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~CRET EXDIS June 10, 1966 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 351 

TO: The Secretary of State 

SUBJECT: Indian Nuclear Weapons Problem 

At the meeting of the National Security Council on June 9, 1966, 
the President noted the increased urgency of dealing with the Indian 
nuclear weapons problem following the third Chinese Communist 
nuclear test. He has directed the Secretary of State, in collaboration 
with the Secretary of Defense, the Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency and heads of other departments and agencies, 
as appropriate, to study in greater depth the following interrelated 
issues emerging from the National Security Council review of the 
Indian nuclear weapons question: 

a. The extent to which it might be in the U.S. interest to 
use our economic leverage more explicitly to discourage an Indian 
national nuclear program. 

b. The effect which various arms control agreements might 
have on Indian nuclear intentions, and what price the U .s. should be 
prepared to pay for such agreements. 

c. How far it is in the U.S. interest to go in meeting Indian 
security concerns, what form such action mi'~t take, and what the 
optimum timing might be. 

d. Whether there are other approaches to the problem which 
need to be pursued. 

The study should balance the price of. each of these suggested 
courses of action against the damage resulting from India's choosing 
the independent nuclear path. For the purpose of this study, no change 
in our present position on a non-proliferation treaty should be asawned. 
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The study should result in specific recommendations to the _ 
President as to measures which the U.S., in its own interest, should 
take to delay or prevent India'~ choosing that path. 

The President requests that the first report of reconunendationa 
for his attention be presented to him no later t~ July 15, 1966. 

w {Jet;;;, 
. W. W. Ros tow 

Information copies: 
Secretary of Defense 
Director, ACDA 
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HICiHLICiHTS OF NSC M:S:ETJNO, JUNE 9, 1966 

•• 
Hornig 

The Vice Preaident Mr. Kintner 
Mr. Ball Mr. John McNauahton 
Mr. Alexi• Johnuon Mr. Farrl• Bryant 
Mr. McNamara John Palfrey 
General Wheeler David Bell 
Admiral Raborn Richard Helm• 
Ambaaaador Ooldber1 
Mr. Leonard Mark• 
Mr. Wm. Foater 
Mr. Roatow 
Mr. Bromley Smith 
Howard Wriagiu 
Oeora• Chriatiu 
Fraucl ■ Bator 

n Dr. 

l. The Preaident indicated that tbia v.·a• the flrat of a aerie• of 

NSC meetin&• ••~ a.-d be devoted to the dlacusaio11 of complex 

problema requlrlna careful explorat1011 before they were to come to 

him for deciaion. He expr••••d hie CODCel'D about tbe1rowiD1· 

presaurea in Indla fawrin1 the nuclear route. Ii• OWD econo~c· p~o1r••• 

an<i t?-.e 1tability ol the wbole area depended on IDdla not golna nuclear. 
I 

Tlle paper admirably •urnmal'laed the problema. He invited Mr. Ball 

to ~ay out the iaauea. 

2. Mr. Ball brletly aummariaecl the Interdepartmental paper of 
. 

June 7, 1966 on thia aubJect, pvlna the pro• aDd cona of the auaa••ted 

alternatl ve• (Plowabar• waa not mentioned). Altbouah hie preaentadoa 

waa even-handed. ·u appeared to favor aome form of maltilateral approach 

&CUT ~ 
Aatbm:ary fiS:HS.t/6'~.w:'. v & 3c/£. 
~.~ • :: N~ Dale g-/'f-d'} 
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.SECRET • 2 •=which attempted to deal with lndla'• eecurity problema. 

He recommended further •• &Ad ura~• - ataU atuc:11••• 

Mr. McNamara aar•ed &Ad thouaht recommendation• could come 

forward for Prealdemi&l conalderatloD wlthlD two to three weeks. 

Mr. Foater atr••••d th• vaucy, alDce d1aarmameDt meetlD1• 

reawne iJl CieDeva • lD JIUle, and the U. s. muat b&ve aD lmprovecl poaltloD 

within a month or alx week• at tbe outalcle. He· thouabt the 2 or 3 priDclpal 

alternative• DOW UDdeJr atucly (ill the Committee of PriDclp&la) could ea.ally 

be ata.Uecl out and recommended within a mODth. 

Mr. Mam uraed (a) a comer•nc• of world lnt.Uectuala to atr••• 

the economic coat• aJMlaec:ur~tyliabillde ■ of auclear weapon•; (b) ualq 

the 20th ann.lveraary of th• Baruch propoaala •• tba occaaloD for a bold 

Dow 'U. s. lnltlative. 

The Vice Prealdent ■treaaed how little additional expenditure 

wou1d be uceaaary beyond that already lDveated for Jnd1a to 10 nuclear. 

Ho preferred a UN umbrella with private U.S. ruaauraocea to IDdla. 

Thla leave• th• door open to the Soviet• without&c~~i olther the Indiana 

or Ruaala to take a public at&ad. 

Ambaeaador Ooldberg: atre•••d the uraency of decld1n1 on any 

auch arrao1ement, •lnc• it 
. 

would require aoundlDa• with th• 
. 

Ruaal&Da 

well in advance of the opulD& of the 'UNCiA111September. Alao 

neceaaary would be pl'edae commltm•Dl• to the Jadlaaa. 

---SECRET 
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Mr. Foster cited Mlmater Banerjee, th• IDdlan Wniater who had 

oUiclally indicated that "lor a period, a General A•••mbly reaolutloD 

would be adequate. " 

Mr. Rostow ura•4 

(a) the uraency of our own exploratlODa but reminded the Council 

of the complexity of decision• countri•• muet face before they 

choae to ao ·nuclear. aall~r problem waa to buy time until the 

lndia.u camo t~ accept the neceaalty fo'lt We ■ Cern· a ■ alatanc:e: 

(b) the nuclear iaaue waa •o complex that it could not be 

dealt with aolely by the apeciall•t• concentratln1 on arm• control 

.or by the cov.ntry or area apeciallata. We muat find wa.ya of 

comblDlna th••• two type• of apedali•t• ln the atudy of tb1 ■ problem. 

The Pre ■ident lnatructed the Department to ■peed the •tudy of 

tho Indian nuclea~ problem au Mid be wow.cl laaue a NSAM ahortly. 

PRESERVATIONCOPY 



~/DRAFT June•• 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR THI: PR.E;IDENT 

We picked the Indian nucleu problem fe~ the flrat NSC dhcuaaton 

in your new ••ri••of meettaa• becaue: 

•-India la one of •• keya to prevent1n1 p"1Ueratlon1 

- -keeping lndla elf the nw:lear track la end.al to lb economic 
proar•••J 

•-while we can make no decbion DDW, tbla problem will be at 
our elbowa en a boat of other ded■ iona '-r aome time to come. 

YO\I might want to openth• meetlna by expl!tntn1 you reaao:n for 

the new ••ri•••The Indian problem la an example el th• kind ef aubJect 

fCN want to dbcwa• ••DOI necNaully ready w immediate deculon lMat 

one ,au will ba.e to 1rappl• with at •om• pols. 

The purpoae of this m•etlni la to focua attention on beiw te keep India 

et1 th• nuclear track. What we u• doing now la tneufftcient. State'• 

paper (attached) lay• •• a bl'O&der rang• el Uona. Each baa ita obvtoua 

limitationa and coats. A aoocl airing ef th••• laaue• with J9'l will pve 

direction to further ataff rk. 

Since e.eryone will have read the p pu, maybe th• beat way to handle 

the meetlng la for JIN ta •RH th• pl"Oblem u yeu ••• it •• then ay to 

aurfac• opinion• on th• tough tlona. 

The problem. India cannot afford an effective nu.cleu detel'rent. But 

it may 1••• lta race wlth China without 911e. 0v Aat.an •trategy la to INy 

time unW. India and .Japan 4..,.hope with Paldatan and ln.don .. ia) can help 

-si:0 ET 
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bold I'~•• Aila agawt Cblna, Can lndla do lta •bar• apina, a nuclear 

pow•I' without compUabl• lludeu power ol lta owat 

Th• !!91h quuUona. India bu tu•• dwtic... We b&ve to decide llow 

we could meet Indian iieeda la -.ch cu• uut whethe1' it ~uld be wonk tbe 

pde•. 

1. India could rely on DIIC!eu &armament Uthe Cbh>••• would jem. 

De asay of ous- cur•esit propoeala maet that ued? Tia• paper outline ■ w&ya 

we mqht wy to lure India off the zwcleal' tttack. m• donet meet the need. 

Which are the moat pHmle , WO\alda new p h en JaOD•pNlifuatton uul 

... , ban treati•• Ny ttme, 

I. India could •-'Yen .. meoae ela•'• nucl•u umHella. Hltw 

realhtlc la it faa, u to talk about offerina ••ovtty auuuite•• • -nud.eu or 

conventional, What uld tb• US dlt U the Chm••• Communut■ threatened 

a mcleu attack OD~, 

I. India could 10 ~lear. me ~1• feel tbia la inevitable ad 

tbat tba political co•t■ of dla ■ dtna them are te. areat. S.vld..,. accept 

the "mevtlable", or la z,on-pnlu.ratioA a goal worth paytn1 a Wa prk• fer? 

