification techniques if they have long-term, widespread, or especially
severe effects; and (3) broad prohibitions against all military use of such
techniques. As I see it, there are only two issues we need to discuss: (1)
what are the various positions on the three options, and (2) how should we
handle the diplomatic part-~the negotiations coming up in October--and the
Soviet's UN resolution.

Secretary Kissinger: I'm less worried about the UN than I am about how

to handle the bilateral negotiations with the Soviets. What I would like somebody
to explain to me is OSD's position. Would it be unfair to say that OSD would
rule out options one and three?

Mr. Clements: Henry, what bothers us--what is at issue now=--is that

we have no idea of Soviet capabilities and intentions in this field. We just
don't understand what their point is in wanting restraints on environmental
warfare.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, it seems to me that it is this-~that they want

it all banned. I guess you could argue that they are beginning to think about
the consequences of no restraints on such type of warfare and that they are
sincerely concerned. You could argue that they don't want an agreement. But,
the fact is that we are committed to bilateral negotiations on this thing. What
is it that OSD objects to in Option Three? What is Option Two banning? How
does Option One differ from the others?

SEEREFFSENSITIVE /XGDS
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Mr. Clements: Well, we feel that the Soviet decision to have bilateral
talks has really preempted Option One.
Secretary Kissinger: This is true if you preclude it as an ocutcome o

a
negotiations. But, what I'd like to get to--how is Option
from Option One?

Mr. Ellsworth: What Option Two does is prohibit the
as earthquakes and tidal waves-~that type of thing. Most of those thing

we're talking about in Option Two we don't have the capability or technology
to do anyway. 53

1]

Mr. Ingersoll: We can create earthguakes.

Secretary Kissinger: Not really. I remember all that fuss about the
underground explosion in the Aleutians. Ewverybody thought that would create
earthguakes, and it never happened.

Mr. Miller: Basically, Option Two would prohibit actions that would have
long-term applications.

e D al
o

[7}]
-

Secretary Kissinger: I know, but that's all double-talk. Just what
of things would be prohibited under Option Two?

Mr. Ingersoll: Things that we don't know much about right now. I mean,
tidal waves and those sorts of things we can't do. We're just speculating
on things that we might be able to do in the years to come.

Secretary Kissinger: Then we are talking about things that we are not
presently capable of doing.

Mr. Ingersoll: That's right, except for earthquakes.

Mr. Miller: And we can't do that unless the enemy moves onto the fauit
first!

Mr. Ingersoll: Well, we really don't know what we can do yet.

Secretary Kissinger: Just for my own education, is it possible to start an
earthquake here and have it produce results somewhere else? I mean, you
can’t start an earthquake in Nevada and send it fo Siberia, can you?

—SECRFTFSENSITIVE /XGDS
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SEERET/SENSITIVE 4

Mr. Ellsworth: No, you can't.

Gen. Pauly: The military utility of such an action is questionable anyway,

Mr. Clements: Earthquakes are disruptive things, Henry. They create a
lot of havoc under the ground. They shear off oil drilling equipment, pipes,
that sort of thing. Besides, they have to occur where there is a fault, like

San Andreas.

Secretary Kissinger: Then you would have to get close to create an
earthquake, no?

Mr. Clements: That's right, right on the spot.

Secretary Kissinger: We'd have to do it in Siberia then?

Mr. Clements: Yes.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, in this case, it seems a pity to me to ask
for a bunch of studies just to have to give them up later. How do we conduct
the negotiations with the Russians? How does OSD understand the options?

Mr. Clements: Our problem is that we don't understand the Russian
motivation for an agreement.

Secretary Kissinger: I can understand their motivation. Number one, they
probably wanted something to sign at the Summit. Number two, their
technology is behind ours in almost all fields. They just might be worried
about what we are doing and this would be a way to find out. Number three,
they might be on to something and they want to prevent us from following them
into it. Which of the three, I don't know, but I would think it would be one

of the first two. That's just a gut feeling. Hal (Mr. Sonnenfeldt) what do you

think ?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt: Well, first I think they are under some pressure to think
about twenty years from now. No more than us, they don't want to spend
billions of dollars on projects that may have no application. I think they must
be doing some work of some kind on weather modification that we don't know

about.

Secretary Kissinger: Clearly. Does Option Three prevent everything?

Mr. Ingersoll: : Only techniques intended for hostile purposes.

Gen. Walters: And that is difficult to verify.

Secretary Kissinger: It seems to me that in peacetime there is no

SEGREF/SENSITIVE /XGDS
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difference between Options Two and Three. In wartime, yes.

