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1. Expenditures for a modest we&1iponsprogram (up to testing fi.rs.t 

/ device) would total no more than $30-40 millione 

2o Given present facilities, believe India could produce and test 

first nuclear device one to three years after decision do soo End FYio 

As to general line to follow in your talks with Indian officids you 

should of course tailor conversation to guidance provided Deptel 1393 to 

Delhi, being repeated Bombayo 

You may also~ in your discretion, discuss generally Plowsh$re-type 

projects with Bhabha 9 bearing in mind limitations this ~rea with which you 

fu 11 y familiar. (i~~~ 

Question assigmnent AEC rep in Bomb&iy should not repeat not be discussed 
1it SI·< 

with Bhabha since not fully cleared within USG.. 

End 

FYI: On questions of cost and length of time necessary for Indians 

carry out nuclear explosio@ 9 r~ised in report Weisner left for you in Delhi, 

and for your background informatioim only following are conclusio11s of US 

intelligence community this subject co11.ttained NIE 4--2 ... 64, October 2li, 1964: 

~ 
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MESSAGE TO- SECRET ARY FROM 
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PASS TO WHITE HOUSE 

BEFORE LEAVING NEW DELHI WEDNESDAY EVENING FOR HOME I LEFT 
FOL~OWING REPORT FOR JOHN PA~FREY, AEC, WHO WILL BE IN NEW DELHI 
ON THURSDAY. I HAVE ASKED TO HAVE IT SENT ON TO YOU IN THE 
THOUGHT IT MAY BE HELPFUL IN EVALUATING' SITUATION HERE. 
REPORT IS t,fS FOLLOWS. 

"THERE HAS BEEN A VERY CONSIDERABLE DEBATE HERE BOTH 
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE REGARDING THE POSSIBILITY AND DESIRABILITY 
CFN 2 ~?4 2 ~ 11 

PAGE TWO RUSBAE·788 ~ 
OF MAK ING AN IND IAN NUCLEAR WE A PON. THE MA IN MOT IV AT ION TO DATE 
IS POLITICAL, BUT THERE IS ,ALSO SOME DESIRE FOR A DETERRENT • 
AGAINST CHINA AND SOM.E VAGUEFEELING THAT IF A NUCLEAR MINE 
FIELD MAKES SENSE IN EUROPE IT COULD.BE USEFUL ON INDIA-
CHINA BORDER. 

THE ISSUE HERE WAS CONFUSED BY·BHABHA~S QUOTATIONS FROM THE 
AEC REPORT ON PLOW SHARE PRESENI'~D AT, GENEVA THAT. GAVE A COST 
OF $600,000 FOR A 2 MT EXPLOSION.- THIS WAS GENERALLY INTERPRETED 
TO MEAN THAT INDIA COULD CARRY our A NUCLEAR EXPLOSION FOR SUCH A 
.SUM. IN PAHTICULAR THIS IS WHAT THE PRIMIN SEEMS TO HAVE 
BELIEVED AT ONE POINT. MANY SCIENTISTS 'HAVE COMPLAINED TO THE 
PR IMIN ABOUT THIS AND BHABHA HAS CLARIFIED T.HE POINT.-

NONETHELESSS I BELIEVE THAT HE IS ST IuL· UNDER EST IM AT ING THE r OST 
OF CARRYING OUT A NUCLEAR EXPLOSION. HE TOLD ME THAT HE COULD MAKE 
AND TEST A CRUDE NUCLEAR DEVICE FOR APPROX IM ATEL Y ,TEN MILL ION 

DECLASSIFIE REPRODUCTION FROM' THIS COPY IS 
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DOLLM~S. INCIDENTALLY I THINK IT WOULD BE HELPFUL IF THE AEC . 
COULD PROVIDE A COST ESTIMATE HAVING SOME, SOLIDITY. THE ESTIMATE · 
SHOULD BE BASED ON THE ASSUM PI' ION THAT THE IND !ANS HAVE 
PLUTONIUM AVAILABLE BUT MUST DEVELOP EVERYTHING ELSE • 

. EHABHA IS ST ILL SAYING THAT IT WOULD BF POSSIBLE TO MAKE A • 
NUC~AREXPLOSION IN 18 MONTHS. MANY OF THE SCIENTISTS OBJECT TO 
CFN $600,000 2 18 --

PAGE THREE RUSBAE s?~r 
THIS OPTIMISTIC FIGURE AND AT LEAST TWO HAVE WRITT.E~: TO TdE PRIMIN • 
STATING THAT IT WAS TOO OPTIMISTIC. BHABHA APPARENTLY WA~lTS 
AUTHORITY AND· RESOURCES TO MOVE FORWARD WITHOUT FINAL. DEC!SION .: 
REGARDING ACTUAL EXPLOSION. 