Yeu may w&Qt • end th• m•etln& 1-Jatatm your own &eltoa• -4 

t4JHn the depanm_.. to p back to rk. 

w. w. lloatow 

-s-EGR..J:T 



,, ?STHE WHITE HOUS• TL .. .i e , 9 6JS = WASHINGTON 

r• is & poa• • foz tw 
• totlaePr i far 

y!Meda 
free to.. Tmara :y 

C a 
plmty ol 
probl• 

Hal.Sa•"-• 

SIT p 



Li)bilAFT 

MSMQIU...JU>UM FOil THI: PllDmENT 

W• Jll,c:ke4 .. Inell•• wl•r p;eWem fer •• ftirat MIC •c••'-

--lraa,t I ..._ ell tlae wleu wack la cwslal • Ila ecwmk 

•-wlllle w. ca --• • declalell ...,, tll&a DW1tbl11m will lte at 
oar .a... • a IINt el •••• decla.._ ,_ ..... time • ceme. 

Y .. mlpt WUI& t,e ,- ... _.,a, 19 .,.. •• I 11!!! rwoaa. 

TM p,cl'J ■■ <t ef ... mestt .. la • tec.. dmM• -

.. mro¢1aa la for ,.. ............ w .... ,.. ... It ....,.. 
evfM:e .,...Ill_ - ·• le p .......... 

la may IN• lta race wl1ll ewe. w1MIou& w. 0. Aa!laa .- ... .,. la • '-r 

time wdU Jadla ... Japaa (we ... wllb P.W.taa ... lzt ■ Nia) c•~4 

amat CIIIN oa~ttdr a L Cua...._•••MN ...... , ah••Aeia 
• •IAST 
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wleu ,-w•r wt.._ c...puul• •cl•• ,.. .... ef lta _, 

TM !!M!!e•llw. ladla Jau --•• c:Wc•. We baYe t. declcle MW 

we ceald a.et •rflttn ..... la eacb cu• ... •--• It ••:aid N wonla ._ 

1. ladla c...W Mly • --Jeu 4111aarmea1 ■ t II•• CWMa• wa.id jela. 

DD aay ef..., cvnat ps-, ■•ale meet tlla& .... , TM pape• • .ell•• way• 

•• mlp& tq .. laa-• IMla elf .. wleu auk. .._. .. Mt meet-.. aN4L 

Wlalcll ar• •• ... , ,...m1aa.c1 wo..i• a ... pull - --JINlUel'adal aad 

....... tnad• ..., time' 

a. IIMllacowl• nly .. •- ••• •••• • 11:leu .mbrella. How 

n .. dc la It,_• to talk aa..t e&ftlll eecnarity ,-rc., ...... ~--=1eu • 

ceav•tl• ■I, W1ua&wCNW •• US .. U ._ Oda•• Centmwdata tueat•••• 

a wleu .uack Ga ladl.a t 

J. JMia cwld p wleu. Some .-,I• fMI tMa u law•l•W• _. 

._ tlaie pelltlcal cue. of •••cllat tbem u• toe peat. Slunald.,. accept 

•• tamtul•• ' or u -...,.w.nttoa a pal wel'tll paylaa a Wa pnc.a ,_., 

YtMII may waat ID ... U.. '!!otf!I-, rteM .. ,._ ewa f..U.,• aad 

telH■1 tlle ------- .. 1• lNlek • WOl'k. 
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Introduction: Key Issues 

1. What would be the effects of an Indian national nuclear 

program on US interests? (See para 2 of attached paper.) 

2. Is there anything more that we can and should do to 

acquaint India with the costs and difficulties of a nuclear 

program? Should we be prepared to go further than we have 

so far in using economic leverage to deter such a program? 

(See para 3a of attached paper.) 

3. How effective would a non-proliferation treaty, a com­

prehensive test ban, and/or a threshold test ban be in deterring 

an Indian nuclear program? What price should we be prepared 

to pay for such agreements? (See para 3b of attached paper.) 

4. How far is it in the US interest to go in seeking to meet 

Indian security concerns, what form should such action take, 

and what might be the timing? (See para 3c of attached paper.) 

5. Is there any dramatic new approach which would have greater 

effect on Indian nuclear intentions than the courses of action 

discussed in the attached paper? (See para 4 of the paper.)
•k-

6. Should the tSC dire~~ State, the DOD, and ACDA to under-
A 

take a study, in greater depth, of the issues raised above? 

(See para 5 of the paper.) 

888Mlf-
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THE INDIAN NUCLEAR WEAPONSPROBLEM 

1. The Situation. In the wake of the third Chinese Communist 
nuclear test, domestic pressures for-India to embark on a 
nuclear weapons effort have mounted sharply. Government· 
leaders are continuing to hold the line against such a course. 
But a decision point is likely to be reached within a few 
years and, unless there is some new development, India almost 
certainly will go nuclear. 

Such a decision could start a nuclear proliferation chain 
reaction. This would be contrary to basic US national interest. 
It is therefore imperative that we take all possible promising 
actions to prevent it. 

This paper surveys steps to this end which have been 
generally considered in this government. It does not address 
the question of whether even more far-reaching actions may be 
necessary and feasible in dealing with this problem. It 
recommends further study of this and other aspects of the 
problem. 

2. Effects of an Indian Weapons Program. An Indian effort 
to achieve a credible national nuclear deterrent against 
Communist China would do great damage to Indian development 
prospects. The damage would increase as India sought an 
adequate stockpile and a suitable delivery system. 

Should India go down this line, the Paks would be 
critically concerned about their own security and would 
probably turn to the US, Communist China, or the Soviet 
Union either for assistance in acquiring nuclear weapons 
or for support in deterring India. 

The likelihood of further proliferation (e.g., Japan 
and Israel) would be increased, and nuclear pressures might 
be set in train in Germany. 

A different kind of consideration is that if India should 
"go nuclear", and achieve an independent deterrent to Chinese 
nuclear power, India might look less to the US (and the USSR) 
for defense against Chinese Connnunist nuclear blackmail. 

-sBeM:.t/LlMDIS 
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3. Courses of Action 

a. Economic Pressures. Among the basic factors having 
a bearing on India*s decision are the cost of a nuclear 
weapons program and the effect which such a program might 
have on foreign aid to India. 

Data on costs and on the difficulties of acquiring a 
credible and reliable deterrent force have been forwarded 
to Ambassador Bowles, for use with India's leaders. 
Additional data will be supplied, which Lndia 1 s leaders may 
use publicly to support their stand against nuclear weapons. 

The related question of the level of India's defense 
expenditures has been raised with Indian Planning Minis.ter 
Mehta and will be pursued. Points being emphasized include: 
(i) the need for a reasonable limit on defense expenditures 
as a prerequisite to economic development; and (ii) our 
intention to take defense expenditures into account in 
determining future aid policy. This dual emphasis on the 
cost of "going nuclear" and the need to hold down defense 
expenditures can be expected, within limits, to influence 
India's decision. 

We could go further and threaten to cut off economic 
assistance and to withdraw all assurances of political and 
military aid, if India decided to develop its own nuclear 
weapons. US fulfillment of this threat would probably 
impel the Indians to look at once to their own means to 
meet their security needs, and probably also to turn to 
the Soviet Union. Even making the threat could have an 
adverse effect on Indian-American relations and on Indian 
confidence in the US. Perhaps the threat, and certainly 
the cutoff of aid, would greatly reduce American influence 
and enhance Soviet influence in India, and would subject 
India to heavy economic and political strains, which would 
threaten its viability as a democratic state and an Asian 
counterweight to China. 

On the other hand, less drastic use of aid, as one of 
a number of levers, might effectively influence an Indian 
decision. 

iEOft!TfLIMDIS 
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b. Arms Control Agreements. In addition to the more 
specific effects of particular arms control agreements, 
any progress in disarmament which indicated growing US­
Soviet detente could have a dampening effect on pressures 
for a national Indian nuclear program. 

(i) Non-Proliferation Treaty. The US is at pres­
ent continuing its efforts to reach agreement on a non­
proliferation treaty, as its first priority arms control 
measure. 

While such a treaty would inhibit proliferation, it 
is not clear whether agreement can be achieved. There have 
been suggestions that the Soviets would sign a non-pro­
liferation treaty which would permit consultation and allow 
the USSR to take the public position that new collective 
hardware arrangements are excluded. This must be weighed 
against the effects that this approach would have on our 
policy toward Europe and Germany. 

Should India adhere to a non-proliferation treaty, it 
is possible that she would later withdraw if she felt her 
national interests required such an action. Such a treaty 
would not mitigate the Indian security problem, unless it 
were coupled with other measures of the sort discussed in 
this paper. 

(ii) Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. The US 
continues to support an adequate, verified comprehensive 
test ban treaty. 

Such a treaty would have a major political and techni­
cal impact on proliferation. However, the principal effect 
would be political. A nation which had agreed not to conduct 
any nuclear tests would not lightly withdraw from this 
obligation. While only testing would be prohibited, and a 
nation could develop and stockpile weapons without with­
drawing from the treaty, this course seems unlikely. A 
comprehensive test ban would thus have an impact on an 
Indian decision to acquire nuclear weapons. 

8!CR!!fLIMDIS 
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The Soviets continue to reject inspection. Recently, 
however, they have indicated that they would be willing 
to consider making available information from internal 
Soviet sites. If this would significantly reduce the 
number of unknown events, a compromise solution to the 
inspection problem might become possible. 

Because of their estimate of the over-all adverse 
impact on US national security, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
are opposed to a comprehensive test ban. 

