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Mr. Saxunders 
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•resi nt.'· p r ~aal. 
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....~.,,,.......=n·t: 
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-. ... India'. o.it1 . nu .l~a.1: • ill • -v· cous-e :u.er.w: { ~rcb n 
cc: Smith e o tor lndi Gandhi" •isit, . l&) 
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Johnson • ... India, a j ct t·o n c 
Saunders~ a r ng f c nse,:ue·i t1.c.f!ic 

en,··• h i. l r· er di.· u1oi 
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Mr. Saunders 

May Z5, 1966 

TO: , .. 1
• n sto~v 

FR0.1\1: 

SUBJECT: ....1 lrohlatetter on the Indian Nuc:te~.r Pro~tena 

1. In reading 'Gatbr.ig;bt"s paper1 V(obletetter thinks a.n in1cportant 
alternative b le.ft out, to u.rit: -~ private guarantee, _accompanied 
bz ~pecifi~ contin.a.en_ey_planning _whi<:h wou.1~ set limita to the 
typecS-of _cc_>ntingencies: ~ . e . ould a:gree to react_ to. 

2. He stress.ea: (a) the acceptability o·f such a priv te 
guarantee to the .Indians> despite, their ,non-aligned posture,. so 
long as it could .·-et.ept o. t ·· ttte public do11 ain in ·1ndia. (He 
'belie 0ved the :Russian: ould learn of it •.ut woul1d o·ot publicly 
oJject .. ) He foun . the :rnore . nowledge ble already aware of 
being under ·the U.S. m1cl a1~ ur"' brella, a fact wbicb they heli ved 
contributed to Chines-e caution. ,,'turing the, war· · itb Pakistan .. 

(b) The fact that if it :ere co~pled with ·contingenc_ plan .... 
:rung s ,ecifying different kinds: of respo,nses to rather a 1:ecific 
Chin,ese initiatives,. out' cont1·0I o-ver po-ssi le lndia:n .r ,ra.ca ... 
tion ~anld be substantially greater -than it is as we e.re· . r. se11tly 
positioned, ith only a vague aasu:rance against nucleal'.' bl ;.C~ 1'1 il. 

(cl "'uc ~ ~:.>l"ltmh:1.s 10uld e sufficier1tly s,ee.l'·et. to it.nsure 
ag~ inst 1 ubli lea. ·. , but the Chineee should ca ·.: e a. 1a.r-e o! it. 
ano the terms, of our· n • eretanding: 

i.e.. n • ..nprovo ~ed attack by a nJ.1cle r : o-~ er on India 
woul •,e r, :1.et bry a pr · ri te U .. , ~-·. action,. 

. .. In 1ii vie . " \Ve ·r u t :!ace th-e ct thi(l\,t. if no tlt!h guara :tee 
is offered, Te ha:v.e adt 1.itted we do riot ke this pro ·:.le1 :i $eriou:sly 
and, re .:re are • to let evertts t k the:i • c: ur$ce. 

Gat rib. t 
~. aun c~s 
Jo ison 
Kee-n:y 

"81!.CRET 
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Mr. Sr.iunders 

.fiil81\1i!T May 25. 1966 

M MORANDUM FOR THE 1RECORD 
\ 

SUBJECT: Al 1 ohlstetter's Reaction to Gatbright•e Paper 

1. O!fer of firm. unilateral guarar1tees: 

(a) e should distinguish private from. public· guarantees. A public 
g~arantee ould not be acceptable because it would re 1uire India to give 
up its so-called •non-alignruent 0 posture. However a private guarantee 
combined with specific contingency planning ould: (i) maximize Indi •s 
reassui-an-ce: (U) set limits to the causu& belli. 

(b) lndia rill continue- to be interested. even if she is- on the brink, 
because the Indians will know that the decision will be very costly and 
they will be ambivalent to the very end. 

(c) Acceptanc,e can be s uared with I non ...alignme-nt" if the guaran­
tee i:s private and the specific contingency planning is strictly limited 
within the two Governments. 

(d) As to the riskines for the U.S .. Wohlstetter wonders hy 
it is riskier than what we have already extended to Japan or estern 
Europe. 

(e) V ohlstetter elieves we should make very clear that the 
guarantee would ·not hold if the Indians went nuclear. 

2. 'ohlstetter believes, Gathright's point three ould push India to 
be ready for the time when our guarantee would lapse. J'.oreover, a-s 
to Gathright's second point in paragraph 3, the Indians will fight any 
U.S. effo1•t to infiuence them on Kashrnir. Linking the guara-ntee to 
progress -on Kashmir will confir:rn them in their view that only with -
their own nuclear capability will they be truly free (the Ga lois thesis). 

3. Gathright' s fourth point,. ✓ ohlstetter believes to be the wrong 
thing to do. .It makes it cheaper and easier for the Indians to go nuclear. 
lt is bad enough that we have financed Tarapur for 40 yea.rs at 3/ 4 of 
one percent interest. 

SE iiiUi, T 
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4, Gathright 1 a oint 6 would be i :Uotic. It sould clearly establis :1 

for the Jap nese and Israelis t 1at Plowshare test are all :right. Thus 
it . ould s.ponsor weapons develop . tent unci r the cover of eaceful uses. 

5. V; ohJstott•r beU ves that in any case, the Japanese ill a~ 1ait 
C,unese IRB. tests and will continue to hesitate so long s, the U.S. 
show• firm continuing interest in Asia and Japan '.> rticula.dy. 

Ho l.ard • ,:rigg.i s 

r,.~:::.X: 
Mr. Sund· re 

~ 

8!!CftEY 
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~ May 20; 1966 

T'O: W. W. Rostow 

FROM: Howard Wriggins 

SUB,JECT: Fire bell in the· night, Chet'• cable on Indian 
nuclear problem (Delhi's 3142, attached)· 

1. Chet's estimate of a GOI decision to 10 nuclear in 
two ·or three years if there is no international agreement 
is consiatent with what the experts around town expect. 
His estimate, therefore, is not new. 

2.. lNR has Just completed an .extensive talking paper, 
reque.sted by Chet, on tbe costs -of a nuclear· weapons pro• 
gram. This is usin.g data up to- SECRET but will be dis­
tributable to senior members of GOI. It will strengthen 
Indira's case, whkh she already ha& made public, 
contradicting Babba •.s earlier very optimistic estimates. 
I have not seen it, but it is reported to make a very 
persuasive case. Do you want a copy? 

3. Gathright b developing a piece for, the Planning Group 
on the few things w·hich might be done to buy time. He will 
bootleg a copy tomorrow. 

4. The Secretary appears to still believe we should avoid 
any form of commitments ahead of time. Some form of 
guarantees or advance agreement by the Indians to talk with 
us about this problem are not acceptable to State. 

5. Will continue to follow. 

Att. 

.. SECREr-,.. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 

March 9, 1967 

TO H. Wriggins, Executive Office Building 

FROM: u. M. Staebler, Assistant Director 
for Technical Exchanges 

Division of International Affairs 

FOR YOUR REVIEW. ~ i '? 
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UNITED STA~ S 

ATOMIC E ""GY COMM SSIO 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

t 
tly 

g vessel 
w are 

Dear Vikram: 

~e have been ex loring the quest·on y raised during our neeting 
B bay January 11, 19 7, conce i gt e possible av ilability 

of a sh"p with them bile irra iator which we offered for use in 
ndiao 

.e threes i bo rd irra ·ators w ich we have fabricated is 
in use aboard the U S D artment of the Interior (Bureau 

rcial Fish ries) essel 'Del ware' w ich is an explo_ tory 
operated out of Go ces er, Mavsachusettso However, 

dvised that the conditio of the vessel is sch that it is 
i r ctical to consider its use in a coo erative progra o The 

essel was built in 19370 It is 147 fto long and as a 25 ft. beamo 
It or ally use an operating crew of 13 and usually has one to four 
scientis son board. 

0r1v~ 
A rep ace ent vessel currently is der constructionJ:d sc eduled 
for del very in Nov ber 19670 Inas uc as operat o was note pected 
to be c tinued beyo d 1967 a y items of rep ir and overhaul relat­
ing to thee gines, ull, and deck set at nor ~11y would have 
been u derta en were not carried out. It is estimated that ap)roxi­
mately $250,0 0 w 1ld be re uired to insure th t the 0 Delaware" 
w uld be in top conditiono 

n v·ew of th conditi of~ ship~ thee .tra costs and complica­
tions of shipb ard operation~ thee rly st ge of develo m t of 
ship oard versus land based use,~q stions which have been 
raised ere regardi gt general pra ticality of consideri g 
fish as a major food so rce in I di~ ·e are incli1ed to think 
tat pl ni g should pr ceed on t e basis of use of the irradiator 
in a ad based installationo 

If yo r your fisheries pe ple 'l'iO ld lice m re i formation on 
any a ects of the irradiator offer we w uld be pleased to pro­
vide it or to arra ge for d • sc s ions ere ·with our own people 
involved in food irradiation or with representatives of the 

AIR MAIL 
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Dr. v·kram Ao Sarabhai -2-

ercial Fis eries 
i cu ions w uld be 

v i , ich we h 
to obtain a deta~l 

Ite 4 of Attac nt B of 

regret that our ef e enc 
w·t respect to - s w rd reg 
de ired sc d~ling of r v ew o or pr gram. 

erhaps it ld be c is t coincide with 
yo r ✓ o pas for a visit tote tes sot t·you could 

/.'oin your group during parts or for a summary meeting 
/herein Washingtono 

-~ l,..J<"',.., •• ~.....---. ~ ~~,;--\f(Q;,~ rv.9· ),-, -~ 'o/~"--A ~ co% 
,- Cordially, 1/5 19-;c.Y'.- #. 

Chairman 

D Ao Sarabhai, Chairman 
I dia mic E.ergy Commission 
A ollo Pier Road 
Bombay 1, India 

bee: n (2) 

• B. /A.So r:ori d t1 

W.Lo • D lt ,IA 
E o Eo ID 
c~ L. 

ite H Se 
So e .se 
c. te re 
Bur er 1 

, I tericr 
State Dept. (~) 
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. . . -s- . 
Excerpt from Report of Gle{ln T. _S_eaborg, ,chairman, Atomic ,Ene·rgy Commission, 
on Trip to Austnlia, Thai].arld, India, and Pakistan, Jan. 3-14·, • i 967 • 

and the Tarapur Atomic Power Project, 60 miles north 
of Bombay~ which will provide 380 MW of-electric 

. power from two enriched uranium, boiling water power 
reactors designed and manufactured by the General 
Electric Company. This nuclear power plant, the· 
·largest now underway in Asia, is being financed by a 
US AID loan of $80 million. 