NO ONE HAS ESTIMATED WHAT A REAL WEAPON SYSTEM WOULD ~OST OR 
UNDERSTANDS WHAT WILL B~ DQ~- ~ITH IT. 

, . ' 

ON THE CONSTRUCT IVE SIDE THERE ARE SEVERAL POSSIBILITIES. 1 

BEST OF ALL WOULD BE TO SUPPORT THE IND IAN RE SOL UT ION, OR so~ 
VARIANT OF IT, IN THE UN. THE INDIAN RESOLtrrION WOULD PUT THE 
INDIANS SQUARELY ON RECORD AGAINST ACQUISITION OF WEAPONS AND 

CERTAINLY WOULO BE A POWERFUL DETERRENT TO ANY .. BOMB MOVEMENT 
HERE. 

OF A MORE LIMITED SCOPE ARE THE ,VARIOUS TECHNICAL THINGS 
THAT COULD BE Dm!E. I HAVE DISCUSSED. THE POSSlBILITY OF A SMALL 
SATELLITE, PLOW SHARE EXPERIMENTS, TROPIGAL WEATHER STUDIES, 
ASIAN-REGION GROUND WATER DEVELDPMENT, COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH 
ON THORIUM FUEL AND FAST REACTORS AND FURTHER COOPERATIVE 
ACTIVITIES ON TECHNICAL EDUCATION. 

BHABHA IS 4\NXIOUS 'TO EXPLORE AVAILABILITi OF PLOWSHARE WITH YOU. 
HE IS INTERESTED IN THE POSSIBILITY OF MAKING HARBORS AND WATER 
RESERVOIRS·. HE ALSO RAISED THE QUESTION OF THE EXCHANGE OF RADIO­
ACT IVE SAMPLING DATA OBTAINED FRCM CHINESE TESTS. 

. . -
PAGE FOlR . ____788 ..£......E__Q__ T 

IT WOULD HELP THE INDIANS POL IT ICALL Y IF SOME TEST 
D.ATA COULD BE MADE AVAILABLE. I DON•T KNOW WHAT THE--RESTRICTIONS 

~ 
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WOULD BE BUT BELIEVE THAT SOME COULD BE GIVEN TO THEM QUICKLY 
WITHOUT ANY HARM. I MADE NO srATEMENT REGARDING' THE POSSIBILITY 
BUT SAID THAT HE SHOUIDEXPLORE THE tr: ATTE:-R -w-rrH. YOUA-Nb -:rwouLD LOOK 
INTO IT AT HOME. • • 

BHABHA IS ALSO INTERESTED IN TALKING ABOUT NUCLEAR DESALINIZATION. 
WE TOUCHED. ON THIS 'BRIEFLY BUT WIT HOUT REACHING ANY JUDGMENT 
REGARDING 'THE DESIR ABILITY OF DOING ANYTHING AT T}{E PRESENT TIME. 

,· ' 
' ' . 

· I DID NOT EX PLOR'E THE QUEST ION OF AN AEC REPRESENT AT IVE IN 
sm BAY ... • <END QUOTE) 

ENDOF REPORT.OF DR. WIESNER TO JOHN PALFREY GP-3 ROWLES 
BT ' 

, 

NOTE: Advance copy to S/S-O at 1: 50 a.m~., January 21. 

Passed White House at 2:05 a.m., January 21 . 
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CFN 2 05 5 179 2 1 12 

RMR 

P GE T10 RUSBAE 789 S ~ ET , 
-THROUGH DR. WIESNER WAS ABLE TO IDENTIFY THESEDISCUSSIONS 

EVERAL ROMISIN R AS OF EXPANDED SCIENTIFIC COOPERATION WHICH 
COUL SIGNIFICANTLY ENHANCEINDIA•S PRE E AND CONFIDENCE IN 
PEACEFUL SCIENTIFIC DEVELOPMENT. 

HE WAS ALSO SUBJECT.TO SOME PERSISTENT AND POSITIVE QUESTIONING 
IN REGARD TO NUCLEAR WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT WHICH REFLECTED SOUL 
SEARCHING WHICH IS NOl~ GOING (1N IN 'AND ·AROUND GOio THESE 
QUESTIONSCOVEREDWIDE RANGE OF SUBJECTS INCLUDI~G COST AND TIMING 
REQUIREDFOR NUCLEAR EXPLOSION, DEV LOPMENT OF EFFECTIVE WEAPONS 
DELIVERY SYSTEM, ETC~ 1 . 

9 

~ 

DAC 
SCI 
AEC 

· li 

FOR HIS PRESENCE HERE AT 

AS 1ATTER STAND TODAY,· TOP INDIAN LEADERS ·sTILL APPEARTO BE 
• STRONGLY COMMITTED AGAINST PRODUCTION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS. 