(iii) Threshold Test Ban. The likely effect and 
security implications of a "threshold" test ban, which 
would extend the present limited test ban to underground 
tests above a seismic magnitude of 4.75, are now being 
considered via the Committee of Principals route. Such a 
treaty would materially inhibit an Indian decision to 
acquire nuclear weapons. It would have less effect, of 
course, than a comprehensive test ban; but it would be 
more responsive than a non-proliferation treaty to Indian 
desires for restraints on nuclear, as well as non-nuclear, 
countries. 

c. Security Arrangements. Security against nuclear 
attack is becoming an increasingly important factor in the 
Indians' calculations regarding their nuclear policy. In 
determining whether to try to secure this security through 
outside assurances or their own nuclear deterrent, the 
Indians can be expected to seek a policy which is consistent 
with non-alignment. The Indians will do this for two 
reasons: (i) Because they consider that their security 
interests require good relations with the Soviet Union, 
from whom they receive economic and military aid and 
support against Conmunist China; (ii) because they want to 
maintain their position among the Afro-Asians. 

In responding to Indian security concerns, the key 
question we have to ask ourselves is: What would the US, 
in fact, do if the Chinese Conmunists were to mount (or 
threaten inminently to mount) a nuclear attack on India? 

S l!!C!t!'N-1,IMD IS 
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If we believe that our interest in Indian independence, in 
preventing Communist expansion, and in maintaining some 
reasonable semblance of world order would move us to stand 
by India in this circl.DllStance, then the problem is how to 
make this clear to the Indians ahead of time, so as to 
affect their nuclear intentions, without involving either 
commitments which go beyond our likely response to nuclear 
attack on India or insuperable Congressional difficulties. 
Possible steps to this end are considered below. 

(i) Nuclear Power Guarantee. The Indians would 
welcome a joint US-USSR guarantee to all non-nuclear 
states. (The UK would certainly join, but this is of 
secondary importance to the Indians. France might not 
join and, of course, Communist China would not.) The 
Soviet Union, however, has made clear that it does not wish 
(at least at present) to join the US in any such assurances, 
much less in a joint guarantee obviously directed against 
China. If the situation should so change that the USSR 
were ready to take part in joint assurances, this would 
probably defer an Indian decision to acquire its own 
nuclear weapons. We should consider, at an appropriate 
time, attempting to determine privately the conditions, if 
any, under which the USSR might be interested in joint or 
parallel assurances, either in or out of the UN framework. 

(ii) Public US Call for Nuclear Guarantees. 
Congressman Holifield has proposed privately that, if the 
USSR is unwilling to join us in giving assurances, we should 
nonetheless publicly declare US readiness to join with the 
other nuclear powers in guaranteeing all non-nuclear states 
against nuclear attack, and let the onus fall on the USSR 
for failing to agree. 

This ploy, would, however, be attacked by the Soviet 
Union and Comnunist China, and would probably be ignored 
or rejected by France. The Indians would regard such a 
move as undesirable and, from their point of view, unhelp­
ful. Moreover, by demonstrating the inability of the 
nuclear powers to provide joint assurances, it might well 
persuade many in India (and perhaps elsewhere) that they 
would, indeed, have to rely on themselves. 
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The Soviets would probably use such a US proposal as 
the occasion to reaffirm their counterproposal for the 
nuclear powers to pledge never to use nuclear weapons 
against a non-nuclear state not having nuclear weapons on 
its territory. 

(iii) US Assurances Under Umbrella of UN Resolution. 
In 1965 the Counnittee of Principals approved the draft of a 
possible UN Resolution, the operative language of which 
expressed the intention of UN Members "to provide or support 
innnediate assistance to any State not possessing nuclear 
weapons that is the victim of an act of aggression in 
which nuclear weapons are used." 

In the fall of 1965, we sounded out the Soviets and 
were told that the Soviet Union considered the question 
of assurances "premature", and that the matter might be 
considered after the conclusion of a non-proliferation 
treaty. Subsequently, the Soviets advanced their counter­
proposal (noted above) calling for nuclear powers not to 
employ nuclear weapons against non-nuclear- countries on 
whose territory no nuclear weapons were. stationed. 

If the Soviet Union should reconsider its position, 
a UN Resolution of the type we have offered could serve as 
an "umbrella" which would be consistent with Indian non­
alignment and under which more specific US-Indian arrange­
ments might be pursued. 

Under this "umbrella", the US could offer firm private 
assurances of support to India, which could be buttressed 
by such steps as describing to the Indians our nuclear 
capabilities directed at the Counnunist Chinese threat. 
The Soviets would, of course, be free to do likewise, if 
they wished, -- secretly, and without having to assume the 
public stance of cooperating with.the US. 

This UN umbrella cum private US assurances might offer 
at least an interim solution to the problem. 

SiQI.Uia'.l.I.,IMDIS 
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There is a question, however, as to whether such 
secret assurances would have the needed impact on Indi,n 
non-governmental opinion, which is the source of most of 
the present pressure for India's "going nuclear." It is 
doubtful, in any event, that these assurances could, in 
fact, be kept secret. 

Moreover, to have any hope of satisfying the Indians, 
these US assurances would have to be quite specific. Yet 
such specificity would bind the US to involve itself in a 
nuclear conflict under at least partially unforeseen 
circtUI1stances and without the ability to control India's 
actions. 

(iv) US Assistance to a Limited Defensive Indian 
Deterrent. Ambassador Bowles has suggested that considera­
tion be given to US assistance to India in such measures as: 
installation of an effective early warning system and other 
measures for defense against manned bombers, expansion of 
joint US-Indian efforts to detect Communist Chinese nuclear 
and missile capabilities, secret scientific consultation 
on ballistic missile defenses, and secret studies of inte­
grated air defense against Conmunist Chinese nuclear 
attack - which might include consideration of an Indian 
manned bomber force for use against Communist Chinese 
launching sites. 

We have assisted Indian air defenses since 1962, and 
could conceivably extend this effort. However, it is 
doubtful that this would allay Indian concern over the 
Connnunist Chinese nuclear threat, which will include 
missiles. 

Consultation on ballistic missile defenses (which we 
could not now provide) might well convince the Indians that 
their only real defense would be a nuclear deterrent, and 
thus stimulate Indian desires for nuclear weapons of their 
own. 

In the same way, studies of an Indian conventional 
manned bomber force could well convince the Indians that 
what they really need are missiles with nuclear warheads. 
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(v) US-Indian Alliance. A formal military 
alliance would offer the most convincing means of engaging 
the American deterrent in India's defense. There are 
strong reasons against our undertaking a formal alliance 
counnitment. In any event, the issue is hypothetical, at 
least for the present, since the Indians wish to retain 
their non-aligned status. If such a US-Indian alliance 
were concluded, it might result in a complete US break 
with Pakistan and in a Pakistan-Chinese Counnunist alliance. 

(vi) Nuclear Sharing. The US might offer to 
assist India in acquiring the capability to deter or 
retaliate against Counnunist Chinese nuclear attack with 
its own delivery means, using American nuclear warheads 
which would be made available to India at the time of a 
Chinese attack. The advantages, in comparison with a 
strictly unilateral US guarantee, would include a less 
direct military counnitment for the US (in the sense that 
the Indians, not the US, would strike Conmunist Chinese 
targets) and yet, from the Indian standpoint, a more 
tangible US counnitment to give essential assistance. 

This course of action faces a nmnber of difficulties: 
(a) India's desire to remain at least formally non-aligned, 
and to avoid alienating the Soviet Union; (b) the dilemma 
of fashioning a nuclear sharing arrangement that would 
provide enough -- but from the US standpoint not too much -­
of a nuclear role; (c) the impact of such an arrangement 
on others (Pakistan, Japan, and other US Asian allies) 
and on the UK role East of Suez; (d) the over-all effect 
on US military commitments and on US aid for India, since 
we might have to bear much of the cost; and (e) the question 
of Congressional attitudes. 

The Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff do not believe a nuclear sharing arrangement would 
do more than delay an Indian pro-nuclear decision. While 
this may be true, there may come a time when such delay 
would be well worth seeking. The Director of ACDA does 
not consider a nuclear sharing arrangement desirable. 
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d. The Plowshare Loophole. There is some pressure 
on the Indian Government for a peaceful (PLOWSHARE) 
explosion to demonstrate India's technical capabilities. 
Such a "peaceful" Indian explosion would, however, be 
widely viewed (in Pakistan and elsewhere) as th~ beginning 
of an Indian nuclear weapons program and, from the techni­
cal standpoint, would be virtually indistinguishable from 
weapon development. The Committee of Principals is, there-. 
fore, considering steps to dissuade India from "peaceful" 
nuclear explosive development. 

4. Conclusion 
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4. Conclusion. A number of the courses of action discussed 
above are now underway: 

-- We are already seeking to impress the Indians with 
the cost and difficulty of acquiring a nuclear deterrent. 

-- We are trying to make clear to India the inter­
relation between external aid and levels of Indian military 
expenditure. 

-- We are seeking to negotiate arms control proposals, 
including a non-proliferation agreement, and we are examining 
new proposals, notably a threshold test ban. 

-- We are exploring the problem of general security 
assurances, particularly action that can be taken in the UN. 

Each of these approaches has potentialities, limitations, 
and costs. 

Achieving even delay in an Indian decision to go nuclear 
would be extremely useful. At their ·present pace, however, 
these courses of action are likely to secure such delay for 
only a relatively limited period. To achieve more substantial 
effect, approaches not now underway (whether discussed in this 
paper or otherwise) would be needed. 