In my conversations with Chairman Sarabhai, I 
_reiterated the importance. which the US attaches to 
the conclusion of a non-proliferation treaty. - I 
particularly explored with him the disturbing reports 
that India mig0t undertake the development.of nuclear ~ 

. exploslves on the ground that they were to be used . 
bnly for peaceful purposes. Chairman Sarabhai stated 
b'ategorically that no such program was in progress or 
~ontemplated. However, he maintained the'view that the 
~ecision of each nation on whether to develop peaceful­
!nuclear explosives should not be inhibited by a non-
1

proliferation treaty. I stre,§,§.e,g__t,..h9_~.....!.h.~_JJ.§.,,...J?.O.:?_i.tJon 

.~= .~~~f~~~~e~·;-1{~~~~v~hr;;-~£§:£:::liiH::i~:i~¾~~~~-d
tlrat-ofele_,·"1l:'fnfate''"''rie'€d~",y"~ffr'n'afions for these hi hl . 

1•sopn1stlcat~'a'~ae'{/f'c·es····'·sho'tiYa~'l)'e~~ .. rnel~'b~:>Wr,:the)':n I 
1il'8l~~~~•:.:~.~;~~~rs 

s~'"tne..>~trs-;~wnt·cit""fia vet\1ev·e10'~•-.,~'tt~{1relu-;~.:-s'arat'ft~~,-,.Ii e 1s 
tna t_tne.,.~AE1C'''sa>f'e~guaer'c1'ss,e;•¢s,y;'s'tern~''"m~y"•·~~tri~11 y be c o,unt er-
productive, leading to the spread of nuclear weapons informa- • 
tion, as a result of the information gained by the 
international inspectors being taken back to their 
individ¥1 cou~:tries; I do not· agree with ·this pqint of view. 

Chairman Sarabhai's position on the development of 
peaceful nuclear explosives is characteristic of Indian 
thinking on the general issue of non-proliferation. This 
is that India h~s decided in its own self~interest to 
forego the development of nuclear weapons and to 

. concentrate on peaceful nuclear applications, b~.1;:~,tJ2.~t-
•Jnd i~-~9g_y..!_9.- .. .. ~I-~X~.D};..:,~,..,g, .. _ggv,e1op­,,_,J19.t.,P..~ ;-J~Y.~-~~6§~,t:Y-,~~-r9rrtJ;.h,§~·-
ment of nuclear weapons whenever its national interest 
~-~·s• ..:-~hirs~"''vi'el./"Wa's"'''r~e·fl'ected..,inA•-rertl'ar'T<:"'s .."'"cfe'!iver'"'ed 
"by Chairman Sarabhai and Prime Hinister Gandhi at the 
dedication ceremony. • 

I also discussed ·with Chairman Sarabhai the imple­
mentation of our arrangements for increased cooperation 
in peaceful uses of atomic energy; which we·de~eloped 
with him during his visit to the US last November, as 
the guest of the US Atomic Energy CoITuuission. These 

https://development.of
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arra~gements have now been approved by the Indian 
Government and we are making plans for their prompt 

'implementation. One of the areas covered by our new 
arrangements_is cooperation in the application of 
radiation to the preservation of food and the 
disinfestation of grain. In this reiard, I offered 
to Chairman Sarabhai the loan of an· experimental 
irradiator, ~ontaining 30,000 curies of,c6balt-60, which 
can be used by India in extending its studies of the 
radiation preservation of various foodstuffs, including 
fish and the disinfestation of ·food grains. In return for 
the;loan of this irradiator without· cost to India, the US 
wili receive the full results of the _experirnent~l work 
Berforrned. I later discussed this offer with Prime. 
Minister Gandhi during my meeting with her at the 
dedication ceremony.· · . _. .

I;f Chairman Sarabhai was op.timistic concerning the 
~enefits that the radiation preservation of food may bring 
in alleviating India's critical food situation and I share 
this optimism. One of tpe products on which the Indian 
AEC plans to concentrate its efforts in the radiation 
preservation field is fish, and the experimental irradiator 
which I offered can be of considerable help in advancing· 
these studies. The Indian Ocean is a rich source of food, 
particularly proteins in which the Indian diet is so· • 
deficient, yet little of these products penetrate more than 
a few miles inland, largely because ·of the high rate of 
spoilage. While much work remains to be done, radiation 
pasteuriiation ~s one of the tech~iques which holds promise 
for extending the shelf life of such perishable food 
products by the extra time necessary to enable their 
distribution to far larger numbers of people. -

The disinfestation of ~rain is also an urgent problem~· 
Current estimates indfcate that 10% to 20% of India's grain 
crop is destroyed bi insect pests before it reaches the 
market place. Radiation may make an important contribution/ 
to the reduction of this tragic 

1 

loss, providing the equally 
important problem of reinfestation of the grain fbllowing 
radiation, because of the poor food distribution syste~, 
_can be solved. 

In view of these many advantages to 'India of the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy obtainable through 

- cooperation with the United States, I discussed· with 
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Sarabhai the pos;ibility of_ stationing a USAEC Scientific1l 
Representative in India.· He was enthusiastic about this 
suggestion and urged that such a representative be 
stationed at the Consulate in Bombay rather than at the 
Embassy in New Delhi. 

Turning to the facilities we visited, I can report 
that India has a truly remarkable peaceful nuclear energy 
program. The research"facilities near Bombay are equal 
in scope and sophistication to those-of many of.the most 
advanced countries outside the military nuclear powers. 
Among other achievements, India has built, through its own 
efforts, the only plant at present for the extraction and 
purification of plutonium from irr~diated fuel-elements in 
any country other than the military nuclear powers. There 
is no doubt that with these facilities and with its 
competent nuclear scientists and engineers, India has t~e 
capability-to design and develop nuclear devices on a·. 
comparatively short time schedule. However, India has no 
plutonium nor capability to produce plutonium other thari 
that which is committed by international agreement to use for 
peaceful purposes only. To be specific, the Canadian-Indian_ 
Reactor Uranium System (CIRUS Reactor), a research rea~tor, 
is confined, by international agreement between Canada.and 
India, to use only for peaceful purposes, although there are 
no safeguard arrangements in effect to ensure compliance. 
with this guarantee through on-site inspectlon. The much 
larger nuclear power projects, ·on which India is now 
receiving help from_ the US and-Canada, are subject to both 
gtiarantees and effectiv~ safeguard arrangements. • 

'-f 
I believe that the Tarapur Atomic Power Project 

will become one of the show-cases of United States • 
assistance in India and, in fact, ·in Asia.· It is now ab6ut 
70% complete and on schedule. By 1968, it will be _ 
supplying it~_pqwer to the largest electric ·power grid in 
India. • The US suppliers, the US AID, and the Indian.Atomic 
Energy Commission all merit genuine congratulations for 
their performance on_ this projec_t • to date. 

- I • 

• One of the most useful aspects of my visit to India 
was the technical lecture which I presented on.the 
transuraniurn elements and my ptess conference. The lecture, 
which was attended by an estimated 800 Indian" _scientists 
and engineers, and which was an entirely scientific report, 
helped, in my view, to underscore the strong US interest in 
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WASHINGTON 
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s.iCRET -

To: NSC - Mr. Howard Wriggins 

Howard: Attached is the latest 
draft of the paper on Indian security. 
I would especially appreciate your 
comments on the conclusions. 

W.E. Gathright 

Attachment: 

Copy #21 of draft Indian 
Nuclear Weapons Problem 
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THE INDIAN NUCLEARWEAPONS PROBLEM: 
SECURITY ASPECTS 

A REPORT UNDER NSAM No. 355 

BACKGROUND 

lo In response to NSAM Noo 331, the Secretary of 

State forwarded to the President on July 25, 1966, a 

report concerning the Indian nuclear weapons probleme 

2. With respect to the sources of the problem, 

the report stated: 

"The problem arises in part from political 

and prestige concerns to which a nuclear capa­

bility may be pertinente These concerns relate 

importantly to India's future position vis-a-vis 

Communist China in Asia, and to whether an effort 

to 'go it alone' militarily (including nuclearly) 

will come to be regarded as essential to exerting 

indep~ndent political influenceo 

"The problem also stems in part from security 

concerns - - tl:E need to deter or counter future 

Communist Chinese nuclear blackmail or attacko" 

3o Recorrnnendation B(4) of the report called for 

fur her study of the second of these sources of the 

problem 

SiEiGitE~f!,1MITEDDISTRIBUTION 
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problem -- India's security concernso The present report 

has been prepared in response to NSAM Noo 355 which, inter 

alia, approved this recommendation for further study of 

security aspectso 

4o In considering these aspects, it should be re-

called that the initial report noted that: "Because the 

problem has more than a single root, no single action we 

might take can be expected to provide a full answer " 0 

The initial report also noted that "we cannot now describe 

a 'permanent solutiono '" These basic considerations con­

tinue to be pertinent with respect to both the relation­

ship of security to other aspects of the problem, and 

actions which might be taken in the security fieldo 

S. The present report consists of two parts: 

Part I presents agreed conclusions of 

the inter-agency working group which has been 

charged with implementation of NSAMNoo 3550 

Part II presents a supporting analysiso The 

analysis generally reflects the views of the work­

ing group; however, no effort has been made to 

-
reach full agreerrent on all details covered in 

the analysiso 

s~eRE~fLIMITEDDISTRIBUTION 
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PART I: CONCWSIONS 

1. We cannot accurately predict when India's leaders 

will conclude that steps must be taken toward resolving 

the question of India's future nuclear security vis-a-

vis Communist Chinag The issue could be precipitated in 

a few months -- or within a few years -- depending on the 

inter-play of such factors as tte following: 

-- UgS.-Soviet agreement on a non­

proliferation treaty; 

Further developments in Communist 

China's nuclear weapons program; 

Changes in the character of UoSo-

Soviet, Soviet-GhiCom, and ChiCom-Pak relations; 

India's assessment of political and 

economic risks of "going nuclear" versus the 

strength of its security concernso 

2. No progress has yet been made toward a UN 

resolution or other international understanding which 

might afford a measure of assurance for countries which 

refrain from seeking nuclear weaponso In the Indian 

case, such an international approach might serve two 

functions: 