INDEEDSHAST STATED • ~ W O RE EVER MADE INI 

\ TDIA IT w·· NOT BE BY MINISTRY HEAPED BY HINo STRONG 0, S N 
_, NDIAN NUCLEAR t• WAS ALSO EXPRESSED BY MANY ARTICULATE 
DIAN SCIENTISTS; EVEN BHABHA WENT OUT OF HIS WAY TO PROFESS 

HIS MODERATION0~ THIS ISSUE. 
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AT SA~E TIME, IT IS CLEAR THAT INDIAN OFFICIALS AND SCIENTISTS 
WHO OPPOSE BOMB FEEL THEMSELVES TO BE ON DEFENSIVE RD IN NEED 
OF MORE PERSUASIVE TO DEFEND ARGUMENTS THEIR POSITION. IT IS ALSO 
CLEAR THA PRESENT ?10DERATELY HOPEFUL SITUATION COULD BE ABRUPTLY 

PtGE THREE RUSBAE 789 S-E R E-T 
REVERS•D BY NEGATIVE POLITICAL DEVEL0.PMENTS"1 

FOR INSTE,NGE COMBINATION OF DEVELOPMENTS THAT COULD CONCEIVABLY 
BRING AB0U1" SUCH f.\ SWITCH M!GHT CONSIST OF AN0:'HER Ot1B EX PLO-
SIO~ • BY CHINESE IN EARLY SPRING, FURTHER ADVERSE SH!F"'f IN 
DOMESTICFOOD SITUATION, F'AILiJRE OF INDIAN DE ....EGt~'I'ES1"0 DEAL , 
EFFECTIVELYWITH CHINESE AT ALGIERS AND FEELING THAT UK AND U~, 
HAVE NGT BEEN ADEQUATELY TO THEIR PRESENT DILEMMA. RESPONSIVE 

DR. WIESNERWILL UNDOUBTEDLY VIEWS ON COURSE EXPRESS HIS OWN, 
OF ACTION WHICH WE MIGHT FOLLOW DUR iNG TALKS HE: HOPES TO HAVE 
WITH SECRETARY AND OTHERS IN VASHINGTON •EARLY NEXT WEEK 

• IN MEANTIMEMY OWN ANALYSIS IS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. WORLD HAS NOW ARRIVED AT CRITIC. L WATERSHEnIN REGfiRDTO·· 
DEVELOPMENT WEAPONS. INDIA DECIDES FOR AND US• OF NUCLEAR IF 
WHATEVER TO PROCEED OF-BOMB, PROLIFERATION REASONS WITH PRODUCTION 
WILL SPREAD AND WITHIN FIVE OR SIX YEARS WE MAY BE FACED WI!H 
DOZEN OR SO NUCLEAR POWERS, MOST OF THEM UNSOPHISTICATED IN THIS 
COMPLEX AREA AND SOME OF THEM POLIT l:,CALLYIRRESPONSIBLE. 
FROM STANDPOINT OF US SECURITY INTERESTS AND EVEN FROM THOSE OF 
USSR SUCH DEVELOPMENT WOtn..DBE UNMITIGATED DI$ASTER. 

PAGE FOUR RUSBAE 789 S E C R ~ T 
2. INDIA AND THOSE OTHER NON-NUCLEAR WHICH ARE NOW POWERS 
IN.POSITION TO MAKE BOMBCANNOTOVER PERIOD OF TIME BE DIVERTED 
FROM PRODUCING NUCLEAR WEAPONS BY MORAL EXH0R"f ATI0NS AND LECTURES 
FROM MEMBERS OF PRESENT NUCLEAR CLUB. THEREFORECERTAIN AMOUNT 
OF·GIVE AS WELL AS TAKE IS ESSENTIAL IF WE ARE TO COPE 
EFFECTIVELYWITH THIS CRITICAL SITUATION. 

3. IN THIS CONTEXT THAT UNDERSTANDINGS IT IS CONCEIVABLE 
COULDBE REACHED THROUGHUN OR OTHERWISE THAT WOULD CONSTITUTE 
MAJORPOLITICAL BREAKTHROUGH. POSSIBILITIESFOLLOWING 
SUGGEST 'THEMSELVES:· 

A RESOLUTION CALLING O J,ALLNON-NUCLEAR POWERS TO FOREGO 
PRODUCTIO~OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS. 
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B AGRF.EMENT BY NUCLEAR POl.i. ◄ RS THAT THEY WILL REFRAIN FROM AS-
SISTING NON-NUCLEAR IN PRODUCING NUCLEARPOWERS OR ACQUIRING 
\ .AP ~S GRADE ATERIAL EXCEPT FOR PEACEFUL USES UNDER INTERNATIONAL 
AGREE~ENTANDWITH SUITABLE INSPECTION. 