5. Recommendation. State, 00D, and ACDA should be directed 
to study in greater depth the following inter-related issues, 
emerging from recent review of the Indian nuclear question: 

a. The extent to which it might be in the US interest 
to use our economic leverage more explicitly to discourage 
an Indian national nuclear program. 

b. The effect which various arms control agreements 
might have on Indian nuclear intentions, and what price the 
US should be prepared to pay for such agreements. 

c. How far it is in the US interest to go in meeting 
Indian security concerns, what form such action might take, 
and what the optimum timing might be. 

- S.EORKTAIMDIS. 
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d. Whether there are other approaches to the problem 
which need to be pursued. 

Such study should balance the price of each of these 
suggested courses of action against the damage resulting from 
India's choosing the independent nuclear path. 

Such study should thus provide a basis for deciding whether 
there are specific recommendations that can be made to the NSC 
as to measures which the US, its own interests in mind, should 
take to delay or prevent India's choosing that path. 
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UNITED STATES ARMSCONTROLANO DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

WASHINGTON 

Of'f'ICE Of' 
THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR May 23, 1966 

MEMORANDUM OF PRINCIPALS FOR THE DEPUTIES TO THE COMMITTEE 

SUBJECT: • Development by India of ·Nuclear Explosive Devices 
for "Peaceful" Purposes (C) 

Several·reports have indicated current interest in Indian 
political circles in designing and testing a nuclear explosive 
device with a stated "peaceful" objective, such as digging a 
canal or harbor. Then, ori May 19 Prime Minister Gandhi was 
reported by the Washington Post to have said that exploding 
an underground device allegedly for peaceful purposes "would 
be a high price to pay for just a little bit of prestige."· 
Whether this is in fact the Indian Government's position, and, 
if so, how long Prime Minister Gandhi will be able to adhere 
to it in view of mounting pressure in Parliament to go nuclear, 
is not clear. 

Lower -Indian officials have been quoted in the press as 
believing that a nuclear explosive for "peaceful purposes" 

"'-would not vioiate India's formal commitment to Canada to use 
plutonium from the CIR reactor "for peaceful purposes only." 
The Canadian Government's position on this question has not 
been made clear either to us or, reportedly, to the Indians . 
. The fact that the Canadians are currently negotiating an 
additional agreement with the Indians relating to a nuclear 
power reactor makes the desirability.of clarifying this position 
~ even greater. 

The information contained in 
this document may not be disseminated 
outside the receiving department • 
or agency without the consent of GROUP 3 
the United States Arms Control and Downgraded at 12 year 
Disarmament Agency. intervals; not auto­

ma~ically declassified. 
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If any non-nuclear country were to explode a nuclear 
~~ (explosive device for any purpose, that country would have the 

\~~"'°".J'actual capability to manufacture nuclear weapons. Regardless 
~Dfl"(" of the intended application of the device, the country would 

have, for all practical-purposes, joined the nuclear club. 
It would be so regarded throughout the world. The effect on 
triggering further nuclear proliferation by neighbors or 
adversaries would be essentially the same as the effect from 
testing an admitted nuclear bomb. 

The United States should therefore make a vigorous effort 
to head off any such possible development in India or any 
other potential Nth power. We should make known our firm 
position that any nuclear explosive development by a non­
nuclear-weapon country is unavoidably equivalent to nuclear 
weapons development. We should make known our view that the 
explosion by India of an allegedly peaceful device made from 
products of the Tarapur reactor which we have provided to 
India would be wholly inconsistent with the purpose of the 
US-Indian Tarapur agreement that the material and equipment 
provided be used "solely for peaceful purposes. 111/ The 
statements of purpose in our other agreements for cooperation 
generally contain this phrase or "solely for civil purposes." 
In any event, their purpose is clear: to prevent the materials 
and equipment we provide from being used to make nuclear • 
weapons. This purpose would be wholly frustrated if recipient 
countries could avoid the provisions of these agreements by 
saying that any nuclear explosion they set off was for peace-
ful uses. Since such an explosion would be essentially the 
same as expiosion of a weapon, it should not be regarded as 
"solely" for peaceful or civil purposes. 

_1,/ The agreement contains a general statement of "connnon interest" 
that the reactor and na terial made available be used "solely for 
peaceful purposes." (Art. VI, TIAS 5446, emphasis added.) Since 
Indian explosion of a peaceful nuclear device would be essentially 
the same as Indian explosion of a bomb regardless of what the 
Indians said about it, such an explosion would not, objectively, 
be "solely for peaceful purposes." Under the agreement, the 
U.S. has the legal power to enforce this understanding because 
any plutonium produced which is surplus to the Tarapur reactor 
must be stored at the reactor·station unless the U.S. agrees 
otherwise (or unless it is transferre~ pursuant to other pro­
v~sions of the agreement not here relevant) (Art.VI, B.3.). 
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We should urge that the Canadians adopt the same view 
with respect to the Canadian-Indian agreement covering the 
CIR reactor. This agreement imposes a clear obligation upon 
India to "ensure that the react;:or and any products resulting 
from its use will be employed for peaceful purposes only." 
Unlike the US-Indian agreement, this agreement does not pro­
vide for inspection. In our view, however, it would be 
violated by Indian explosion of a peaceful nuclear device. 

I propose that the U.S. pursue the following -course of 
action: 

1. Try privately- to obtain agreement with this position 
by Canada, the United Kingdom, and the u.s.s.R. 

2. Depending on the results of (1), consider making our 
position public, perhaps in a statement at the ENDC, and/or 
making private approaches to key non-nuclear states. If this 
is done, state our existing position c9ncerning making 
"Plowshare" available to other countries: If and when peace­
ful applications of nuclear explosives (that are permissible 
under test ban treaty limitations) prove technically and 
economically feasible, ·the U.S. would be prepared to consider 
making available a nuclear explosive service; i.e., supplying 
the device and performing the detonation with the device 
under U.S. custody and control, at a cost far below that at 
which other countries could develop and produce devices for 
themselves, especially in the case of excavation projects · 
where only highly sophisticated thermonuclear explosives are 
really useful. 

3. Try to make future provisions in cooperation agree­
ments, nuclear-free zone treaties, the draft non-proliferation 
treaty, etc., more explicit in their impact on explosions for 
allegedly peaceful purposes. At the same time make clear our 
view that the lack of an explicit reference in any relevant 
existing agreement does not imply that the agreement permits 
development of "Plowshare" nuclear explosives. 
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Whether our approach to India is direct or indirect, 
I believe it is desirable to embark on the above course of 
action soon, while Indian planning is- hopefully still fluid. 
If we wait for clear evidence of the intentions of the Indian 
Government, it would become much harder to influence Indian 
policy. 

I recommend that we meet to discuss this problem as soon 
as conveniently possible. 

Adrian s. Fisher 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE{· 
Acting CounMlor end Chairmen 

Policy Plennins Council 
WHhi"lton 

June 3, 1966 
£f,LJ'.MITEDDISTRIBUTION 

MEMORANDUMFOR: 

State: NEA- Mr. Schneider 
G/PM - Mr. Garthof f 

.ACDA - Mr. Fisher 
DOD - Mr. Yarmolinsky
DOD - Mr. Wyle/Mr. Barber 
JCS - General Goodpaster 
NSC Staff - Mr. Keeny 

- Mr. Wriggins 

Forwarded herewith is the revised draft paper on the 
Indian nuclear weapon problem for possible use as the 
basis of discussions at the NSC meeting, Thursday, June 9. 

The present draft is intended to be self-contained. 
Except for minor changes required.for updating, under­
scored portions have been drawn directly from the pre­
viously cleared lang~age of the courses of action section 
(pages 5-8) of Secretary Ru_skI s Memorandum of March 16 
to the President. 

As discussed at the Planning Group meeting of June 2, 
we have included new material covering: (1) the question 
of a threshold test ban; (2) the possibility of a UN . 
"umbrella" for US-Indian bilateral arrangements; and (3) 
Ambassador Bowles• recent recommendations. 

In order to meet the schedule set by the White House, 
we would appreciate receiving your comments by noon 
tomorrow, Saturday, June 4. The final paper should be 

··.presented for approval by the Secretaries of State and 
Defense Monday morning, June 6, and foxwarded to the 
White Bouse c.o.b. that date. 

Ben~·Owen 
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THE INDIAN NUCLEAR WEAPONSPROBLEM: 
CURRENTISSUES . .. . . 

1. .The Situation 

In the wake of the third Chinese Communist nuclear test, 

domestic pressures for India to embark on a nuclear weapon.s 

-effort have mounted sharply. -Government leaders are con­

tinuing to hold the line against such a course. However, it 

is unlikely that a decision will be postponed for more 

than a few-years. 

2.· Effects on an Indian Weapons Program 

An Indian effort to achieve a credible national nuclear 

deterr~nt against Communist China would do great damage to 

Indian development prospects. The damage would increase as 

India sought an adequate stockpile and a suitable delivery 

system. 

Should India go down this line, the Paks would be 

critically concerned about their own security, and would 

probably turn to the U.S., Communist China, or the Soviet 

Union-either -for-assistance in-acquiring nuclear ·weapons 

of their own or_for ~upport to deter India. 

The'likelihood of further proliferation (e.g., Japan 

and Israel) would be increased, and nuclear pressures might 

be set in train in Germany. 
A different 
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A different kind of consideration is that if India 

should."go nuclear", the u,s, (and the USSR) will be less 

committed to Indian defense, and it is possible that an 

independent deterrent to Chinese nuclear power would develop. 