-- That 
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-- That of providing an improved basis, 

which would be public and consistent with 

India's policy of non-alignment, for India's 

leaders to continue to resist domestic pressures 

to "go nuclear"; and 

-- That of serving as an "umbrella" for 

more substantial private security understandingso 

3 We should continue efforts to develop an inter­o 

national approach which would serve such purposes as the 

foregoingo However, the Soviet Union has thus far re­

jected the concept of a positive public assurance for 

non-nuclear countries and has shown no interest in 

offering a private security assurance to Indiao Whether 

or when these attitudes may change is at best problematicalo 

4o We are, then, confronted with two major uncer­

tainties: 

-- One related to when the security issue 

will press itself on the attention of India's 

leaders; 

-- The other related to the availability 

of a suitable international approacho 
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So In view of these uncertainties, we should pro­

ceed to develop an approach to the security issue which 

might be used in private bilateral discussions with 

India's leaders if and as the situation requireso The 

objective of such a private approach would not be to in-

fluence Indian public opinion, but rather to convince 

India's leaders that they can, without undue risk to 

their country's security, continue to adhere to their 

policy again; t seeking a national nuclear weapons capa­

bility o 

60 We haw examined four courses: 

Course Ao We might limit ourselves to re­

iterating privately to India's leaders our pub­

licly announced policy of supporting countries 

threat_ened by ChiCom "nuclear blackmaiL, 11 

Course Bo Without unilaterally offering a 

guarantee of India's nuclear security, we might 

seek specific understandings with India's leaders 

concerning ways of implementing our policy against 

"nuclear blackmail" wfth a view to maximizing its 

deterrent effect on Communist Chinao 

Course Co 
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CQCourse We might privately offer India's 

leaders a unilateral guarantee of India's security 

against ChiCom nuclear aggressionQ 

Course DQ We might explore with India's 

leaders ways in which India might play a nuclear 

role without seeking a national nuclear weapons 

capabilityQ 

7. Our conclusions with respect to these courses 

are as follows: 

Course AQ We do not believe that merely 

reiterating our promise of support against 

"nuclear blackmail" would be adequate to in­

,fluence the decisions which will confront India's 

leadersQ 

Course BQ An effort to give substance to our 

policy against nuclear blackmail would not provide 

the basis for a long-term "solutiono" However, 

such an effort would represent a logical step, 

might help clarify the issue, arrl would not, in 

our view, be counterproductive in terms of our 

relations with India (or Pakistan)G Accordingly, 

the 
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the principal elements of such an approach are 

presented in the attachment at Tab A.* We be­

lieve the course of action outlired under Tab A 

should be approved at this time, and that the 

Secretary of State should be authorized to im­

plement this approach whenever he determines it 

to be necessary and useful in the light of over­

all U.So relations with India as well as the 

status of the Indian nuclear weapons problem. 

Course Co The central element of a private 

unilateral guarantee of India's nuclear security 

would be a commitment that we would regard ChiCom 

nuclear aggression against India as aggression 

against ourselveso In view of the varying cir­

cumstances which might affect the manner (demon­

strative, tactical, strategic) and scale of the 

use of nuclear weapons by Communist China against 

India, we could not commit ourselves to a single 

response under any and all circurnstanceso The gap 

between commitment and response might be filled by 

joint UoS.-Indian contingency planning with respect 

to 
*See pages 10-fS. 
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to nuclear contingencies, and by ensuring in our 

own planning that necessary military capabilities 

would be availableo Going down this road would 

present major issues for both the UoS. and India, 

and although it is not a foregone conclusion that 

India's leaders would reject such an offer, the 

chance that they would accept it is probably con­

siderably less than eveno The need for further 

consideration of Course C should be determined 

in the light of the outcome of Course Bo 

Course Do We cannot now foresee the develop­

ment of a political basis for offering India a 

"nuclear role." However, we should continue to 

examine various possibilities ranging from formal 

arrangements for consultation on nuclear matters 

to arrangements under which India might procure 

appropriate nuclear delivery vehicles to be supplied 

with nuclear weapons by the U.S. under agreed cir­

cumstances. We should exclude from examination 

arrangements contrary to the terms of a non­

proliferation treaty if such a treaty is achievedo 
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80 A principal quid pro quo on India's part in 

connection with the courses outlined above would be 

refraining from seeking a national nuclear weapons capa­

bility. However, consideration should be given to 

whether we might also seek, for example, more active 

Indian cooperation in support of intel:,I.igence collection 

activities of joint interesto 

9o It should be noted that if the UoSo deploys 

an anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system, the question 

of the availability of ABM defenses for India is likely 

to ariseo An examination of problems and possibilities 

in this regard should be included within the scope of 

U.So studies of the ABM question. 
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CONCLUSIONS- TAB A 

ARRANGEMENTSFOR IMPLEMENTING 
U.S. POLICY AGAINST 

CHICOM"NUCLEARBLACKMAIL" 

1. The following offer would be made privately 

to India's leaders: 

a. We would be prepared to enter into: (i) 

advance consultation respecting contingencies in 

which Connnunist China might make threats of 

"nuclear blackmail" against India, and (ii) 

arrangements to ensure further prompt consulta­

tion if specific situations involving such threats 

should arise. 

b. The objective would be to identify 

courses of action which would, under various 

circumstances, offer the most effective and 

appropriate means of deterring the use of 

nuclear weapons by Connnunist China against India. 

c. Consideration would also be given to 

how specific courses of action might best be 

carried out, e.g., separately by the U.S. or 

India, or jointly with others. 
d. 
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do Consultation would normally be through 

political channelso We would be prepared to 

consider military consultation if required in 

connection with particular courses of actiono 

eo The privacy of the arrangement and 

of consultations pursuant to the arrangement 

would be maintained by both countrieso 

2" Tle following related arrangements would be 

proposed: 

ao Periodic joint assessments of the ChiCom 

nuclear threat to India, including strategic 

implications of changes in the character of 

ChiCom nuclear capabilities and possible nuclear 

deployments. 

b 0 A reliable communications link ( "hot line") 

between India and the U.S. (we would encourage India 

to seek comparable arrangements with the Soviet 

Union and Communist China) o 

3o The following considerations would be advanced 

during discussion of the foregoing approach with India's 

leaderso 
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ao The U.So has a basic continuing interest 

in the future security and stability of the Asian­

Pacific regiono The nuclear security and stability 

of the sub-continent are a key part of this over­

all problemo 

bo Neither our own interests nor those of 

free non-nuclear countries of the region would be 

served by the further spread of national nuclear 

weapons capabilities or by permitting Communist 

China to believe that its nuclear weapons program 

can be exploited at the expense of otherso 

Co Our policy against "nuclear blackmail" 

offers a flexible framework for deterring the 

use of nuclear weapons by Communist Chinao Flexi­

bility is required since nuclear threats might be 

made under a variety of circumstanceso It is not 

practical to determine or specify in advance a 

single respon.se that would be appropriate in all 

possible situationso 

•e~Oftfi~/LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 

https://respon.se


'----"'S:EGPE./LIMITEDDISTRIBUTION 
-13-

do Depending on the circumstances, various 

degrees of pressure might be required. If the 

situation warranted, the forms of pressure con­

sidered could include counterthreats and, possibly, 

related demonstrative military moves designed to 

make clear to Communist China the seriousness of 

the situatione 

eo If Communist China were to make nuclear 

threats against India, the interests of many 

nations would be involved. Thus, although the 

Soviet Union is not likely to agree to any specific 

steps in advance, we have no reason to suppose the 

Soviets would wish to see Communist Chinese 

"nuclear black.mail" tactics against India succeed. 

fo The steps that can be taken within the 

framework of our policy against ChiCom "nuclear 

blackmail" would be likely to prove a more con­

vincing deterrent in Communist China's eyes than 

an Indian national nuclear weapons capabilityo 

(1) One reason is that, as Connnunist 

China is aware, U.So nuclear capabilities are 

sufficiently 
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sufficiently flexible and accurate to permit 

measured retaliation which would destroy 

Conununist China's nuclear delivery, support 

and production capabilities. 

(2) On the other hand, an Indian capa­

bility, if it could survive ChiCom attack, 

could at best threaten only Conununist China's 

cities and might, therefore, invite a ChiCom 

strike against Indian cities. Under such 

circumstances, an Indian threat of retalia­

tion might well not prove credible from 

Corrnnunist China's standpoint. 

(3) In addition, if India were to seek 

a national nuclear weapons capability, it 

would not be able to count on support which 

had been intended for non-nuclear countries. 

The objective should be to increase Communist 

China's dilennnas rather than to relieve it of 

the need to weigh most carefully the risks 

entailed in any use of its nuclear weapons. 

(g) In sunnnary, our policy against "nuclear 

blackmail" is designed to influence Communist China's 

leaders 
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leaders by building on risks they already recognize. 

One of these risks is that of creating a united 

opposition to any efforts to exploit "nuclear 

blackmail" tactics Another is the risk ofo 

direct confrontation with u.sG nuclear power. A 

rational weighing of such risks should lead to 

the conclusion that any gains expected from the 

use of nuclear weapons would be far outweighed 

by possible losses. This is the best route to 

effective deterrence of Communist Chinao 



~/LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
-16-

PART II: ANALYSIS 

Ao The ChiCom Nuclear Threat to India 

L~ Nuclear Weapons and Comn:ru.nist China's Indian Policy. 

ao Corru:nunist China's principal objectives vis-a­

vis India appear to be as follows: 

(1) To confirm the Chinese version of 

disputed boundaries; 

(2) To ensure that the border states 

(Nepal, Bhutan, Sikkim) will at least provide 

a not unfavorably disposed buffer zone insulating 

Tibet; and possibly to dominate these states in 

order to have a strategic outpost overlooking 

the Sub-continent; 

(3) To keep the Sub-continent itself off­

balance with a view to preventing the emergence 

of India as a potential competitor for Asian 

leadership; 

(4) To undercut UoSo and Soviet influence 

and support of India; 

(5) To promote the establishment of an 

anti-UoSo/pro-Peking, if not Connnunist, Indian 

Government. 
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bo For the most part, these objectives can be 

pursued relatively effectively (perhaps most ef­

fectively) through political pressures and mani­

pulationo In general, they do not require the 

application of substantial military forceo They 

do not, in particular, require the actual use of 

nuclear weapon.so However, nuclear weapons are likely 

to prove useful as a "silent partner" of political 

pressure, and of conventional military force if 

conflict should occuro 

c. W~thout resorting to explicit threats of 

"nuclear blackmail" and without taking the drastic 

step of mounting a nuclear attack, Connnunist China 

may find that the "silent partner" role of nuclear 

weapons can serve perhaps four functions: 