·c. ACCEPTANCE BY USSR AND UK OF' _PRESJOHNSON• S PROPOSAL 
THAT THERE B~ CUT-OFF ON FURTH~Rl PRODUCTIO~OF BOTH NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS ANDMISSILES, PLus· WITHACCEPTABLEAGREEMENT INSPECTI°ON 
PROVISIONS TO ENO TESTING ASSUMEFRANCE WOULD UNDERGOUND •. CiST A ND ALO OF. ) • .- • - . 

. . 
D. ASSURANCEFROM' POWERS PERHAPS UNDER NUCLEAR. 
SOME U7'. f C'"" .ON THAT THEY WOULD BR ING ALLNECESSARY FORC..:, 

- ' 

PAGE F!VE RUSBAE 789 S ~ 
PRESSUREAND INFLUENCE ON ANY NUCLEAR POWERJHAT EITHER USES 
OR THREATENSTO USE . 

. NUCLEARWEAPONSAGAINST A NEIGHBOR. ALTHOUGH IT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE 
AND PROBABLY UNWISE TO HANDLE THIS BY jQINT SOVIET-US DECLARATION. 

J
PARALLELSTATEMENTS BY US AND USSR HAVE BEEN MADE ON SIMILAR -- ., 
SUBJECTS IN PAST AND MIGHT PROVIDE USEFUL DEVICE IN THIS . 

1 INSTANCE . · - -o 

4. OBSTACLES TO DEVELOPMENT OF SUCH A BALANCi.BOTH IN USS~ 
AND US AS WELL AS IN SOME NON-NUCLEAR ARE BOTH COUNTRIES 
FORMIDABLE AND OBVIOUS. HOWEVER IT IS IN UN INTERESTS AND IN 
ACCORDtHTH US RESPONSIBILITIESTIIAT WEMAKE IMAGINATIVE 
DETERMINED,HONESTEFFORT NOW TO DEVELOP AFFIRMATIVEAN~EALlST!G 
APPROACH AND THEN PRESS ACTIONFOR COMMON WITH VIGOR AND WITHOUT· 
DELAY. ' • 

MORE SPECii !CALLY I SUGGEST.WESEIZE ON_PRESENT FAVORABLEMOOD 
HERE IN NEWDELHI TO DISCUSS POSSIBILITY OF SUCH AGREEMENT OR 
UNDERSTANDING WITH INDI~S AND ATTEMPT TO GUIDE THEM TOWARD 
APPROACH WHICHWE MIGHT FIND ACCEPTABLE. 

EVEN IF OUREFFORTS SHOULD FAIL, OUR POSITIONJ BEFORE WORLD 
WILL B GREATLY STRENGTHENED AND AT .SADE TIME WE WILL PROV IDE .SOME 
FURTHERDETERRENCtTO INDIANS FROM MOVING INTO NUCLEAR 
WEAPONSFIELD. AT BEST IT MIGHT PROVIDE BASIS FOR MAJOR 
HISTORIC POLITICAL BREAK HROUGH WHICHwotn..D BE TO EVERLASTING 
CREDIT OF NEW JOHNSON ADMINIS~RA_TION~ Gp.:3 

BOWLES. 
. . 

~O'J;E: ADVANCECOPY TO S/S-0 AT 4:20 A.M. JANUARY21, 1965· 
PASSED WHITE HOUSE, 1/21/65 - 5:17 A.M. 
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G We have bad very useful series of talks here with Jerry Weisner and 
SP 

believe we have worked out good ccon@en~u~Ol!l what. he might do in Delhi.L 
BTF Essentially we believe his mission ~ho~ld fo~u~ on ,two of our major
EUR 
FE objectives in our effort influence Indian n~l~ar pcli~y. First of these is 
IO 

to help India demonstrate that it@ $~i®~tific and te~hnological capabilitiesp 

IOP are at least equal tc those of lChicoms. Weisner ~hould probe in bis talks on 
NSC 
INR the political· level for information regarding what GOI has in mind doing about 
CIA 

its prestige problem. He may $8.f that US b prepa~ed to explore with IndiaNSA 
DOD certain scientifi@ projects whi~h might have re1ult of demonstrating Indian 
NIC 
DAC scientific prowess. He may bll:'oadly sket«!h out the following examples of 
SCI 

proje(Cts on which we might assist~ (1) plutonium recycling; (2) thoriumAID 
E recycling; (3) development of Trombay Regional Center for studying and
AEC 
NASA : training regarding peaceful uses cf nuelear energy; (4) continued US 
WHB 

cooperation at Odundug Ro~ket Range at Thumba and associated activities such 

as space technological laboratory at ThumbaQ PYIG At this time we do not 

envisage contributing to projects which would divert significant portion 

Indian resources from ecenomic developmeinto We are interested in eliciting 

Indian ideas 
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Page._2__ of telegram to· New Delhi 

Indian ideas as to possible cooperative proje~t~ but wish avoid reacting to them in 

manner which might suggest tentative acceptan<Ceo End FYI. 