3. Courses of Action 

a. Economic pressures 

Data on costs and on the difficulties of acquiring a 

credible and reliable deterrent force have been forwarded 

to Ambassador Bowles for use in contacts with India's leaders. 

Additional data will be supplied which India's leaders may 

use publicly to support their stand against nuclear weapons. 

The related question of the level of India's defense 

expenditures has been raised with Indian Planning Minister 

Mehta and will be pursued. Points being emphasized include: 

(i) the need for a reasonable limit on defense expenditures 

as a prerequisite to economic development; and (ii) our in­

tention to take defense.expenditures into account in deter­

mining future aid levels. This dual emphasis on the cost of 

"going nuclear" and on the need to hold down defense expendi­

tures can be expected, within limits, to influence India's 

decision. 
. 

We could go further and threaten to cut off economic 

assistance, and to withdraw all assurances of political and 

military 

!!Cfttii\{LIMITEDDISTRIBUTION 
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and military aid, if India decided to develop its own 

nuclear weapons. Such drastic action would probably impel 

the Indians to look at once to their own devices to meet 

their security needs, and probably also to turn to the 

Soviet Union. It would greatly reduce American influence 

in India, and enhance Soviet influence in India, and would 

saddle the Indians with heavy e~onomic and political 

strains which would threaten the viability of India as 

a democratic state and Asian counterweight to China. On 

the other hand, less drastic· use of aid, as one of a num-

ber of levers, might _effectively influence an Indian.. 
decision, as suggested above. 

b. Arms Control Agreements 

(1) Non-Proliferation Treaty. The US is at 

present continuing its efforts to reach agreement on a 

non-proliferation treaty, as its first priority arms 

control measure. While such a treaty would inhibit 

proliferation, it is not clear whether agreement can be 

achieved. Should India adhere to a non-proliferation 

treaty, it is pos·sible that she would later withdraw 

if she felt her national interests required such an action. 

(2) Comprehensive 

·eECft!J~/LIMITEDDISTRIBUTION 
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(2) Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. The U.S. 

continues to support an adequate. verified comprehensive 

- - test ban treaty. Such a treaty would have a major- .. ___,,__...;:;__,;~~=.i..:.-.:.:::::.;:;.;.;;....;::;;.._;:;;.;.,;;;;=:.c.-~-==:.=.....;.;.:::;.;..;;;~:....:::=..a.=.:-==:.:;.=.;:;.:;. impact 

on proliferation, both political and technical. However, 

the principal effort woulg be political. A nation which 

agreed not to conduct any nuclear tests would not lightly 

withdraw from this obligation. While only testing would 

be prohibited and a nation could develop and stockpile 

weapons without withdrawing from the treaty, this possi-

bility seems unlikely. A comprehensive test ban would 

have an Impact on an lndian decision to acquire nuclear 

weapons. ·However, the Soviet Union continues to reject 

inspection. Bec.ause of their estimate of the over-all 

adverse impact on U.s. national security", the Joint 

Chiefs of St_aff_ a_re ':pposed to a co:mprehensive test ban. 

(3) Threshold Test Ban. The question of a 

"threshold" test ban, which would limit but not com­

pletely prohibit underground testing, is now being 

_consider~d_through_the_mechanism of the Committee of 

Principals. This would help to inhibit proliferation. 

·It would 
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It would have less effect, of course, than a comprehen• 

aive test ban; but it would be more responsive than a 

non-proliferation treaty to Indian desires for restraints 

on nuclear, as well as non-nuclear, countries. These 

considerations, as well as security implications, are now 

being reviewed. 

c. Security Arrangements 

(1) u.s.-Indian Alliance. A formal military 

alliance would seem to offer the best means of engaging 

the American deterrent in India's defense. It is, 

however, not certain that we would want to assume this 

conmitment. It is also only hypothetical at this time, 

since the Indians wish to retain their non-aligned status. 

It would, of course, involve a complete u.s. break with 

Pakistan, and the likelihood of a Pakistan-Chinese 

Conmrunist alliance. 

(2) Nuclear Power Guarantee. The Indians 

would welcome a joint u.s.-USSR guarantee to all non­

nuclear states. (The UK would certainly join, but 

this is of secondary importance to the Indians. France 

and, of 
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and, of course, Communist China would not.) The Soviet 

Union, however, has made clear that it does not wish(at 

least at present) to join the u.s. in any such assurances, 

much less in a joint guarantee obviously directed against 

China. If the situation should so change that the USSR 

were ready to join us in such joint assurances, that 

would probably at the least help defer an Indian deci-

• sion to acquire its own nuclear weapons. 

(-3) Public u.s. Call for Nuclear Guarantees . 

..Congressman Holifield has proposed privat;e].y that if 

the USSR is unwilling to join us in giving assurances, 

we shoulld nonetheless publicly declare u.s. readiness 

to join with the other nuc~ear powers in guaranteeing 

all non-nuclear states against nuclear attack, and let 

the onus fall on the USSR for failing to agree. 

This ploy, would, however, be attacked by the Soviet 

Union and Communist China, and probably ignored or re­

jected by France. The Indian; would regard such a -move 

as distinctly undesirable and from their point of view 

unhelpful. Moreover, by demonstrating the inability of 
' 

the nuclear 
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the nuclear powers to provide joint assurances, it would 

probably tend to persuade many in India (and perhaps 

elsewhere) that they would, indeed, have to rely on 

themselves and thus might well make nuclear proliferation 

more, rather than less, likely. Also the Soviets would 

probably simply reaffirm their counterproposal for the 

nuclear powers to pledge never to use nuclear weapons 

against a non-nuclear state not having nuclear weapons 

on its terr-itory. 

(4) U.S. Assurances Under Umbrella of UN 

Resolution. In 1965 the Committee of Principals approved 

the draft of a possible UN Resolution, the operative 

language of which expressed the intention of UN Members 

"to provide or support innnediate assistance to any State 

'not possessing nucle·a~ weapons that is the victim of an 

act of aggression in which nuclear weapons are used." 

In the fall of 1965, we sounded ou~ the Soviets and 

were told that the Soviet Union considers the question of 

-assurances ''premature",- and ·that the matter might be con-

-sidered after the conclusion of a non-proliferation treaty. 

Subsequently, the Soviets advanced their counterproposal 

(noted above) 
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(noted above) calling for nuclear powers not to employ 

nuclear weapons against non-nuclear countries on whose 

territory no nuclear weapons were stationed. If the 

Soviet Union should reconsider its position, a UN 

Resolution of the type we have offered could. serve as 

an "umbrella" which ~uld be consistent with non-align­

ment and under which more specific u.s.-Indian arrange-

•ments might be pursued. 

·.under this ''umbrella", the U.S. could offer firm 

private assurances of support to India. If this private 

approach included such steps as describing our nuclear 

capabilities directed at the Communist Chinese threat and 

an expression of our willingness to enter joint contingency 

planning, this alternative might offer at least an interim 

solution to the problem. 

As India's security concern becomes greater and if 

joint U.S.-Soviet assurances are not possible,· India may 

come to be more interested in such private unilateral U.S. 

assurances. There is a question, of course, as to whether 

such secret arrangements would have the needed impact on 

Indian non-governmental opinion which is the source of 

most 

!ECM!~,'i.IMITEDDISTRIBUTION 



.---

- 8!!Clli!TfLIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
-9-

most of the present pressure for India's "going nuclear." 

This question may be academic, however, since it is 

doubtful that joint Indian-u.s. contingency plannin·g 

could be kept secret. 

In addition, to have any hope of satisfying the 

Indians, such private assurances would have to be quite 

specific; yet such specificity would bind the U.S. to 

involve itself in a nuclear conflict under at least 

partially-unforeseen .circumstances ,--and without the 

ability to control India's actions. 

The key questions we have to ask ourselves here is 

what the U.S. would, in fact, do if the Chinese Communists 

were to mount (or threaten imminently to mount) a nuclear 

attack on India. If we believe that our interest in 

Indian independence, -in preventing Communist expansion, 

and in maintaining some reasonable semblance of world 

order would move us to stand by India in this circumstance, 

then the problem is how to make this clear to the Indians 

in any private assurances, so as to affect their nuclear 

intentions, wfthout involving connnltments which go beyond 

our likely response to nuclear attack on India, or in­

volving us in updue Congressional difficulties. 

(-5) 
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(5) U.S. Assistance to a ~imited Defensive 

Indian Deterrent. Ambassador Bowles has suggested that 

-consideration-be -given to U.S. assistance to India in 

such measures as: (a) installation of an effective 

early warning system and other measures for defense 

against manned bombers; (b) expansion of joint U.S.-

Indian efforts to detect Comnunist Chinese nuclear and 

missile capabilities; (c) secret "scientific" consultation 

on ballistic mis~ile defenses; and (d) secret studies of 

"integrated" air defense against Communist Chinese 

nuclear at~ack, possibly including ~n Indian manned 

bomber\force for use against Communillt Chinese launching 

sites •. 
·--·. 

We have assisted Indian air ~efenses aince 1962, 

·and could-conceivably extend this effort •. However, it 

is doubtful that this would allay Indian concern over 

th~ Comnunist Chinese nuclear threat, which will include 

missiles. 

• -Consliltati6n- on- ballistic missile defenses (which 

we could not-now--prov.ide)-·could well convince the Indians 

that 
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that their only real defence would be a nuclear deterrent. 