(1) Intimidating India in political 

bargaining or conventional conflict concern­

ing disputed boundaries; 

, (2) Convincing the border states that 

power resides in the north and that their 

security cannot be safeguarded by India; 

(3) 
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(3) Promoting turmoil in the Sub-continent 

by encouraging Pakistan to believe that it has 

a powerful guarantor at its side; and 

(4) Discouraging India from taking politi-

cal or military initiatives adverse to Connnunist 

China's interests, and perhaps weakening India's 

confidence that others would come to its assistance 

in the event of future Sino-Indian conflict. With 

respect to the latter point, a major ChiCom con­

cern is that the use of its conventional forces 

might be countered by UoS. tactical nuclear 

weapons Communist China probably regards ao 

major function of its own nuclear weapons program 

as that of providing its own nuclear umbrella 

under which political pressures and conventional 

military pressures might be employed with less 

risk of Uo nuclear interventiono This "deterrent''So 

function of Communist China's nuclear weapons 

program may eventually figure in the context of 

ChiCom-Indian-U.S. relations as well as else-

whereo 
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d. Explicit nuclear threats could, of course, 

come into play in specific situations where the 

"silent partner" role of nuclear weapons proved 

inadequate to the task at hando A1though the 

credibility and effectiveness of such threats 

would depend in part on the possibility that they 

might be implemented, they represent essentially 

a political use of nuclear force and would not 

necessarily constitute a commitment to employ 

nuclear weaponso This has certainly been tre 

case to date with Soviet "nuclear blackmail" 

attemptso 

eo If nuclear weapons should actually be 

used by Communist China against India, it is less 

likely to be the result of following-through on 

threats of "nuclear blackmail" than the by-product 

of an on-going conventional conflicto However, al­

though the possibility that nuclear weapons- might 

be used under such circumstances cannot be excluded, 

Connnunist China would need to weigh any assumed 

advantage of their use against two basic considerations: 

( 1) 

s~ca~.>~IMITED DISTRIBUTION 



Qii-@Rffl:' /LIM I TED DISTRIBUTION 
-20-

(1) The risk that the UoSo would come 

to India's assistance; and 

(2) The risk of creating widespread 

international opposition, including that 

of the Soviet Uniono 

It is difficult at this juncture to identify 

specific ChiCom military requirements that could 

be met only by using nuclear weapons against India 

which would outweigh this liability arrl risko 

fo Although nuclear weapons could come to 

figure in Connnunist China's Indian policy in the 

foregoing ways, we do not know what relative priority 

Communist China has assigned to its objectives vis-a­

vis India or to the eventual deployment of nuclear 

weapons in support of these objectiveso Whatever 

the case may be during the period when Communist 

China's nuclear weapons stockpile is limited, its 

capabilities will growo India cannot escape the 

need to examir1e its own situation in the light of 

this changeable and changing threato 

2. 
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2o 1ndia's Security Concerns 

ao Thus far, India has assigned military prior­

ity to meeting the threat of conventional conflict 

with Communist China, the threat of further conflict 

with Pakistan, and the possibility of a two-front 

war involving botho Imbalances still affect specific 

types of capabilities, but certain of the shortcomings 

revealed in 1962 have been lessened. India's mili· 

tary self-confidence, clearly deficient in 1962, 

has also been bolstered as a result of the 1965 

conflict with Pakistano 

ho Now, however, India must weigh the impli­

cations of Connnunist China's emerging nuclear capa­

bilityo In the background, there are doubtless 

nagging recollections that in 1962 concern about 

Connnunist Chinese air strikes against its cities 

inhibited India from making the most effective 

use of its own "air powero" Looking to the future, 

India is probably going to be subject to increasing 

self-doubts respecting the confidence with which it 

might engage in conventional conflict with a nuclear-

armed 
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armed Communist Chinao As these considerations 

suggest, India is likely to view itself as a 

prime target for "nuclear blackmail" in future 

political and military confrontations with Communist 

China; it is likely to feel intimidated by Communist 

China's nuclear weapons even if explicit threats 

are not made, and even if there is small chance 

that nuclear weapons would be used. 

Co However, India's problem cannot be dis­

missed as entirely psychologicalo The fact that 

Communist China will have nuclear weapons presents 

a military problem for the UoSo and will have to 

be factored into our own military plans and 

operationso There is no reason to expect India 

to discount a threat we ourselves must take seriouslyo 

do None of these considerations means that 

India would necessarily find the best solution 

to its security concerns in a national nuclear 

weapons capability o However, if India refrains 

from seeking such a capability, it will not be the 

result of writing-off the ChiCom nuclear threat11 

Such 
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Such a decision could only be based on the assumption 

that India could turn to the UQSo, and possibly the 

Soviet Union as well, in the event of future con­

tingencies. 

T~
De Contingencies and Possible U.So Responses 

lo "Nuclear Blackmail" and the Use of Nuclear Force 

ao Three types of contingencies need to be 

considered: 

(1) "Nuclear blackmail" is viewed here 

as a specific effort to achieve political or 

military objectives through explicit threats 

t6 use nuclear force. Such threats might 

conceivably be made in the context of poli-

tical confrontations as well as under conditions 

of imminent or on-going conventional conflic to 

Threats could be offensive (to advance Communist 

China's own objectives), or defensive (to force 

India to halt some military action which it 

had initiated) Q 

(2) lf information or circumstances 

suggested_ that Communist China were about to 

employ nuclear weapons, the contingency would 

be 
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be dominated by a real threat of irrnninent 

nuclear attacko 

(3) The actual use of nuclear weapons 

could be demonstrative (for psychological 

effect), tactical (against Indian forces 

actually engaged in conflict or against for­

ward reserves), or strategic (against key 

military targets, civilian areas, or both) o 

Their use might support a conventional mili­

tary action initiated by Communist China, or 

assist in repelling an action initiated by 

India. 

bo Several considerations need to be kept in 

view in considering these hypothetical contingencies. 

(1) If they should arise at all, they 

will not necessarily arise sequentially; that 

is, there is no necessary or orderly progression 

from "nuclear blackmail," through threat of 

imminent nuclear attack, to the actual use 

of nuclear weaponsQ 

--(-2) 
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(2) The circumstances (both as to the 

origin and character of the contingency) might 

be either clear or highly ambiguouso The 

latter would likely be the case where, say, 

a border dispute was involvedo 

(3) Both the opportunity to respond and 

the character of appropriate responses could vary 

considerablyo 

2. UoSo Reaction to ChiCom "Nuclear Blackmailo" 

ao Our present policy of providing support 

against ChiCom "nuclear blackmail" does not commit 

us to any particular course of actiono The range 

of circumstances in which the issue might arise is 

broad, and no single course of action suggests it­

self. Depending on the circumstances, the main 

possibilities appear to be as follows: 

( 1) If the threat arose in the con text 

of a political confrontation between India 

and Communist China and did not carry the 

implication of an innnediate attack, we might 

seek to apply political pressure alone or 

jointly 
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jointly with otherso This pressure might 

take the form of condemnation of Communist 

China's tactics without necessarily advancing 

a counterthreato 

(2) In the event of conventional con­

flict, it is probable that efforts to halt 

the conflict would already be underway. If 

a nuclear threat seemed to presage eventual 

escalation, efforts to bring the conflict to 

a halt might be intensified, and counter­

threats and perhaps demonstrative measures 

might be employed to discourage escalation. 

(3) At some stage, consideration 

might be given to steps supporting India's 

conventional capabilities o However, halting 

the conflict might well be given higher priority. 

(4) If nuclear attack appeared imminent, 

a forceful counterthreat might be called for, 

and the possibility of a disarming strike 

might be considered, although the inhibitions 

against such a course would be substantialo 
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bo Whether the Soviet Union would associate it­

self with us in any of the foregoing actions is 

uncertaino It has not as yet been prepared to 

accept the concept of positive action in support 

of non-nuclear countries presumably because such a 

policy would be transparently directed against 

another Connnunist state -- Communist China. If 

an actual situation should arise which the Soviets 

could not ignore, they might still prefer to act 

separately rather than jointly with uso The thrust 

of Soviet political action might be int~ same 

direction as our own, and it is likely that we 

might share an interest in bringing conventional 

conflict to a halt. Under foreseeable circumstances, 

it is far less likely that the Soviets would either 

join or support public counterthreats against 

Connnunist China. 

Co These considerations suggest that support 

against "nuclear blackmail" might not in the event 

prove to be of a kind which would take India's 

special interests into accounto This would be 

especially true if "halting the conflict" became 

an end in itselfo 

3. 
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3o U.So Reaction to ChiCom Nuclear Attack 

ao As noted above, the use of nuclear weapons 

by Connnunist China might conceivably take any of 

several forms: demonstrative, tactical, strategico 

The scale might be limited or large. The circum­

stances leading to the use of nuclear weapons 

might be clear or ambiguouso These basic uncer­

tainties make hazardous any effort to predict 

how we would in fact reacto 

bo Taking these uncertainties into account, 

the principal factors which now appear to have a 

bearing on our reactions can be summarized as 

follows: 

(1) If the use of nuclear weapons by 

Communist China represented the first use 

that any country had made of them since the 

Second World War, the event would clearly 

signal Communist China's intention not to 

follow what others have come to view as the 

"rules of the game o" It is in fact highly 

unlikely -that Cormnunist China would consider 

the 
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the breaking of the "rules of the game" to 

be in its interesto However, if it should 

take this step, the question for the UoSo 

and others would be whether to accept t~ 

risk of further ChiCom violations, or to seek 

to enforce the "rules" through political and/ 

or military actiono 

(2) The most effective political action 

available would probably be to threaten to re­

taliate against any further use of nuclear 

weapons by Communist Chinao But would we 

limit ourselves to threats if Communist China 

had actually atta.cked one or several of India's 

large cities? How would other Asian countries 

react if this were our only response? 

(3) We might, on the other hand, choose 

to strike Communist China's nuclear delivery, 

support and production capabilities following 

the initial incident in which nuclear weapons 

were employedo But would we do so if, for 

example, Communist China had employed only 

one 
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one or a few weapons for demonstrative or 

psychological purposes? Would others feel 

that we were justified in retaliating on such 

a scale? 