We would hope you and Weisner at politi<cal level in Delhi will be able to cl~ar 

way for more detailed exploration of 6U©h cooperatioito This will enable Comnrj.ssi.cmer 
while 

Palfrey to follow up with discussions of possible nuclear projects Aidtnk he is illil 

India for inauguration Plutonium Separation Planto We would then be in position to 

review possible fields for cooperation in Washington and make determination what US 

can do to assbto 

:~~utonium Separation Plant can have in:portan.t piea~eful use~ and its <eon?]tru~tion i~ 

agnificant s@ientifi@ achievemente Our dJj aim ia to help Indians call international 

attention to its conatru0tion and try to do $0 in rruch a way ars to commit Indians 

publicly to its peaceful use. Since inauguration will be attended by distingui~bed 

representativeG eany governments and international organizations, failure O'S attend. 

would draw critical attention. 

If you and Weisner find particular iintere~t in Delhi in discussing cooperative 

space ventures 9 you .might want to ©all on Arnold Frutkin for assistance in more 

detailed talkso Ile will be at Thumba ~eminar ~Dtil January 16. Believe you might 

find it quite helpful to have talk with Frutkin abo~t US activities at Thumba even 

if HS Weisner talks do not require his preae!DlceeDelhi. Ile would be avtilable ~ome 

to Delhi at you~ request (Deptel 1353)~ 

Weisner's second objective should be to reinfor~e Indian de~ision ~tick to 

current nuclear policy by supporting your effort~ draw Indian leader.~ into ~eri.0111~ 

talks on danger$ and impli~ations of proliferation. We see no need elaborate in 

this 
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Page,-.-..:::3=-_of telegram to-=-,_.,,::-.,,_ew-'-'-·--....:D::....e;:;...;:l=h=-=i=- _.!. 

this message on possibilities in this area regarding which both you and Weisner are 

so well informed. 

It was agreed here subje«:t of Indian l@ad®r$hip in international efforts to get 

non-proliferation agreement ahoul!_ not be pl!irrs~d in thb brief visito If Indiane 

raise subject, you should limit ~c~nts to fcll~ving line~ 

1. US, like India, pla<e®e high priority cm urly <eon~lt\;R~ionworkable non­

proliferation agreement" 

2. We understand India and other nation~ hav® b®~~ @on~idertng possible 

resolution for UNGA. 

3. Effective non ... proliferation agreement muret l®av® room for ad.equate security 

arrangements for non=w~leu power~ wi@h hav~ el®~t®d ~~chew atom.i~ weapons. For 

example e@curity of fr<ee non=nu~lear &arop~an maticims r~1uire$ that there be adequate 

arrangement~ for their 'ln.1!.~leardefeMe in@l~ding ~ome kind of alli®d nu~lear force if 

European, desire it and can agree on a~~ept~bl® arrang®~nt. S~h for~e would have as 

a major obje©tiv® prev~ntion of proliferaticna S®~~rity of Fr®® Asian nations requires 

that ,right of transit by nu~lear p0>werl&lbee mailKainede 

4" Exact n:1kwlii13 wording of poesiblei noD-p1t'olife:r.mticn. r<esolution and agreement 

is matter for expert~ to work out iIDl @cntext UNGAand ENDC;W® hope we can work with 

interested countries at UNGAand DDC to get world agr~eme~t on noft=proliferation. 

Security &f5lsurancesi~ ... another ddiccate subje©i:o If raised by Indians 

you should not go beyond aHuran~e~ of Pr~iddentt w~ ~tatemel!lt ~tober 16 and sppech 

October 18 and you should avoid discussing with lndialmti pc~!9libility parallel US­

Soviet Union &$surancee. (D~pt®l 1349 >~ 
Webner 
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Weisner has agreed to come to Washington several days after his return. After 

we ha.ve digested your reports)l talked to Weisner and learned the results of Palfrey's 

trip, we shall be in better position to decide n~xt Qteps., 

GP..,l. 

End 

.. 
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PRELIMINARY REPORT ON VlSlT OF 

J.B. WIESNER AND J. W. JOYCE TO INDIA* 

January 14-20, 1965 

Objectives 

1. To explore possible joint actions that can be undertaken 

by the U.S. and India to extend and strengthen the image of 

India as the leader, among developing nations, of non-proliferation, 

and of the applications of science and technology, including 

peaceful uses of atomic energy, to the orderly solution of many 

of the problems facing the world today. 