Accordingly, this might actuaily stimulate Indian desires 

for· nuclear weapons of their own. 

Studies of an Indian conventional manned bomber force 

could well convince the Indians that what they really need 

are missiles with nuclear warheads. 

(6) Nuclear Sharing. The U,S, might offer to 

assis-t India in acquiring the capability to deter or re­

taliate to Communis·t Chinese nuclear attack with its own 

delivery means, using American nuclear warheads which 

woulabe maae-~vailable to India at the time of a Chinese 

attack, The advantages in comparison with a strictly 

unilateral u,s, guarantee would include a less direct 

military commitment for the U.S. (in the sense that the 

Indians, not the u,s,, would strike Communist Chinese 

targets}, and yet from the Indian standpoint a more 

ta~gible u,s. commitment to give essential assistance. 

This possibility faces a number of difficulties: 

(a).India's
·-· .. -- - desire- to remain at least formally non-

aligned, and to avoid alienating the Soviet Union; (b) 

the dileq:ma of fashioning a nuclear sharing arrangement 

that 

eeH'i/LIMI TED DISTRIBUTION 
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that would provide enough but from the U.S. standpoint 

not too much -- of a nuclear role; (c) the impact of such 

an arrangement on others (Pakistan, Japan, and other u.s. 
Asian allies) and on the UK Role East 9£ Suez; (d) the 

over-all effect on U.S. military cODDDitments and on U.S. 

aid for India since we might have to bear much of the cost; 

and (e) the question of enabling legislation to permit us 

to tum nuclear weapons over to the Indians • 

. The Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs.of 

Staff do not believe a nuclear sharing arrangement would 

do more than delay a Indian pro-nuclear decision. While 

this may well be true, there may come a time when such 

delay would be well worth seeking to achieve. The 

Director of ACDA does not consider a nuclear sharing 

arrangement desirable. 

Some very preliminary investigations have been made of 

several illustrative possibilities. The problems remain 

formidable • 

. d.. _The Plowshare Loophole. 

There is some pressure on the Indian Government for a 

peaceful. (PLOWSHARE)explosion to demonstrate India's 

technical 

Sl!CR!!IfLIMITEDDISTRIBtrrION 
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technical capabilities. Such a ''peaceful" Indian explosion 

would, however, be widely viewed (in Pakistan and elsewhere) 

as· the beginning of an Indian nuclear weapons program and, 

from the technical standpoint, woul~ be virtually.indistin­

guishable from weapon development. The Committee of Pr:Ln-

·cipals is, therefore, considerirg steps to dissuade India 

from "peaceful" nuclear explosive development. 

4. Conclusion 

The course of action outlined above -- economic pressures, 

arms control agreements, and security arrangements -- suggest 

the general r.ange of approaches that are either underway or 

are currentlr being examined. There may be other courses 

of action, which further examination will uncover. 

Each of the approaches developed above has potentia­

¼i-ties,,- limitations, and costs. No single approach seems 

likely to accomplish more than a delay in an In.dian decision 

to "go nuclear." However, even delay can be useful, and 

some combination of these approaches may be more promising 

at· least- from the standpoint of delay than any single 

·approach. 

We 
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We intend, therefore, to take three further steps in 

studying this problem: 

-First, to continue to examine specific 

combinations of the cours_es of action described 

above, especially ones which pose most difficulty; 

Second, to determine whether still other 

approaches can be developed; and 

Third, to weigh the costs involved in such 

of these courses of action as may appear to hold 

promise against the costs of India's "going nuclear." 

iiGMT}LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Acting Counselor 11nd Ch11irm11n 

Policy Pl11nninii Couneil 
WHhinat,on 

May 31, '1966
TSE .'LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 

MEMORANDUMFOR: 

• State Department: NEA - Mr. Schneider 
G/PM - Mr. Garthoff 
ACDA- Mr. Fisher 

DOD Mr. Yarmolinsky 
Mr. Wyle 

JCS - General Goodpaster 
NSC Staff - Mr. Keeny 

Mr. Wriggins 

1. The package which we were asked to prepare as a possible_ 
basis for NSC discussion Thursday, June 9, will consist of: 

a. The paper on "Possible Assurances and Nuclear 
Support Arrange~ents for India", transmitted to the President 
by Secretary Rusk's memorandum of March 3, .1966, in the 
form previously cleared by interested Departments and 
agencies except that the recommendations are not included. 
(This paper is not attached, since copies are already • 
available to all addressees). 

b. A summary d.iscussion of current issues, based on, 
the discussion at the Planning Group ~eeting of May 26, and 
keyed to Ambassador Bowles' telegram of May 22 (New Delhrs 
LIMDIS 3204), as has been requested. (This paper- is 
attached.) 

2. We will need to get any suggested changes on the 
attachment-no later tpan Thursday noon, and ~opefully before 
then. A final draft will be circulated Friday or 
Saturday, which we hope can be signed by the Secretaries 

of State and Defense for transmittal to tbe P~esident. 

~ Henry Owen 
OECLASSlFIED 

e.o.13292, s .3.4 
Byda '4 NARA, Oat~ .3.,,-WI I 
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THE INDIAN NUCLEAR WEAPONSPROBLEM: CURRENT ISSUES 

1. The Situation. In the wake of the third Chinese 

Communist nuclear test, domestic pressures for India to 

embark on a nuclear weapons effort have mounted sharply. 

Government leaders are continuing to hold the line against 

such a course. However, it is unlikely that a decision 

will be postponed for more than a few years. 

2. Ambassador Bowles'. Alternatives. Ambassador Bowles 

outlines three possible ways of trying to avert an Indian 

nuclear program: 

a. A unilateral US guarantee; India, he indicates, is 

QJ\,L---~4o·not ready to accept this. ~ ,lJ-1 

b. A worldwide agreement involving a comprehensive NJ)-
~~ Jl."µ 

test ban, a limitation on nuclear stockpiles, and a joint r:'.~~ 
US-UK-Soviet guarantee against nuclear blackmail. The ~: 

Ambassador comment~ that he gathers the Soviets are not 

prepared to proceed along this line. 

c. US help to India in building a "limited deterrent 

defensive system." 

There is not much to add to the discussion of the first 

two alternatives in the- attached- memorandum of March 3 from_________ ___._ . 

DE SlFlED' 
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Secretary Rusk to the President. The third alternative is 

considered below, and in the attachment. 

3. Limited Defense Program. Ambassador Bowles recommends 

the following steps to increase India's ability to defend 

itself against Chinese nuclear attack: 

a. Installation of an effective early warning and 

control system and other measures for defense against manned 
I 

bombers; and expansion of joint US_-Indian efforts to detect 

ChiCom nuclear and missile capabilities. Comment: Steps 

along these lines might be considered; however, unless 

accompanied by other arrangements, they -would not get at 

the question of the future ChiCom missile threat. 

b. Scientific US-Indian consultation regarding ballistic 

missile defense. Comment: This might·whet India's appetite 

for defenses it.could not afford and which we could not, in 

any event, make available in the foreseeable future. Since 

such studies would necessarily focus on ChiCom ~issile attack 

capabilities, the net result could be a heightening of India's 

interest in acquiring a national deterrent force. 

c. Secret studies of "integrated" air defense against 

ChiCom manned bomber and missile attack, possibly including 

an Indian conventional bomber force which could be used 

SECRE1'/LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
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against ChiCom launching sites. Comment: Exploration of 

the utility of a conventional disarming strike against 

ChiCom attack capabilities could well serve primarily to 

convince the Indians of the futility of sole reliance on 

conventional weapons and manned bombers in the nuclear­

missile age. It might thus intensify their nuclear desires. 

d. Use of the contacts envisaged in this program 

quietly to persuade the Indians of our willingness and 

ability to back them up in case of Chinese pressure or 

attack. Comment: If these "quiet assurances" went beyond 

what we are now saying, the question arises as to what their 

form and substance should be. This poses difficult problems 

for both the US and India: 

- For the US, the problem is twofold: (i) What 

would the US, in fact, do if the Chinese Communists were 

to mount (or threa.ten imminently to mount) a nuclear attack 

on India? (ii) If our interest in Indian independence in 

preventing Comrnunis~ expansion, and in maintaining some 

reasonable semblance of world order would move us to stand 

by India in this circumstance, how can this prospect now be 

dramatized, so as to affect Indian nuclear intentions, 

S~/LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
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without further narrowing our freedom of action or involving 

us in undue Congressional difficulties? 

- For India, the problem is how such US assurances, 

even under a UN umbrella, could be reconciled with the 

conflicting needs for secrecy and for political impact. 

Very private discussions and perhaps even secret contingency 

planning might fit in with non-alignment; they would not -­

by that same token -- meet political concerns outside the· 

Government, which is where most of the pressure for India's 

going nuclear comes from. It may well be, therefore, ·that 

an optimum approach in this field cannot be devised, even 

if all obstacles on the US side should somehow be overcome, 

so long as India holds to non-alignment. 

e. An educational effort to convince India's leaders 

and people of the prohibitively high cost of "going nuclear." 

Comment: Data on costs and on the difficulties of acquiring 

a credible and reliable deterrent force have been forwa~ded 

to Ambassador Bowles for use in contacts with India's leaders. 

Additional data will be supplied which India's leaders may 

use publicly to support their announced policy against "going 

nuclear." As a related matter, the question of excessive 

defense expenditures has been raised with Indian Planning 

SE/LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
' 



5 $~LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 

Minister Mehta and will be pursued with Mehta and other 

Indian officials. Points being emphasized are: 

- The need for a reasonable limit on (and reduction 

of) defense expenditures as an essential prerequisite of 

economic development. 