(4) In considering these alternatives, 

we would, of course, need to consider the 

attitude of the Soviet Uniono Under present 

and foreseeable circumstances, it would clearly 

not be in the Soviet Union's interest to pre­

cipitate a general nuclear war in response 

to a measured U.S. nuclear attack against 

military capabilities in Communist China 

(which might in fact represent a potential 

threat to the Soviet Union itself)o To re-

duce the risk, we might notify the Soviet 

Union of our intentions (or if substantial 

improvement in UoSo-Soviet relations had 

occurred, we might seek to enlist their support 

or cooperation)o Soviet attitudes would, how­

ever, be a factor that would have to be weighed 

at the timeo 

(5) 
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(5) Finally, we could not disregard the 

possibility[of a ChiCom response -- a thrust­

ing outward of its conventional military 

forces; or, eventually, the employment of 

intercontinental capabilities against us if 

we had not been able to destroy all such 

capabilitieso Either of these reactions 

would be irrational in the sense that they 

might call forth additional UoSo nuclear 

action, and to deter such responses, we 

might, indeed, make clear in advance what 

further action we would take. But how much 

risk would remain? How much risk would we 

be prepared to accept? 

Co If the foregoing represents a reasonable 

approximation of the main factors that would have 

to be considered, the uncertainties involved argue 

strongly against assuming that we would automati­

cally retaliate nuclearly against any Conmrunist 

Chinese use of nuclear weapons against Indiao But 

these uncertainties must be considered in the light 

of others: 

( 1) 
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(1) Whether the risk that Connnunist China 

might use nuclear weapons against India would 

be increased if there were evident uncertainty 

concerning our own reaction; 

(2) Whether India's uncertainty as to 

our intentions would increase the chance of 

its going n~ lear; and 

(3) How these aspects of the future 

nuclear security of the entire Asian-Pacific 

region inter-act with other aspects of 

regional securityo 

C. An Approach Based on UoSo Policy Against•"Nuclear 

BlackmaiL~" 

1. AU.So-Indian Consultative Arrangement 

ao Because of uncertainties inherent in pre­

dicting the circumstances under which our policy 

against ChiCom "nuclear blackmail" might be called 

into play, we will need to retain a high degree 

of flexibilityo However, two questions arise: 

( 1) 
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(1) Whether we can retain full flexi­

bility and still use our policy against "nuclear 

blackmail" as a means of influencing India's. 

leaders in their consideratior1 of questions 

bearing on tl-e ir country's future nuclear 

securityo 

(2) Whether, without losing essential 

flexibility, we might be able to build on 

our present policy in a way that might be 

meaningful to India's leaders. 

bg The answer to the first of these questions 

is clearly negative. To retain full flexibility, 

we would, in effect, have to avoid any elaboration 

of our present policyo But unless an effort is 

made to structure that policy in a way that is 

underst?o,d by India rs leaders, it is likely to 

appear .:lacking in substance and to be viewed as 

a well intentioned gesture rather than a meaning-

ful tool. 
c. 
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Co On the other hand, it should be possible 

to build on our present policy in ways that would 

retain needed flexibilityo What might be done in 

this regard could still prove far from providing 

a full answer to India's nuclear security problem 

especially over the longer-termo However, a dia-

.:logue with India's leaders concerning ways of im­

plementing our policy against·"nuclear blackmail" 

would offer a logical next stepo 

do The basis for such a dialogue might be 

a twofold UoSo offer which would be presented 

privately to India's leaders as a means of maxi­

mizing the deterrent effect of our present policy: 

(1) An offer to enter into advance 

consultations concerning contingencies 

which might involve ChiCom "nuclear black­

mail" threats against India, and concerning 

the range of responses that might, depend­

ing on the circumstances, offer the most 

appropriate and effective ways of counter­

ing such threatso 
(2) 
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(2) An offer to enter into an arrange-

ment for prompt joint consultation on specific 

courses of action in the event such contingencies 

should ariseo 

eo The only connnitment would be the commit­

ment to consult. In this respect, the arrangement 

would be similar to our 1963 agreement to consult 

with India, in the event of Communist Chinese attack 

on India, regarding possible UoSo assistance in 

strengthening India's air defenses. However, in 

the present case, provision would be made for ad­

vance consultation. The objective would not be 

"contingency planning" in a formal sense but rather 

preliminary clarification of a range of possible 

contingencies and responses. Decisions regarding 

courses of action would only be arrived at on the 

basis of further consultation in the light of 

specific circumstanceso 

fo There are some hazards in such an approacho 

( 1) 
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(1) Although the only connnitment would 

be to consult, there would be an implied commit­

ment that we would undertake some action in 

India's behalf if need should ariseo However, 

it is difficult to escape the conclusion that 

our present policy already carries such an 

implicationo 

(2) A dialogue concerning contingencies 

and responses would inevitably raise a number 

of "what if" questionso However, India's 

leaders will be grappling with such questions 

in any caseo If a dialogue could aid in keep­

ing matters in perspective, we should gain 

rather than lose. The fact that we would not 

be able to offer simple solutions may be less 

important under present circumstances than 

the opportunity to make the case that an 

Indian national nuclear weapons capability 

would not itself offer a simple solution and 

that other approaches offer greater promiseo 

(3) 
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(3) Finally, "crisis consultation" 

might not in the event produce an agreed 

course of actiono This limitation is to 

some extent inherent in any consultative 

arrangement, including those with allies o 

Despite this limitation, a firm connnitment 

to consult might make our policy against 

"nuclear blackmail" more directly relevant 

to India's concerns than is now the caseo 

go Consultative arrangements of the type 

contemplated here could, of course, involve coun­

tries other than the U Q So and India o Any offer 

along these lines would represent an assurance 

of our willingness to consult bilaterally rather 

than a barrier to broader consultative arrange­

ments if such should materializeo 

2o Supporting Measures 

ao The basic arrangement described above could 

be supported by either or both of two measureso 

(1) 
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(1) The first would be related to the 

process of advance consultation. Assessment 

of Conrrnunist China's nuclear capabilities and 

their strategic implications would to an ex­

tent be involved in any examination of con­

tingencies. However, special provision might 

be made for periodic joint assessments to en­

sure that the contingency review process kept 

pace with significant changes. Such assess­

ments would not be limited to appropriate ex­

changes of intelligence data but would seek 

to place such data in strategic perspective. 

(2) The second supporting measure would 

be concerned with ensuring the practicability 

of "crisis consultation." A reliable communi­

cations link ("hot line", possibly via satellite) 

between New Delhi and Washington might serve 

this purpose. In addition, such a link, if 

publicly revealed, might have some deterrent 

value. It should be possible to develop an 

acceptable 
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acceptable public justification for the 

link which would not highlight its basic 

purpose. Moreover, India might be en­

couraged to seek similar links with Moscow 

and with Peking itself. 

ho These two measures would be well within 

the framework of the basic consultative arrangement 

and might help underwrite its utility, and possibly 

its credibility from the standpoint of India 1s 

leaders. However, these supporting measures are 

not indispensable and should be put forward as 

possible but not essential ingredients of the 

package. 

D" The Question of a U9 So- Nuclear Guarantee for India 

lo Characteristics and Limitations 

ao Exploration of the consultative arrange­

ment described above would represent a logical 

step and might help clarify the nuclear security 

issue as it is viewed by India's leaders. We could 

take 
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take this step without incurring any obligation 

to go further. Conversely, we should probably 

not try to arrive at a decision concerning the 

need or desirability of going further until a 

"reconnaissance" of this type has been carried 

out. However, it may become important for us to 

weigh the question of offering Ind_ia a unilateral 

UoSo guarantee of its nuclear securityo 

ho The principal characteristics and 

limitations of such a guarantee would be as follows: 

(1) We would, in effect, affirm that we 

would regard ChiCom nuclear aggression against 

India as aggression against ourselveso This 

would conn:nit us to act only: (a) in the event 

of unprovoked ChiCom nuclear attack against 

India; or (b) in a case where some ChiCom 

reaction might have been provoked but where 

the employment of nuclear weapons by Communist 

China was unwarrantedo 

(2) In view of uncertainties concerning 

the manner and scale of the possible use of 

nuclear 
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nuclear weapons by Connnunist China against 

India, we should not connnit ourselves to a 

nuclear response or to a single response of 

any type under any and all circumstances. 

However, we could make clear that depending 

on the circumstances, we might undertake 

a variety of responses including -- but not 

limited to -- the demonstrative use of ntClear 

weapons, and measured nuclear retaliation 

against Conmrunist Chin~•s nuclear delivery, 

support, and production capabilities. 

(3) We could not undertake any commit­

ment concerning a pre-emptive disarming 

strike against Communist China's nuclear capa­

bilities (a~though such a strike might con­

ceivably be considered in an extreme and 

escalating conflict situation)o 

(4) We would not commit ourselves to 

engage our non-nuclear forces in support of 

a conventional conflict between India and 

Communist 
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Communist Chinao However, in addition to our 

present agreement to consult on air defense, 

it might be useful to provide for joint Dos.­

Indian consultation, in the event of ChiCom 

conventional aggression against India, in 

order to determine whether the provision of con­

ventional arms or equipment by the U.So to India 

would aid in holding the conflict to conventional 

levels and in terminating it rapidly. 

co Some level of joint UoS.-Indian military 

contingency planning would probably be required in 

support of an arrangement along the foregoing lineso 

2o Deterrent Effect and Steps to Bolster Credibility 

a. The question of whether the UoSo should con­

sider offering a guarantee of this character to a 

non-ally is raised in the following sectiono If 

such a guarantee were offered under foreseeable 

circumstances, the offer would have to be made 

privately and the purpose of the offer would be to 
I 

influence India's leaders, not to affect Indian 

public opiniono In this regard, the function of 
I 

the 
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the guarantee would not be to solve India's 

domestic political problems but to enable India's. 

leaders to conclude that a decision to continue 

opposing pressures to "go nuclear" would not 

entail undue risks to their country's securityo 

bo The deterrent effect on Communist China 

would not derive directly from this private guarantee 

but from our past record of willingness to come to 

India's assistance, our continuing interest in India, 

and our evident intent to prevent Conmrunist China 

itself from capitalizing on the use of its nuclear 

weapons. In addition, although any joint U.So-

Indian military contingency planning would be con­

ducted privately, the fact that such planning was 

taking place might intentionally be made known to 

Connnunist Chim in order to bolster deterrenceo 

c. Further steps to bolster the credibility 

of a UoSo guarantee might well become necessaryo 

These would need to be calculated in terms of their 

effect on either or both of the two leadership 

groups 
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groups involved -- India's leaders and those of 

Communist Chinao Without attempting here to 

specify particular steps, the range of possibilities 

would include the followingo 

(1) Apart from the character of UoSo 

relations with India, on the one hand, and 

Communist China, on the other, the state of 

UoSo-Soviet and Soviet~ChiCom relations would 

affect the credibility of a UoSo guaranteeo 

Steps which would facilitate favorable 

evolution in U.So-Soviet relations and/or 

ensure against a Soviet-ChiCom rapprochement 

would, as a general matter, help sustain 

credibility. 