2. To explore and evaluate the current situation in 

India regarding the likelihood of their building and detonating 

a device to offset the Chinese Communist bomb. 

Discussion 

The factors that will shape GOI policies regarding such 

matters as non-proliferation and the support of scientific 

research and evelopment are numberous and complex. Obviously, 

despite skillful and comprehensive briefings by Ambassador Bowles 

and 

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 
*Draft prepared by J.W.J. and reviewed by JB.W. 
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. and members of his staff, combined with discussions with a 

limited number of top Indian officials and scientists, time 

did not permit an exhaustive analysis of the situation. Certain 

conclusions can be drawn, nevertheless .. 

·1. While the official GOI position is squarely in support 

of non-proliferation, there is a violent debate going on within 

the Congress Party, the government, and among leading Indian 

scientists as to how long this position can be held, and what 

the alternatives may be. These alternatives range from taking 

all.necessary steps just short of building a bomb, to the actual 

construction of both a bomb and a delivery system. 

Many Indian scientists are opposed to any of these 

alternatives, but both scientists and government leaders are well 

aware of the pressures that will build up in favor of one or 

more of these actions if the Chine~explode further devices. 

The current consensus is that it may be possible to contain 

these pressures if only one more Chicom event occurs, but 

probably not if a series of explosions takes place. 

On the 

LIMITED OFFICIIL USE 



LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 

- 3 -

On the other hand, there is, we believe, a completely 

unreatistic appreciation among GOI officials and many of the 

scientists.concerning time and cost estimates to achieve an 

Indian "bang", let alone an operational bomb. The Indian 

public is also unaware of the dimensions of the problem. 

These uncertainties stem, in some degree, from misunderstandings 

engendered by a recent speech by Dr. Bhabha, but the basic cause 

appears to be a lack of precise information as to the factors 

invoived. Thus, cited figures of 18 months and costs up to 

$10,000,000 for a "bang" are, we believe, far too low. Just how 

much higher they may be is difficult to estimate on the basis of 

our limited observations, but factors of 4 or 5 in costs and 2 

or 3 in .time appear more realistic. 

In particular, lead~ng Indian scientists themselves are 

badly split on the issue of non-proliferation. A number app~ar 

to have direct access to the Prime Minister and are providing him 

with their views and suggestions. Several feel that he has been 

seriously mis-led as to the realities of the situation, although 

Dr. Wiesner's talk with him does not support this observation. 

While ·most Indian scientists are firmly in favor of the present 

GOI course, some feel that· if negotiations on non-proliferation 

fail, India must go the course of the bomb in order to protect 

her interests. 
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2. While it is unlikely that any specific scientific 

accomplishment can directly offset the effects of the Chinese 

bomb, there are several areas in which U.S.-Indian cooperation 

is of interest to India, and which, if pursued, can help to 

reestablish Indian scientific prestige. These include: 

A. Space projects of various kinds, ranging fran greater 

activity in optical and radio tracking of other 

countries' satellites, to the launching from Indian 

soil by Indians of a satellite. For a relatively 

simple satellite, instrumented payloads can be 

constructed by Indian research groups. U.S. assistance 

would be needed for various components, such as guidance 

packages, boosters, etc. Additionally, Indians estimate 

that for $25 million they could probably develop a 
s0unding 

useful/rocket for work in the region up to 1,000 

kilometers. Again, this estimate needs careful study 

to determine its validity. 

B. The GOI is interested in ass:ia:ance in the area of 

population control and f°amily planning. Specifically, 

they would like to "borrow" some sixty qualified people 

to operate at a block* level in training Indians in the 

necessary techniques and procedures~ 
,~A "block" is an area containing from 50 to 100 villages. 
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C. There is Indian interest in analyzing Tiros 

Weather Satellite pictures and data in connection with 

problems in tropical meteorology - particularly 

monsoon phenomena. More accurate long range weather 

forecasts can be of significant benefit in scheduling 

crops, since a large part of Indian agriculture still 

depends on natural rainfall, as opposed to irrigation. 

D. There is active interest in improving their educational 

system at all levels, with particular emphasis on 

science teaching. They want samples of materials 

developed in the U.S. for science curricula, and appro­

priate exchange visits of Indians and Americans. 

E. There is interest in applying "Plowshare" techniques 

to such problems as the construction of large water 

catchment areas, harbors, etc. 

F. There is interest in nuclear energy desalination­

power complexes, particularly in areas where large 

quantities of brackish ground water are available. 

G. There is interest in a regional study of hydrological 

phenomena, including ground water and water-logging 

problems. 