- Our intention not to place ourselves in the 

future in the position of fueling an arms race in the sub­

continent. 

- The fa.ct that defense expenditUJ;es will be taken 

into account in determining future aid levels. 

Although such points are being advanced in the context 

of India's present economic state, dual emphasis.on the 

cost of "going nuclear" and on the need to hold down defense 

expenditures can be expected to encourage India's leaders 

to hold the line a~ainst nuclear weapons. At the same time, 

unless ways can be found of rtieeting India's security needs, 

this approach is not likely to deter an Indian nuclear 

weapons program indefinitely. 

4. Possibility of a "Peaceful" Explosion. There is one 

other· immediate issue worth noting at this time: 

SE~/bIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
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There is support in India for a peaceful (PLOWSHARE) 

explosion to demonstrate India's technical capabilities. 

Such a "peaceful" Indian explosion would, however, be 

widely viewed (in Pakfst·an and elsewhere) as the beginning 

of an Indian nuclear weapons program and, from the technical 

standpoint, would amount to that. The Committee of Princi­

pals is, therefore,_considering steps to make clear to India 

that a "peaceful!' nuclear explosive development would be 

considered as equivalent to a nuclear weapons development, 

-- and thus as a violation of "peaceful" undertakings 

accepted in securing nuclear reactors. 

5. Conclusion. The actions which this memorandum recommends 

or indicates we are now carrying out will, at best, buy time. 

They will not provide the "dramatic alternative" without 

which, the attached paper suggests, India will probably 

decide to become a nuclear power in the next few years. The 

search for other possible courses of action will, therefore, 

need to be continued~- as will the question of how the US 

should react if India is clearly about to choose, or chooses, 

the nuclear road. 
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OF STATEDEPARTMENT 
CounMlor end Chairmen 

Policy Plennins Council 
w .. 11,,._,. 

May 19, 1966 

TO: Planning Group Members 

SUBJECT: Planning Group Meeting, Thursday, 
May 26, 1966, 12:00 noon 

At the Planning Group Meeting next Thursday, 

May 26, 1966, we will discuss the attached·paper, 

Contingency Planning for an Indian Decision to "Go 

Nuclear": Questions and Issues, by Mr. Wreatham 

Gathright, Member, Policy Planning Council. 

~ Henry Owen 

Attachment -
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CONTINGENCYPLANNING 

FOR AN INDIAN DECISION TO "GO NUCLEAR": 
QUESTIONSAND ISSUES 

The questions below concern steps the U.S.-might take: 
(1) to forestall or otherwise influence an.~'imminent" 
:J:ndian decision to "go nuclear"; and (2) to cushion the 
impact of such a decision on other major countries or 
areas. 

* * * 
A. "Last Ditch" Steps to Avert an Indian Decision 

1. Threat of drastic economic penalties such ·as 
termination or curtailment of economic aid and food 
assistance. 

(a) How credible would such threats be? 

(b) How effective? 

(c) What would be the costs in terms of 
future U.S.-Indian relations of making ·v<:' . ✓-~.,such threats? -- Of implementing them? ·(A§· 

/ ~ - ~/1
~I) 2. Offer of "firm" unilateral security guarantees. d,..., ~ t9 

1}~~ I _/,)I • '(:r-

.ft,,,;t,~~-k_J~. (a) If India were already on the brink of •,r1,~- ¥~~-5:J.- de'cision, why would it be interested? ~~~.,; 

v"J.A. (b) How could acce~tance be s~ared with ~ 
("'fl ~ non-alignment_? -f?rl.--L.tvJIId'~. rl

·\ \~ ~~1~f.; • ...-- •-~'1r ~~ 
..✓ (c) How 'could U.s. make '1firm" commitment of---- ,.;,~.,./y n\>J~ this character . to a non-ally? How :ouch tY"°'.-@.>:.o ~ 

~ Q) y risk? Deploy ABMin u.s. 'l _.,..,-<nV 
'\v- / ,;f .• ,/ V, ,,.-• vr""'* ~r ·' 
r~ ~~/(\J_jV / (d) ~,I "'\IY,.., 

Ir 'E, t- / y)' ,... t' )..vr ...-i ... w \J.JA... 
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(d) Could risks be lessene·d -- for both India \; ff • 
and U.S. -- by U.S. conventional arms C-ov 
assistance against Communist China? 

(e) How would Paks react? 

3. Offer of increased economic aid plus firm interim 1 ~-

security guarantee (during low threat period) in J' 
return for: (1) delay of Indian decision for~ •A ~ 3-5 ears· and 2 determined Indian effort to ~f • 

similar- to foregoing but (in order to re­
Indian leadtime roblems vis-a-vis ChiCom. 

• f non-warhead 

__,..~------------------ .. 
e ress 

securi 
Indian k relation 

effect reconciliation with Pakistan, '\ -,o/rf 

I (a) 

t 

K 
(b) 

(c) 

(d)"'/c 
4. Offer 

~' lieve 

h\✓z•· (a) What kirid of non-warhead support might we 
V- offer? Delivery vehicles? 

rrv 1 • 

~ ·,/.1 0 . ,.,,.,. (b) What would the implications be for U.S • 
.J. ~ ~ r- relations with others? 

~ f/- ~ \{i ' (c) How nuch "definite" progress in Indian­
v· Pak relations should be a pre-condition?y 

• )/~'-. " ;Jr ,r tt,o,.,vV ), /l I /6 5.
\\ Jr .l j,JF ~~,,_ • • . If I 
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5. Offer to ac uiesce in Indian decision at a time \~ '!t'()~/
basis has been laid in Indian-Pak relations. YV-
(Possibility of aid joint Indo-Pak ~,r.ioffering for Y~v 
nuclear weapons program, whenever two countries ~✓ ,, 
have come close enough together to make this . ~ ✓.fv/,~M✓/~1possible?) vy <Cl(,--\/ 

d \."',,(. ✓ V •V6 •Conce e defeat but encourage Indians to conduct ~~...... ~vrJ+.✓( 
xV "peaceful" PLOWSHAREtest rather than openly V .J- I;: (")::;_ 
• \ ~ ~vowed weapons test. • ( r/ ~)' i!~ 
¼~~ * * * • ~r'J~:

\" ~r.;· s!eps for Cushioning Impact • '~'-~ ~ 
~ /2~¥<'.'±ndia - What should be our policy toward India :~{ . 
":... .1..f!:.r.J' after an Indian decision to "go nuclear"?~~ ~ 'J 
)~:vyy'/ y Pakistan • \J: l 

~~;; /,,, (a), What would main objectives be: ~ S 
V ;> Avoiding Pak nuke effort? _.: l~•~1~1//(A.✓ (1). 

.o 
1 

(2) Precluding Pak-ChiCom Alliance? 7. 
~•("(,,ui·1' 
~ µ'.lj /,. (3) Precluding any remote possibility of early
r Pak hostilities to recover Kashmir before%Jv India actually get nukes or Pak air strike7 
. (J"V against Indian nuclear facilities? 

(b). ·What· could be done in addition to what we're 
now doing: 

(1) More economic or conventional arms aid? 

(2) Nuclear guarantee against India? 

(3). Additional pressures or persuasion to 
adjust? 

(4) Some nuclear sharing with Pakistan? 
Two-key system? 

(c) 

SD~!/L~ITED DI~TRIBUTIO~ 
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(c) Any prospect of success? 

(d) What would be costs to u.s.-Pak relations?~/ 
u.s.-Indian relations? • fi '<~.... 

. ✓ y
l. Japan t,/ ...:'V-.~ \JI 

~ \ ~ ~ 4' 
(a) What would main objectives be·: / v>_,~ ,~ ~ 

· / cµi~ {fl ,.~ ·J)
( 1) Avoiding or delaying Jap nuke effort? , fT { 

~ ✓ ✓ 
(2) Preserving u.s.-Jap relations regard-t)\i~~.:_1//t(,

less of Jap decision? }:l',, • 
(b) What could be done: 

(1) Accelerate re-negotiation of security tr:/\ ;lV 
treaty or of preparatory steps? · U1 

(2) Tighten consultation on political \; 
security, and nuclear matters? _"'1.j 

(3) Offer technical partnership in some 
non-nuclear area? 

(4) Offer nuclear sharing? With Japan -:Ji,\ •/ n· 
or with wider Asian grouping? . fl' 

10 
(5) Offer ABM's to Japan (may be av 

1975-1980)? \.. ~y 

(6) "Last ditch" offer to give 
assistance to Jap nuke program 
for delay? How long a delay? 

(c) How urgent? How much now? How much later? 

4. Western Europe 

(a) How 11a1ch cumulative strain would be added by: 

(1) 

•§JCPFT/LOOTEDDISTRIBUT-ION· 
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(1) Indian decision only?· 

(2) Indian decision plus other - e.g., Japan? 

(b) What would main objective be: 

(l) Avoid rising sense of d~scrimination 
in FRG? 

(2) Avoid West German nuke.program? 

(3) Avoid European nuclear force? 