(2) A second factor influencing 

credibility would be the relative nuclear 

strength of the U.S. and Conmrunist Chinao 

Development and demonstration of an inter­

continental nuclear delivery system (pre­

sumably an ICBM) by Communist China will 

inevitably raise questions from India's 

standpoint 
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standpoint even though Communist China might 

not achieve a significant operational force 

until some years following an initial test o 

We have not ourselves arrived at firm con­

clusions concerning how best to meet this 

eventual threatg Without pre-judging such 

conclusions here, it seems clear that in 

order to sustain the credibility of a UoSo 

guarantee in the eyes of India's leaders, 

we would need to explain why deterrence does 

not necessarily work in both directions be­

tween major and minor nuclear powers, and why 

our superior and more flexible nuclear force 

would continue to provide an effective basis 

for a guarantee of India's nuclear security. 

Strategic·argurnentation supporting these 

proposition~ could be advanced whether 

or not the UoS. had decided to deploy anti­

ballistic missiles (ABM's); however, the 

character of such argumentation wou~, of 

course, be affected by such a decisi~o 

(3) 
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(3) If circumstances within the Sub­

Continent should permit U.SQ assistance in 

remedying imbalances in arms and equipment 

available to India for conventional defense 

against Connnunist China, steps in this 

direction might favorab~y affect both 

India's and Connnunist China's view of the 

degree of our interest in India's securityo 

(4) If substantial progress could be 

made in improving Indian-Pak relations, the 

possibility of a potential UoSo "conflict 

of interest" ( in India's eyes) would be 

lessened, and the credibility of a UoS• 

nuclear guarantee would be increased. 

3o The Problem of Acceptability 

ao It is not a foregone conclusion that India's 

leaders would reject a U.So nuclear guarantee. A 

decision to "go nuclear" is not itself a clear-

cut alternative, and India's leaders might wish 

to buy time rather than troubleo Nonetheless, the 

chance that they would accept is probably less 

than eveno 
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bo Even if a reasonably credible arrangement 

might be developed, other issues would be involved 

from India's standpointo Indeed, the basic issues 

might not be either credibility or the bending of 

India's policy of non-alignmento Rather, the basic 

issues could be nationalism and the desire to escape 

dependence on others if and as it becomes possible 

to do·soo India has already made clear its desire 

to achieve independence in production of conventional 

arms and munitions since it has not found wholly 

satisfactory external sources of supply and since 

dependence in such matters tends to limit political 

independence... To remain dependent on tre UoSo or 

others for nuclear support could present a pressing 

dilermna in· India's eyeso 

Co Security is not, in any event, the only 

issue in the Indian debate over the "bomb o" We can-

not predict that political and psychological attractions 

of a nuclear role will diminish in general or from 

India's standpoint in particularo We can be sure 

tha,t India I s present decision not to "go nuclear," 

will in any\case remain subject to continuing re­

assessmento 
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do A nuclear guarantee for India would also 

raise serious issues from our own standpoint. India 

is not our ally and does not wish to enter into an 

alliance with uso Moreover, we are already heavily 

committed in support of other defensive arrange­

ments o An arrangement with India would clearly- in­

volve many uncertaintieso 

eo However, an Indian pro-nuclear decision 

would also generate problems and uncertainties. 

And it may become important for us to weigh the 

question of whether our net interest in the future 

security and stability of the Sub-continent and the 

Asian-Pacific region would be served by offering 

India a nuclear guarantee as an alternative to 

an Indian national nuclear ~eapons capabilitye 

For the same reasons, it may also become necessary 

to consider whether the kind of alternative we 

might offer could eventually come to include 

a nuclear role for India. 

E. 
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Eo Approaches to a Nuclear Role for India 

lo Political Alternatives and Their Limitations 

ao In theory, a number of functional alterna­

tives (discussed in the following section) might 

offer routes to a larger nuclear role for India 

while stopping short of the independent ability 

to control nuclear weapons that is the distinguish­

ing mark of a national nuclear weapons capability. 

Since the basic motivation for such a capability 

stems from political or security advantages which 

are believed to go along with control, no alterna­

tive may suffice. Under any of the alternatives 

discussed below, India would, in effect, be an 

associate member rather than a full member of the 

"nuclear club"; its dependence on UoSo nuclear 

forces and on UoS. decisions concerning the appli­

cation of such forces would not be lessened in 

any fundamental way. 

b 0 One functional alternative -- joint owner­

ship of nuclear warheads -- has been excluded from 

consideration in the following review on political 

groundso The first reason is that a non-proliferation 

agreement, 
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agreement, if achieved, would almost certainly pro­

hibit this alternative. A second reason is that 

even if joint warhead ownership were not otherwise 

ruled out, the inter-play of U.So interests in 

Europe and Asia would appear to preclude such owner-: 

ship arrangements with Asian nations unless or until 

the similar question bearing on our relations with 

European Allies had been definitively resolvedo 

Finally, while posing difficult questions of control, 

joint warhead ownership would not in and of itself 

relieve the political difficulties entailed in any 

close UeSo-India nucl.ear rela.tionsh_ip. If these 

difficulties could be overcome at all, other 

functional alternatives might suffice. 

Ce Each of the several functional alternatives 

considered below could, again.in theory, be packaged 

in different political forms: 

"(l) Bilateral UoSo-Indian arrangements 

(with parallel arrangements offered to Pakistan); 

(2) Trilateral arrangements associating 

the UoSo with India and Pakistan in the defense 

of the Sub-Continent; 
(3) 
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(3) Multilateral arrangements involving 

other Asian countries subject to the ChiCom 

nuclear threato 

d. No adequate political basis exists today 

for any of these approaches to the packaging of 

nuclear arrangements. Each would involve difficult 

adjustments in the relations of the UoSo, India, 

and others (including most importantly UoSci allies), 

and there is small likelihood that such adjustments 

could be effected during India's period of nuclear 

decisiono .However, if serious consideration is to 

be given to coupling one of these approaches to any 

of the functional alternatives below, the Indian 

question should not be considered in isolation. 

There are two reasons: 

(1) The problem involves both our non­

proliferation objectives and our objectives 

for security of the Asian-Pacific regiono 

"Solutions" for the Indian case must be con-

sistent with both sets of objectiveso 

(2) 
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(2) It is not necessarily the case that 

the narrower the approach, tre fewer the diffi­

culties o 

(a) A bilateral arrangement would focus 

most sharply on the necessarily changing 

character of U.S.-Indian relations, impose 

•the need for offering comparable arrange­

ments to Pakistan, require explanations and 

possible off-setting actions in the case of 

other UoS. allies, and be subject to in­

stability if other Asian nations (for example, 

Japan) should subsequently "go nuclearo" 

{b) Any trilateral U~So-Indian-Pak 

arrangement for defense of the Sub-Continent 

would require a merging of Indian-Pak in­

/ terests and a submerging of differences to a 

degree not now foreseeableo If this should 

prove possible in time, tre. resulting ar­

rangement would probably fit more readily 

into any emerging pattern of regional defer1se 

arrangements, but we cannot now assume that 

such arrangements will in fact emerge. 

(c) 
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(c) A broader multilateral arrange­

ment (in effect, an Asian league for 

nuclear deterrence with the UoSo stand 

ing as guarantor) could not emerge unl~ss 

and until present differe ces in experience 

and· outlook came to be outweighed by corm.non. 

concern respecting the ChiCom nu.clear 

threat, coupled with common concern about 

the destabilizing effects in the region 

of additional national nuclear weapons 

capabilities. Such an approach would, 

however, shift the focus away from a direct 

UoSG-:-Indian relationship, a ;d would provide 

a larger framework for submerging Indian­

Pak differences prov·ded Pakistan had 

altered its view of the advantages of . 

being m nipulated by Cormnunist hina o 

(3) The reacti n of Japan would be of 

special significanceo The Japanese have al­

ready made clear that their wn v·ew of the 

nuclear weapons quest·on will be influenced 

by 
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by developments in India. This is likely to 

be the case whether, on the one hand, India 

should seek a national nuclear weapons capa-

bility or whether on the other hand, we should 

seek to develop a nuclear role for India 

which stopped short of such a capability. 

e. No clear political course can now be chartedo 

This should be kept in view in considering the 

several functional alternatives outlined belowo 

2o Functional Approaches 

ao Four principal alternatives might be con­

sidered as opening the way to a progressively larger 

nuclear role for Indiao 

(1) Consultative arrangements similar to 

those being established with our principal 

European allies would afford direct parti­

cipation in nuclear planning, that is, in 

planning related to the disposition and tar­

getting of U. So nuclear forces and the circum­

stances under which they might be employedo 

Such consultation would presumably be limited 

to 
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to considerations bearing on India's nuclear 

security, and would not extend to considerations 

bearing on over-all UoSo nuclear capabilitieso 

(2) Preparatory Steps for Joint Action 

in Contingencies. Without requiring Indian 

procurement of hardware, a binding arrangement 

might be made: (a) to train Indians in nuclear· 

delivery techniques (or in tl-e operation of 

strategic defenses -- ABM's), and (b) to agree 

to supply hardware and warheads for India's use 

under mutually understood circumstances. 

(3) A Deterrent .. Nuclear Sharing" Arrange-

mento A binding arrangement might be made in­

volving: (a) Indian procurement, installation, 

and manning of a nuclear delivery system (probably 

a missile delivery system); and (b) UoS. pro­

vision of compatible nuclear warheads, which 

would remain under U.So custody (probably not 

on Indian soil) except under agreed circum-

stances when they would be released to Indiao 

(4) 
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(4) A Defensive "Nuclear Sharing" Arrange-

mento Should the UoSo produce and deploy ABM's 

and should an effective defense prove feasible 

for India, a binding defensive arrangement might 

be madeo The character of this arrangement would 

vary as between land-based.and sea-based ABM 

systems. An arrangement involving land-based 

ABM's might involve: (a) Indian procurement, 

installation, and manning of radars and defensive 

missiles; and (b) U.S. provision of warheads 

which would remain under U.S. custody and which 

might be brought to India by U.So personnel in 

time of crisis or conflict. An arrangement 
( 

involving sea-based ABM's would probably in-

volve procurement, installation, and manning 

of land-based radars by India, but defensive 

missiles, together with their warheads, would 

be located on U.S. ships off-shore (presumably 

with Indian liaison personnel aboard). 

bo Major considerations bearing on these 

alteri1at ives are as follows: 

( 1) 

S:8@ftiST/LIMITEDDISTRIBUTION 



~REf1LIMITED DISTRIBUTION 
-56-

(1) Each of these alternatives, as out­

lined here, would be primarily concerned with 

strategic nuclear issueso None would auto-

matically offer an approach to the question 

of deterring or responding to the possible 

demonstrative or tactical use of nuclear weapons 

by Connnunist Chinao 

(2) Each alternative would require a 

high degree of mutual confidenceo From the 

UoSo standpoint, not the least of the issues 

would be that of maintaining the security of 

information passed to India. 