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 
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Recommendations 

It is recommended that the following actions be taken in 

connection with proposed scientific and technological projects. 

1. Explore cooperative space possibilities including:
a; 

A. Additional optical and radio tracking facilities 

on Indian territory. 

B. The availability of essential components presently 

lacking in India needed to make possible the 

launching of an Indian satellite. 

C. Check Indian estimates of $25 million for the 

development of scientific sounding rockets capable 

of carrying 100 kilogram payloads to altitudes of 

from 500 to 1,000 kilometers. 

2. Provide population control experts to train Indians 

at block levels in the necessary techniques and 

procedures. 

3. Investigate the possibilities of providing Tiros 

Weather Satellite data to Indians for their analysis 

in connection with tropical meteorology and particularly 

monsoon problems. 

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 
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4. Explore the possibility of further collaboration with 

the National Science Foundation and Educational 

Services, Incorporated, in order to provide personnel 

and materials and all scientific course content improvement 

work now going on in the U.S. 

5. Explore with AEC '~lowshare'' possibilities in connection 

with large water catchment areas and harbors. 

6. Explore desalination possibilities, palticularly in 

areas where large quantities of brackish ground 

water are availabiltey. 

7. Explore possible joint studies of hydrological phenomena 

inchding ground water and water-logging problems: 

In order to be meaningful, these studies may have to 

be pursued on a regional basis which would include 

adjacent countries. 

J. Wallace Joyce 

Addendum Attached. 

Ja_nuary 25, 1965 
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ADDENDUM 

The initiative for all scientific and techn0l0gical 

projects came from the Indians. There were no commitments 

made or implied by Dr. Wiesner during the discussions. 

The subjects plutonium recycling and thorium processing 

were not discussed in view of Mr. Palfrey's impending visit 

to India. 

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARYOF DEFENSE 

31 December 1964 

MEMORANDUMFOR MR. KOMER 
Room 372, Executive Office Bldg. 

The attached paper represents Mr. Rowen's 
personal views on a possible approach to the 
Indian Proliferation problem and has no 
official status within the Department of 
Defense. He has asked to have your informal 
comments on this subject in about a week if 
that is possible. 

If you have any questions regarding this 
while he is out of town please call me. 

~f_~ 
Howard Sharlach 
Policy Planning Staff 
Ext. 55678 or 55819 

JAN 5 1965 
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mo, 

Octobers~ ..... 

Spurgeon, 

As you predicted, I find mys elf in full 
agreement on preferred course of action. 
In fact, I'd see as additional strong arguments 
that: (a) getting India to lay off would ease 
our Pak problems; (b) if India wastes money 
on nuclear weapons capability, we I d be 
indirectly subsidising it through our aid 
(and total burden on us likely to be greater)o 

I'm more dubious, however, about 
implication of Recommendation on pp. 8-9 
that we consider a dramatic "peaceful uses 11 

program<! No harm in looking at this option, 
but I see real risk that we'd merely be 
building up eventual Indian capability should 
India decide to go nuclear later. Moreover, 
the cost might be high. 

~omerN C 
By 

v~ cr-
&EC!tET 
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M£MURANDUM 

~1 1 AJF(l 

Enclosed is the report of the subcommittee which, under 

rhe chairmanship of Mr. Turner Cameron, NEA/State, has 

stud t e<i al c ernat i ve courses of policy to deal with the problem 

of nuclear weapons p~oliferetlon in respect to India. 

l propoB~ that we meet in my conference room on 

October 9 at 10:00 a.m. to consider this report. 

~el¾~ 
Llewellyn E. Th"ompson 
Acting Deputy Under Secretary 

Attachment: 
Report on the Indian Problem 
Proposed Course of Action 

-

01,st r 1but iun To: 
ACDA - Mr. Fi sher .. Mr, Sorensonrna IACDA • Dr. Scoville l,25X1i 

White House - Mr. Kel'DY EUR. Mr. Spiers 
Def en HE> - Mr. Barber S/P -Mr. Owen 
JCS - Gen. Powers NEA ·- Mr. Talbot 
A EC - Mr . L.a bow i t z INR - Mr. Spain 

In format ion Coples to: 
S IMF - Amb . Sm i t h SCI - Mr. Pardee 

l. - Mt . Meeker FE - Mr. Mendenhall 
IO - Mr Gardnt>r AF - Amb. Trimble 

, ..... · ,.... -·: ,,, •. r-•:• .,,... 1 Group 3 
n~ .. ~ ......-o~n~ 1? VPAr intP.rvals~llt 
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September 29, 1964 

Subject: The Indian Nuclear Problem: Propo~ed Course of Action 

DISCUSSION 

The new Shastri government and the various initiatives on nuclear 

matters whi·h will figure in the UNGA give us an opportunity to approach 

the Indians on the full range of matters relating to nonproliferation~ 

A review. of Indian policy concerning nuclear matters ls undoubtedly on 

Prime Minister Shastri 1 s agenda. The recent restatement in a number of 

forums of the classic Indian position on this question suggests that 

the problem is very much on the minds of Indian leaders (Appendix 1). 