(c)· Possible courses of action? 
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ME ORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Al Woblatetter•• Reaction to Gathright'• Paper 

1. Offer of firm unilateral g rantee : 

Ca) W • ahould dlatinguiah private from public guarantees. A public 
guarant would not be ace ptabl becau■ e it would require India to 1ive 
up its ao-called" - ignment" po tur . However a private guarantee 
combined with ap cific contin ency pl n would: (1) maximise India'• 
reassurance; Cll) •et limits to the ca\18ua ~-

{b) India will continue to be inter ated. even if ■ he is on the brink. 
becau.a the lnc:lla.newill know that the deci ■ion will be very costly and 
they will be am.bivalent to the very end. 

Cc) Ace ptance can be squar d with "non-alignment" if the guaran­
tee la private ancl the ■peclfic conting ncy planning la strictly limited 

thin the two Goverrunenta. 

{d) Aa to the riakinea• for the U.S .• Wohl ■ tetter wonders why 
it ls ri ■lder than wut we have air ady extend d to Japan or W st rn 

rop . 

fe) Wohlat tter believes we ahould make "Yery clear that th• 
guarant e would not hold if the lndiana went nucl r. 

2. Woblat tt r believ • G bright'• point thr e ould puah lndia to 
be r ady for the time when our guarant ould lap . Mor ov r • as 
to Gathrlaht' • • cond point lD paragraph J. the Indiana will fight any 
U.S. effort to influenc them on Kaahmir. Link.in the guaran to 
progreaa on Kashmir will confirm them in th ir view that only with 
their own nuclear capability will th y be truly fr•• (the Galloia theaia). 

J. Gathright'• fourth point, Wohl st tter b lievea to be the wrong 
thing to do. It maku it ch ap r and e aier for the Indiana to 10 nucl r. 
It l• bad enough that we have financed Tar pur for 40 y•rs at 3/4 of 
one percent interest. 

•~ltEI 
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4. Oathriaht' • polnt 6 would be idlodc. Jt would dearly ••tabllah 
for the Japaneae and laraeU ■ that Plowahare teat ■ are all rtpt. Thu■ 

it would aponaor weapon ■ development under the cover of peaceful ua••• 
. 

I. Wohlatetter believe ■ that ba any caae, the Japan••• will await 
Chin••• IRBM te ■t• &M will continue to he ■ itate ao lona •• the U. I. 
•bow• .ftn:n continuina lntere ■t in A ■ia and Japan particularly. 

Howard Wl'i&alna 

cc: Mr. Ro ■tow 

Mr. Saunder• 



Mr. Johnson 

TO: w ......... 

ROM: Bowan Wftapaa 

SUBJECT: Al WolalateUer -tu ladlaa lhaclear Problem 

L la r■••• Gatuipt'• paper, Wolalatetter tlllak• aa lmpenaat 
altenaadn la left ..._ te wit: a priwte paran&ee, accompamed 
by apec:iflc coatlnaeacy plarmlaa wblcla woald ••t llmlta to the 
!IP!•. of coatlyend•• we w..W a1rn to react to. 

a. Ha atn•••: Ca) tu acceptaWllty of ncll a priftte 
1•rame• to tlM-1e41aa ■, uaplte tllelr --allped poatan, eo 
i.., •• it co.ld be kept oat el the pullc domai• la ladla. (He 
believed the R•alau w.W leara ef lt ba wwld aat pwltllcly 
el,lect.) He ,._. 11Mmore uowle4pabl• al.--., aware of 
belaa WDdff die a. a. aacl•r amN'ella, a fact wbich tlley belieftd 
coatrlblded te Clalaeae caldioa dulaa the war with Paki•taa. 

(b) Tu fact Ul&t lf lt wen cowplH wltll '"oatlcceac-, pla.o•
Dille ■pedfylaa dlff•nat kind• ef n■pwH to ralJlar epecl8c 
Cht■Me udtiatl..-, ..ar comrel • ..,... poaalW. IDdla■ prowca-
U.. ...W N aala ■talltially areater tbaa lt la a■ ,.. are pre■eatly 

poeitioD.ed. witll oaly a •- aaaurance apla■ t nuclear blackmail. 

(c) Such plaMt81 •llloul4l N eafflcln&lJ aecret to en■ure 
aaamat public 1Mb, bllt die cw .... allcnald become aware el h. 
uul tu term• ef ou ...aeratawH91: 

i. e. •• unprovoked auack ~ a awclear power oa ladla 
ould N met br appropriate U. s. actloa. 

J. la Illa ff .. , •• mu& face &H fact tut lf no aacla ,-ra■tee 
la offer•d, • aw admlu.cl •• 4lo not take lid ■ preltlem ••rioaalJ 
... are prepal'N te let •fflll• take tbelr eoarae. 

cc: r. Gatbriabt 
r. SallDller• 
r. Johnaon ~ 
r. Keeny ~l'WWII ...., ~3.0309-.033.orll­

By~ NARA. Date ~:1,tl!{ 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE. WHITE HOUSE 

,....Si:CBDT 
May ZS, 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW 

Subject: Proposed NSC Meeting 

I think that the Indian nuclear weapons issue is an excellent topic for 
next week I s NSC meeting if you are looking for a broad issue on which 
Government policy is in the process of formulation. As you know, 
however, this is a complex issue involving some extremely contro­
versial and sensitive issues. 

After the staff meeting this morning, I discussed the problem with 
Wriggins and Johnson; and we agreed that you might find a list of the 
basic policy questions involved helpful in judging whether this would 
be an appropriate subject for the first NSC meeting in this new 
series. Accordingly, I have jotted down t}le following list of issues 
and questions for your consideration: 

1. Non-Proliferation. The President has repeatedly stated 
that the prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons is a cornerstone 
of US policy. Do we wish to change this policy? Are we prepared 
to make significant sacrifices financially or politically to accomplish 
it? 

Z. Assurances. In one form or another, guarantees would 
appear to be an inherent part of a non-proliferation policy. Is the 
US prepared to undertake formal military guarantees to India, either 
unilateral, bilateral (alliance), multilateral (nuclear powers), or 
international (such as a commitment in connection with the proposed 
non-proliferation treaty)? Is there any possibility of a joint US-Soviet 
guarantee to India; and, if so, are we prepared ;tQ take the initiative 
to achieve it? 

3. Non-Proliferation Treaty. The non-proliferation treaty 
is now on dead center in Geneva ostensibly because of our insistence 
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on the "European clause." While we cannot be certain that we will 
have a treaty if we abandon the "European clause," it is clear that 
we will not have a treaty as long as we insist upon it. This, of 
course, leads one into the center of the current Acheson Committee 
review. Will our new position on nuclear sharing make a non­
proliferation treaty possible? Should our desire for a non-prolifera­
tion treaty influence the nature or timing of our decisions on nuclear 
sharing? 

4. Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. This approach to the 
non-proliferation treaty has been on dead center for several years 
because of the inspection issue, and there is little likelihood that the 
Soviets will accept on- site inspection in the foreseeable future. Are 
we prepared to give up our requirement for on- site inspection? If 
not (as is presumably the case), should we attempt to bypass the 
on- site inspection issue by proposing a threshold treaty that would ban 
tests above a seismic threshold that hopefully would be low enough 
to place some inhibition on new nuclear powers? 

5. Plowshare. It is becoming increasingly apparent that 
some Indians, stimulated by the AEC·'s enthusiasm, are suggesting 
that the Indians undertake a nuclear weapons program under the cover 
of Plowshare objectives. Should we attempt to preempt this path to 
an Indian nuclear capability by offering the world devices for Plow­
share on generous terms, taking the risk that we will simply further 
stimulate the Indians and others to use Plowshare as a cover for 
weapons development? Should we, on the other hand, undertake a 
concerted program to identify clearly in world opinion Plowshare 
devices .as nuclear weapons and to minimize the economic significance 
of this program in the foreseeable future? 

6. Alternate Scientific and Technological Projects. Since a 
substantial part of the pressure for nuclear weapons in India is to 
establish their scientific and technological prestige vis-a-vis com­
munist China, the Government has had under review for the past couple 
of years a series of alternative scientific and technical projects to 
establish the scientific prestige of India in Asia. Should we subsidize 
major Indian undertakings in nuclear reactors, space, or other 
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spectacular technological areas not associated with their immediate 
economic proposals in order to build up Indian scientific ability and 
prestige? 

7. Aid Leverage and Threats. Although it could easily back­
fire, our strongest weapon to influence Indian policy is the threat to 
withhold aid. We obviously have leverage here even if we only indicate 
that we would have to l'econsider our aid policy if the Indians develop 
nuclear weapons. Should we be more explicit than we have been in 
our public statements or private statements to Indian leaders that we 
intend to reconsider or withdraw aid in the event that the Indians 
undertake an expensive nuclear weapons program? 

8. Nuclear Sharing. Finally, one could offer the Indians a 
variety of bilateral or multilateral (US- UK- USSR?) nuclear sharing 
arrangements which would give them a ready-made nuclear capability 
in the event that they were attacked by the Chinese. A number of the 
possible arrangements of this type were discussed in Rusk's memoran­
dum for the President prior to Mrs. Gandhi I s recent visit to the US. 
While some of these arrangements would be extremely advantageous 
to the Indians from a military point of view and would argue effectively 
against an independent Indian nuclear capability, the arrangements 
also obviously involve a great many problems for both us and the 
Indians. Should we seriously consider some form of nuclear sharing 
with India,? What would be the effect of such an agreement on other 
Asian countries {Pakistan, Japan, Israel-UAR, etc. ) ? What would 
be the impact of this on our broader non-proliferation and Asian 
policies? 

cc: FMBator / 
CEJohnsonV 
WHWriggins 
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