Mr. Clements: Yes, that's right.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, whatever options we present to the President
for decision, the operational results would not show up until there is a war
anyway. Research and development could go forward.

Mr. Ingersoll: It's impossible to distinguish whether research and
development are being used for peaceful purposes or war in this circumstance.

Secretary Kissinger: In the event of a major war, I think we would have to
reassess our position. I think they would too. Would someone here write
a negotiating scenario that we can give the President. I think that Option
One is excluded, we really have to decide only between Option Two or
Three. Option Three is easy, it prohibits everything. Option Two centers
on military uses that would not be prohibited. What we need is clearer
instructions for our delegation.

Mr. Clements: We can work up the scenario.

Secretary Kissinger: Do we have a working group? Let's have the
working group do this and have it in a couple of days. Then I can move
it on up to the President for decision. I'd like a negotiating scenario
to send along.

As I understand it, the OSD option prohibits long-term uses of technical
means to change the environment. The State and ACDA option would
prohibit all hostile uses. Both positions permit research and development.
The practical differences are really quite negligible.

Dr. Ikle: Would you like to consider the Russian UN resolution in the
scenario?

Secretary Kissinger: Frankly, the bilateral negotiations are being used as
a device to block discussion of this issue at the UN. We want to get that
into a UN study group or something. So, we really won't face the UN
problem. Okay, thank you.

S s el s e e e sk ok Akl
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MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

August 28, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR THE WHITE HOUSE POLICE

The following list of officials will be attending a meeting this
morning at 10:30 a.m., in the White House Situation Room:

State: Robert Ingersoll v
Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Wreatham Gathright |
Defense: William Clements =~ i
Robert Ellsworth.-
Maj. Gen. W.Y. Smith

JCS: Lt. Gen. John Pauly
CIA: it. iiil Vernon ialters
ACDA: Dr. Fred Ikle

Robert Miller .-
Thomas Davies ot

NOTE: Gen. Brown (JCS) is out of town and Mr. Colby is on leave.

o) eddy palanzo
- I ‘ (x-3440)
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Lt d,,zt was agreed that:
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__The Working Group would draw up 2 negotiating scenarioébgased
on two premises: (1) that we would accept prohibitions on any military
use of environmental modification techniques having long-term, widespread
or especially severe effectsiammies (opfifon 2); and (2) that we would
accept prohibitions on 211 military use of such techniques for héstile

pprposes {(Option ct i
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probablﬂ do it by memo, but I have nofyfix@d opinion on that. Fred (Dr.

Ickle) Jould you like fo sum up the situation?

Dr. Ickae: I guess I should start d* the latest development, the Sovief

U.N. resolution, which calls for a broad dgreemnnr that wouli prohibit

1nf1uenéing the environment and climate for mllitarv ~nd any other purposes

incompatiible with the maintenance of international 390ur1ty. This, of

course,'came after our jolnt agreement at the Moscow Summit. Prior to

the Joint Communique, the interagency study came out wlrh three bas

options: (1) that theee would be no restraints on m111tdry use of

environmental warfare; (@) that there would be prohibitions on milicarv

use of énvironmental modification techniques 1f fhey have longﬁ*erm,

wideSpr?ad, or especially severe effects; and (3) broad prohibitions against

all military use of such techniques. As I see it, there are only two

issues We need to discuss: (1) what are the various positions on the

three options, and (2) how should we handle the diplomatic part--the

——Cemungup bn OCLabis~Sovi —
| negotiafionsY¥and AAheYU,.N. resolution.

Kissinger: I'™m Iess worried about The U.N. than T am about how To handle

the biTgteral negoctiations with the Soviets., What I would like somebody

toexplgdim to me 15 OSD'S position., Would 1t be unfair to say that 0SD

Wouid'TETE—Uut7ﬁbttuns—imxmﬁm3m—m one and three? 4
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We can create egrthquakes.

Kissingejr:

Not really. I remember all that fuss abouf

explosion in the Aleutians.

quakes, |a

Mr. Mille

the underground

they are sincerely concerned. You could argus naxe

an agreement--that thelr resolufion is Intended fo preclude a ne of
agreement. But, the fact is that we are committed 11 ) .

on this [thing. What 1s 1t that OSD objects to in Option Thres

Opfilon ﬂWO banning? How does Option One differ from the =

Clementsi: Well, we feel that the Soviet decision to have bilat 3
has reallly preemppgg Opt1027Qn§. )

Kissinger: This is truiﬂég;y?B“E?E:}Ude 1t as an outcome egotiati
But, what I'd 1l1lke to gef-hhow is Opfion Two gifferent from Option One?
In

Ellswo;fh' What ﬁption Two does 1is prohlbi* vhe use of such tm11r~ a8
eqrthquﬂkeS*_xxdmxmfggéimmmkﬁﬁﬁixm&mﬁaim tidal dee~-l3hxxxx that type of
thing. EEXmgmxmhaxmhmxmxmmmgmxéggﬁmﬁﬁxégggm Mos‘r é}_:%o things we're
kmxhmgm [talking about in Option Two wéﬂééhTQ_EQQQFHe éépdhilif\ ﬁ; téchi
nology tio do anyway. BT ¥ L K

longilterm applications.