(3) Hardware solutions of either type 

would be expensiveo Whether India could bear 

the cost or whether we would wish to do so 

would present a major problemo It should be 

noted that, with the exception of radar pro­

curement associated with a sea-based ABM 

system, the cost of hardware solutions would 

be almost as large as that of an Indian 

national nuclear capability. 
(4) 
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(4) An approach involving ABM's would 

c~early be a long-term approach. The question 

of India's security in the interim would need 

to be answered through other arrangements .. 

Moreover, unless a very high-confidence ABM 

deployment could be designed, a defensive hard­

ware solution would not necessarily relieve 

Indian pressures for a deterrent role of some 

sort, or for a national nuclear weapons capability. 

(5) Approaches involving training and 

hardware would provide a "leg-up" toward an 

Indian national nuclear weapons capability 

should. India decide to abrogate an arrangement 

with the UoS o 

(6) Inherent in each of the alternatives 

is the question of whether, or under what cir­

cumstances, the UoSo might be prepared to under­

take a disarming strike against Communist China's 

nuclear delivery capabilities if it appeared 

that deterrence was about to fail. 

c. 
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Co If there are compelling political reasons 

why the Indian case cannot be considered in iso­

lation, there are compelling stratenic reasons as 

wello The nuclear security of the Asian-Pacific 

region may not be indivisible as in the case with 

that of Western Europeo However, the character 

of some of the foregoing issues strongly suggests 

that efforts to resolve part of the problem must 

increasingly be evaluated in terms of the wholeo • 
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NSAM 355: The Indian Nuclear Weapons Problem 

Designation of Operational Responsibility for Recommended Actions 

I. Establishment of Working Group 
The Department has established a small Working Group to examine 
current developments bearing on the Indian nuclear weapons 
problem, to keep track of and coordinate specific steps under 
way to implement recommended actions, to prepare progress 
reports, and to consider possible further steps not presently 
under consideration. 

The Working Group is chaired by the Country Director for India, 
Nepal and Ceylon (NEA). S/P, INR, G/PM, ACDA, and DOD/ISA will 
regularly be represented, and representatives of other interested 
organizations will be invited on~an _a_d _h_o_c basis. 

II. Assignment of Responsibility for Specific Recommended Actions 

A. Economic Pressures and Inducements 

1. Recommended Action: 11We should continue indirect 
pressures designed: (a) to focus India's attention on improving 

fl 

economic performance; and (b) to limit over-all 
· expenditures. we should stress the political as 

economic importance to India of successfully carrying 
present five-year plan." 

defense 
well as 

out the 

Responsibility Assigned To: NEA 

·should 
2. 

make 
Recommended Action: "In support of 

available both to Indian governmental 
foregoing, 

leaders 
we 

and 
to non-governmental opinion leaders additional materials designed 
to make clear: (a) the difficulties and costs of achieving and 
of maintaining the continuing effectiveness of a militarily 
useful nuclear deterrent force; and (b) the drain such an effort 
would impose on scientific, technical, and managerial personnel 
sorely needed for development. We should utilize both official 
and unofficial channels and should prepare such special materials 
(including ciassified and unclassified materials) as may be 
necessary.,, 
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Responsibility Assigned To: To be carried out on a 
continuing basis by the working group under NEA direction, drawing 
primarily on the resources of CIA, but with inputs as appropriate 
from other members of the intelligence community, ACDA, and 
perhaps others. For purposes of implementing this recommendation, 
USIA shall be included in the Working Group. 

3. Recommended Action: "We should avoid direct threats 
that we would cut back (or eliminate) economic aid in the event 
of a· pro-nuclear decision. However, if India's leaders should 
ask us what our reaction would be, we should consider expressing 
the view that we doubt that the U.So Congress would agree to 
subsidizing, even indirectly, an Indian nuclear weapons program." 

Responsibility Assigned To: NEA 

4. Recommended Action: "If India's leaders should ·come to us 
in a year or two seeking increased aid levels, and if we were 
prepared to respond favorably in the light of India's actual 
ecopomic performance, we should consider making continuation 
of India's 'no bomb' policy an implicit part of the deal.'.' 

Responsibility Assigned To: NEA and AID 

B. Security Aspects 

1. Recomm~nded Action: 11'We should make available privately 
to India's leaders such information and analyses as might, without 
falsely discount~ng ChiCom progress, make clear difficulties and 
limitations still confronting the ChiCom nuclear weapons program 
and aid in keeping the potential ChiCom nuclear threat in 
strategic perspective as far as India's interests are concerned." 

Responsibility Assigned To:· Data to ba prepar~d by 
appropriate members of the _intelligence community, such as CIA 
and DIA, coordinating with the Working Group through INR; decisions 
on how and when to convey such data to be recommended by the. 
working group and determined on each occasion by the Assistant 
Secretary, NEA, or at higher levels, as appropriate . 
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2. Recommended Action: "In our own public statements, we 
s·hould avoid magnifying the ChiCom nuclear threat." 

Responsibility Assigned To: The Working Group, under 
NEA's direction, and in collaboration with USIA, should prepare 
a policy paper for wide circulation within the U.So Government 
covering not only this point but also actions recommended under 
section D below (points D 1-4). 

3. Recommended Action: "We should make a further deter­
mined effort to interest the Soviet Union in a UN resolution of 
assurances for non-nuclear countries along the lines of our 
1965 draft." 

Responsibility Assigned To: ACDA in collaboration 
with IO. 

4. Recommended Action: 
t 

"When it becomes clear whether or 
not such a resolution can be achieved, we should address the _ 
question of whether to offer India a private security assurance. 
In order to facilitate prompt future consideration of this ~-
possibility, detailed studies should now be mounted of: (a) the, 
circumstances in which we might be called upon to prevent the 
Chinese from using "nuclear blackmail" in that part of the world,· 
a policy enunciated in connection with the explosion of the first 
Chinese nuclear device; (b) how we would be likely to react in 
the event that Communist China were to mount (or threaten 
imminently to mount) a nuclear attack against India; (c) what 
tangible steps might eventually need to be taken to bolster the 
credibility of a private security assurance; and (d) what further 
steps in the security field might need to be considered if it 
should become apparent that India, nevertheless, was determined 
to have a nuclear role." 

Responsibility Assigned To: Working group should 
implement this under general supervision of NEA, with S/P, 
G/PM, and ISA as primary agents. INR and CIA should be involved 
in 4 (a); JCS should be consulted and requested to do studies as 
appropriate. 
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C. Arms Control Measures 

Recommended Action: "~fuile we should not expect arms 
control agreements alone to prevent an Indian nuclear·decision, 
we should continue our efforts to seek agreements in this area. 
In assessing costs and benefits to the U.S., due regard should 
be given to the fact that a comprehensive or threshold nuclear 
test ban would be likely to help restrain an Indian decision 
to go nuclear." 

Responsibility Assigned To: ACDA 

D. Political Prestige of Non-Nuclear Countries 

1. Recommended Action: "Although it will be difficult to 
deflect the widespread trend toward speaking in terms of "five 
nuclear powers," we. should ourse~ves avoid this term and try to 
blunt this tendency. We-should adopt a negative attitude toward 
proposals based on the assumption that the five nuclear count~ies 
which have tested nuclear weapons have in common some special· 
interest not shared by others." .. • 

Responsibility Assigned To: See B (2) above 

2. Recommended Action: "Henceforth, in documents and 
public statements on this subject, we should refer to "civil 
nuclear powers" (including India and-all others not having 
nuclear weapons) in contradistinction to 'military nuclear 
powers' (i.e., the five powers which now have nuclear weapons) 
as a means of alleviating the unpleasant effects derived from 
differentiating between 'nuclear and non-nuclear p·owers. ·'" 

Responsibility Assigned To: See B (2) above 

3. Recommended Action: 0 We should encourage the view that 
the several countries (including India) which have achieved 
advanced peaceful nuclear capabilities but have refrained from 
seeking nuclear weapons are entitled not only to respect for 
their restraint, but to a special voice in nuclear matters." 

Responsibility Assigned To: See B (2) above 

-SECRET -
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4. Recommended Action: "We should emphasize the relevance 
of economic strength to political influence." 

Responsibility Assigned To: See B (2) above 

5. Recommended Action: "We should bear in mind that, if 
the U.K., as a former colonial power, were to phase out of 
national nuclear deterrence, the impact on India's thinking 
about nuclear weapons would be highly significant.':' 

Responsibility Assigned To: No immediate action. 
orking group to watch for opportunities to implement this action. 

6. Recommended Action: "A special study should be made 
of more specific steps, including scientific and technical 
projects, that might be taken to enhance India's political 
prestige." 

Responsibility Assigned To: Working group should . 
examine possibilities and farm out assignments as appropriate,­
e.g. to SCI, AEC, NASA. 

E. Intelligence Requirements 

Recommended Action: "In order to have as much warning 
as possible of any impending shift in India's present no-bomb 
policy, increased priority should be assigned to the collection 
and analysis of relevant intelligence data.':! 

Responsibility Assigned To: CIA (coordinating with INR) 

F. Contingency Planning 

Recommended Action: "A long-term planning study should 
be initiated of alternative approaches it might be in the UgS. 
interest to adopt in the event India should decide to proceed 
with a national nuclear weapons program." 

Responsibility Assigned To: S/P. Interested agencies 
such as DOD and JCS should be consulted as appropriate. 

SECRET 
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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, 

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

So 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.) 

6. Should the NSC direct State, the DOD, and ACDA to under­

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

(See para 5 of the paper.) 

Iiii GRi:r.. 



THE INDIAN NUCLEARWEAPONSPROBLEM 

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 sharplyo 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 interesto 
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 Communist nuclear blackmail. 

~e:R:iHf 11 IMDISI 
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3. Courses of Action 

a. Economic Pressures. 
a bearing on India's decis1.on 
weapons program and the effect 
have on foreign aid to India. 