Alssinger:

I know, but tThat's all double-falk. Just what

sort of things

would D€

prohibited under OptTion Two?

Ingersoll:

.  1Nings that We don't know much about right now.

T mean,

= Just for my—oun _education,

vhare else?

= QME

e 0, M o o7 pnsq'ih1p to s.t_a_pt_an_gmxmx___

I mesn, you




Ellsworth: No, you can't,
Gen. Pauly: The military uﬁili?y of such an act S = at
Clements; Earthquakes are disruptive things, He T 5 ¢
i havoec under the ground. They shear off oil drilli equipn
i sort of thing. Besides, they have to occur where there is a
£ San Andreas.
B Kissinger: Then you would have to get close to create an earthg

Clements: That's right, right on the spot.

Kissinger: We'd have to do it in Siberia th€n?
- Clements: Yes.
— Kissinger: Well, in this case, it seems a pity to me to ask fo
~ of studles just to have to give them up later. How do we conduc
~ negotdations with the Russians? HWow does 0SD understand the opt

for an agreement.

———Kissinger:—I can understand-their motivation. Number one, they
3
~——wanted -something to sign at the Summit. Number two, their techn

—  behind ours—in-almost-all fields. —They Jjust-might be worried ab

—  we-are-doing-and this-would-be a way to find out. Number three,

" _be on-to something and they want to prevent us fmwex from followi

=~ _into it. Which of the three, I don't know, but T would think 1t

=~ _ be one of the first two. That's just a gut feeling.

what do you think?

g o4 Sonnenfeldt: Well, first I think they are under some pressure ©
PN about twenty years from now. No more than ugi_they%@gglp"wggg_t
- I

billions of dollars an projects that may have no application.

Hal (Mr. S

o
Ooris

Clements: Our problem 1s th;%be don*t urnderstand the Russtan mopivation

probably
plogy is
but what

fthey might

think they

must be wmekimgm doing some work of some kind 6n weather modific

ption that

we don't know about.

Does Option Three prewent everything?

Kissinger:

Ingersol]

Clearly.

—4

Only techniqges Rmx intended for héstile purposes.

And that is difficult to verify.

Walters: o

Kisshger: It seems to me that in peacetime,9%here is no differe
(—‘.——q

Options Two and Three. In wartime, yes.

Mr,

Yes, that's right.

Clements:

hee between




tion

Kissingep: Well, whatever optlions we present to the Preside "
the operptional results would nof show up until there is a a;f; lesea:
and deveflopment could go forward.,
Ingersolll: TIt's impossible to distinguish whether reseaj and_developme
are being used for peacful purposes or war in this circumstance,
Kisshnger® In the event of a major war, I think we we&?ﬁgééggéeca

o, o, o kel ey negotiating
position. ould someone here write a regwmkiatimma scenario that we ca
give the| President. I think that Option One is excluded, we really have
to decide only between PptiEE_?WE_EF,TEEEE;___QPtiPH Three is easy, it
prohibitis everything. Optlon Two centers on milifary uses that would nof
be prohipited. What we need 1s mmxe clearer Instructlons for our delega

Clementsr We can work up the scenario. R :
Kﬁssingekg Do we have a working group?

1
this andlhave it in a couple of days. Then I can move 1t on up to the

| "
Presidenr for deeclslion. uj 5f,ALqAJ i

-SI?AS I und

prstand 1€,

the OSD mpimimmm option

of techn

prohibit

2 f;,;-,._-(:oa [ f N o8 B

&

L

Let's have the working group do

r== — =

e

A

-

!
o

v

ohibits—eBl long—termuses—
PQTE/
ical means to change the environment State and -ACDA-optieon—weuld —

all hostile usesymfixtixm Both ppsitions permit research -and-develop

ment. T%e practical differences are really quite negligible.

‘Eggle: Would you like to consider the Russian U.N, resolution in the
scenario? R
_Kissinger: Frankly, the bilateral negotiations are being used as a device
to block|discussion of this issue at the U.N. We want to get that into

a U.N, study group or something. So, we really won't face the UN problem.

Okay, th?nk you,

|
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