Among the basic factors having 
are the cost of a nuclear 

which such a program might 

Data on 
credible and 
to Ambassador 

costs and on the 
reliable deterrent 

Bowles, for use 

difficulties 
force have 

with India's 

of acquiring a 
been forwarded 
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 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. 

S ~lffiT / L!flffi! S-
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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 
were 
this 

not mitigate 
coupled with 
paper. 

the 
other 

Indian security problem, unless 
measures of the sort discussed 

it 
in 

continues 
test ban 

(ii) Comprehe
to support an 

treaty. 

nsive Test 
adequate, 

Ban Treaty. The US 
verified comprehensive 

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 
Indiah decision to acquire nuclear weapons. 
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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 magnltude of 4.75, are now being 
considered via the Committee of Principals routeu 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 Communist China; (ii) because they want to 
maintain their position among the Afro-Asians. 

In responding to Indian se urity concerns, the key 
question we have to ask ourselves is: What would the US, 
in fact, do if the Chinese Communists were to mount (or 
threaten imminently to mount) a nuclear attack on India? 
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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 circumstance, 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, Commun:Lst China would not.) The 
Soviet Union, however, has made clear that it does not wish 
(at least at present) to jo:Ln 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 gua:ranteeing 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 Comrnunist 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 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 
immediate 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 Communist Chinese threat" 
The Soviets would, of course, be free to do likewise, if 
they wished, 
public stance 

-- secretly, and 
of cooperating 

without 
with.the 

having 
US. 

to assume the 

at 
This UN umbrella 

least an 
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interim solution to 
US assurances 
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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 
circumstances 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 Connnunist Chinese nuclear 
and missile capabilities, secret scientific consultation 
on ballistic missile defenses, and secret studies of inte­
grated air defense against Connnunist 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 
Communist 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 w,ell convince the Indians that 
what they really need are missiles with nuclear warheads. 

SFCR"fT(JJMQJ§ 
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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 
commitment. In any event, the issue is hypothetical, at 
least for the present, since the Indians wish to retain 
their non-aligned status. If ~uch a US-Indian alliance 
were concluded, it might result in a complete US break 
with Pakistan and in a Pakistan-Chinese Communist alliance. 

(vi) Nuclear Sharing. The US might offer to 
assist India in acquiring the capability to deter or 
retaliate against Corrnnunist 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 commitment for the US (in the sense that 
the Indians, not the US, would strike Corrnnunist Chinese 
targets) and yet, from the Indian standpoint, a more 
tangible US commitment to give essential assistance" 

This course of action 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 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-nu.clear 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. 

3ECPlETfLiHDlS 
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d. The Plowshare Loophole. There is some pressure 
on the Indian Government for a peaceful (PLOWSHARE) 
explosion to demonstrate In~ia 1 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. Cone lus ion 

S~KEtJttMblS 
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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, DOD, 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. 
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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. 



VMr. H. H. Saunders 
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MEMOltANDUM F R OSTO 

UBJECT: I rench Assistance to an lndia.1'1Nuc ear ~eapons P1 .. o·gran 

alt --

This b a footnote to Spurge,on's nemorandt.u.11 to you of April 29, with 
which I -agree. 

There is another straw i tl1.e·wind as to Indian plans ln the forr.r1 of a 
1."'epoi-t of Indian ¢0.nveraations with the Canadians last Februar-y 'Con-• 

cerning Canadian assistanc·e to the Indians on the fou:rth Indian. power 
:reactor.. Tbe .Indians have .at:rongly requ ,ate .:1. that the eacto1" be buHt 
without -any safeguards and have indicated th.at they r i_ght reject 
Canadian asais.tanc·e ii the Canadians insist on sa£e,guard-s. As, you 
know, the Indians have only one large reactor in operation at th 
present time .......the Cana.dian ...lndian :reactor (CI ), a. research 
reactor, at Tr·o.rubay. Three other reactot·s ar under construction ...... 
two with U. s.. as,sistance at Tarapur and one other Canadian :reactor 
at • ajasthan. Indications are that Canada wil continue to, in~dst on 
adequate safeguard for the fou:rth reactor. 

The Trom.bay reactor now in operation is t e reticaUy under Canadian 
safeguards bttt the status is) som:ewhat doubtful in view of the fact that 
Canada placed safeguards on the firs,t uraniurn fuel load fo.r the· reac. •r. 
Subseq.uently· the Indians supplied the iuel and the p.resent loading and 
the react·or itself are not subject to, safeguard , although the agreement 
:under which the reactor was built apec.ifies that the reactor ould be 
used only .£01· peaceful pur1:>oses. Thia reaeto:r can p:roduce enough 
plu't.oniu.m for one en· two .nuc a • weapons a y.ear U the Indian& decide 
to make weapons. 

The French flirtatio.n could be ve 1:y temptin to the Indians because 0£ 
the well-known French opposition to s,afeguards. The French could 
o.ffe.1.·the Indians both tedulical assistance for the construction of un­
.safeguarded nat.'a_ral uranium reactor that ;vould p1·oduce plutoniur. ,a.n • 
ultin'lat ly/¼i~gf~ai weapons technology. It is doubtful i th.e French would 
extend :financial a.ssiata.nc to the Indians. At the moment it is also 
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Siil&ftulf-
d 11 tfu1 U the J:trenth ,·~oul nderta.ke to p· \tide the Indians with u.-.a.3, 
. or either power production , ~ for produetio:n ol ·ssophisticated nuclea • 
w,eapon,s because th J: r'enm u~35, ,,Up ly lrm tbei Pierrelatte gueou­
dlttu ion plant w.ill.no: ev n/e,no gh to .satls ·1 .i"'x~H\c de1 .·and.a. 

:1 •·" ith Spurgeon that it wil. b eat en ~ly ir.ipo·:rtattt to keep lot 
watch otl an.y Indian :oeg ti a • • ons wit·• e Ft'e:r ch w o are a n:a..n.-exi.atent 
link in. the anti• prolifei-ation hain. 

Cha s. J. hnson 
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TO : Department of State 

ORIGIN/ ACTION 

INFO: London, New Delhi i~;,1 / f: I 

.~L~L ,, .:,, 3 -~[i,. :XDU rivN 
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FROM : American Embassy, Paris DATE: March 25, 1966 

SUBJECT: Franco-Indian Relations 

REF : 

ARMY CIA NAVY 

s r 7J /o 
OSD USIA NSA The March 24 issue of Le Monde features an article by Jean Wetz 
J/ /l) ..3 datelined New Delhi and entitled ''The_ Visit of Madame Gandhi to Paris, 

~c Example of Franco-Indian Rapprochement." Wetz is Le Monde' sAl~t'
/.., 0 correspondent in India. Appearing on the eve of Madame Gandhi's 

informal visit to France, the article, which is outlined below, is consi­
dered worthy of attention in that it quite likely reflects official French0 

It\ views on the general subject of Franco-Indian relations. {Views identical 
to those stated in the article were expressed on the Government-control­

m 
~ "' 

::E 0.. led radio the following day.)a. I 
c:, 
_J...... 

N LI.. After briefly referring to the obstacles which, until 1962, had>-a. 
C> prevented closer cooperation between the two countries -- the question
u~ of the fate of the French possessions in India and France's involvement

·i in the Algerian war -- Mr. Wetz notes that the Indians are now under 
.-

the impression that General de Gaulle is showing increased interest in 
India I s foreign policy and India I s economic development. He adds that 
the fighting between India and Pakistan did not affect adversely the good 
relations with France because the Indians themselves understood the 
position of the French Government on problems as, for example, the 
embargo on arm.s. Wetz comrre nts that, as a matter of fact, France 
implemented this embargo with "greater flexibility" than the Anglo­
Saxons. 
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The current phase in Franco-Indian relations started with Prime 
Minister Pompidou' s visit to India at the beginning of last year. At 
that tim.e, it was agreed that periodic consultations would be held 
between representatives of the two governments, and this agreement 
has not remained a dead letter. Anpther meeting between officials of 
the two countries will take place in Paris at the beginning of June, which 
Wetz interprets as an example of India's interest in maintaining this 
contact with Paris. Until now, these exchanges of views were primarily 
designed to prevent possible misunderstandings between the two countries; 
in the future, however, Wetz does not exclude ·the possibility that these 
contacts will lead to common action on such problems as, for example, 
Viet Nam, provided this problem has .sufficiently evolved to be ready 
for a settlement. 

On the economic side; Wetz comment_s that France cannot compete 
with American assistance. Nevertheless, he notes that French aid to 
India is increasing and in this connection cites the increased assistance 
of the French Petroleum Institute and the likelihood of the construction . 
by France of a refinery in India. 

In reviewing the field of nuclear energy, Wetz states that present 
conditions appear to be favorable for France to construct an atomic 
ener y plant in India. While this project, which has been under study 
for a number of months., still raises some deli~te technical and 
financial problems, it would appear that from the political point of 
view both countries favor increased cooperation in this field of endeavor. 

Wetz admits that friction does exist, especially in the commerical 
field, where the Indians complain that certain rules of the Common 
Market hinder their exports. While the Indians are aware of France's • 
ties to the Common Market, they also realize that France, more than 
others, is trying to obtain favorable conditions for underdeveloped 
countries. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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The cultural agreement between France and India which was 
supposed to have been signed already a year ago has been delayed by 
a number of administrative problems. For example, the Indian 
Minister of Finance is particularly sticky about granting certain 
financial advantages to French experts which they consider essential 
before accepting assignments in India. However, people generally 
believ~in India, that the cultural agreement will soon be signed..,which 
would multiply the intellectual and artistic exchanges between the two 
countries, increase the number of academic chairs for the study of the 
respective civilizations and languages, as well as permit the sending of 
a larger number of French teachers and scientists to Indiao Wetz concludes 
that it is not a question of wishing to replace the English language and 
English culture in India but rather to satisfy a desire expressed by some 
Indian inteDectuals to provide a "new window on Europe and its intellectual 
life. 11 

For the Ambassador: 

Ernest L. Stanger 
First Secretary of Embassy 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW 

Subject: Reported French Offer to Assist India in the 
Atomic Energy Field 

I : 

Walt --

------- ···----- ---------

I have asked CIA to provide us with any additional informa­
tion it has on this sub:ect and to see whether anything £ul-
therf l 

1 

If further investigation supports this report, I believe that 
se_rious consideration should be given to a direct approach 
t? the Indians to make clear to them we would look with grave 
displeasure on any such action on their part. 

Att. 

cc: FMBator - w / att. 
HSaunder s - w / att. 
HSRowen 
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