Several of these statements, particularly the Prime Minister's to 

Parliament on September 14, 1964., highlight in a somewhat sharper 

fashion than before India's increasing capability to produce nuclear 

weapons if it should decide to do so. If we are to use this opportunity 

to see that the Indians take fully into account our thoughts on these 

questions as they make a full review of their policy on nuclear matters, 

the following factors indicate that we should move in the near future,· 

probably before _the end of the year. 

1. Political Factors: During the past year or so the political 

climate in India has changed in such a way as to make it more likely 

than before that the GOI will take a very serious look at the 

possibility of its undertaking a nuclear weapon development program 

(See Appendix 2)~ 

a. The Indians know that it will be only a question of time 

before the Chinese Connnunists detonate a nuclear device . 

.-- DECLASSIFIED b. The present 

Aud10rltyeiJ '7,~«J.14( '-'i1<) 
GROUP l • • 

f1",f!0.£.NARA. DateO~:i:tz~ Excluded from automatic downgrading 
and declassification.OCTB 1 



s .zt',1~ LIMIT DISTRIBUTION 

- 2 -

b. The present Indian Government cannot afford to be caught 

napping by such a development with adverse political consequences 

similar to those which resulted from Indian lack of preparedness 

in the face of the Chinese attack in 1962. 

c. Although still influ~nced by Gandhian principles of 

nonviolence and following a nonaligned foreign policy, the present 

Indian leaders are more pragmatic, concentrating more on Indian 

national interests and less on India's wo~ld image than the late 

Prime Minister Nehru. On this prestige issue, Indian nationalism I. 
could be expected to weigh very strongly with Indian leaders. 

de During the past two years the Indians have.shown that 

they want to develop the capability of producing themselves the 
. . 

full range of military equipment needed to meet their defense 

requirements. .. 
• 

e. On the other.hand, in its publ-ic posture the Indian 

Government continues to emphasize its peaceful use·s program and 
·• 

its opposition to the spread of nuclear weapons. However, our 

experience indicates that the Indians are quite capable of taking 

a private position which can be very different from their public 

position. 

2. Economic Factors: The development of a capability to produce 

e limited number of crude devices would not require a significant 

additional diversion of resources from already planned economic or 

military expenditures (See Appendix 3). 

a. Including expenditures authorized for the current year, 

India 
~ 
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India has already devoted $220 million for nuclear development 

since 1954. The rate of expenditure has been increasing. 

bo An expenditure of an additional $30-40 million over a 

three-year period would probably be enough for the production of 

a crude, low-yield, plutonium device. (This sum would be 

negligible in terms of over-all ~ndian defense expenditures but 

th2 development of a nuclear weapons system would be quite 

another matter.). 

3. Jechnological Factors: The estimate of the intelligence 

cormnunity is that India can produce a crude nuclear device within 

one to three years after the political decision has been made to do 

soo Prime Minister Shastri has recently said that India corild 

develop the necessary know-how in one year if the decision were made 

to do so. 

a. The Indians have already taken the first decision in the 

series which could make possible the production of nuclear 

weapons, i.e., to have available, on demand, unsafeguarded 

weapons grade plutonium, or at the least the capacity to produce 

it. The plutonium separation plant at Trombay began operations 

in May l 96t+G 

b. The next in this series of steps, i.e., to begin weapons 

research and development, could take place at any time, if, in 

fact, it is not already under way. 

c. Canberras now in the Indian Air Force inventory provide 

a crude delivery system. 

d. On the 

(SECRET 
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d. On the other hand, India's ability to achieve a meaningful 

nuclear deterrent is clearly limited. It would be capable of 

producing only one to two low-yield weapons a year from unsafe­

guarded plutonium, at least until the end of the present decade. 

Unless it is able to acquire advanced aircraft to increase its 

delivery capacity, the range of its Canberras restricts their 

usefulness for this purpose. It is, therefore, unlikely that 

India could have more than a token nuclear capability and a 

limited delivery system before the 1970 1 s. 

COURSE OF ACTI0N 

Alternatives Considered 

The Working Group-has considered the following alternative 

courses of action (See Appendix 5): 

1. To assist India to develop a nuclear weapons capability; 

2 .. To.be prepared.to impose economic and other sanctions in an 

effort to prevent India from going the nuclear weapons route; 

3. To reinforce India's stated policy of confining its nuclear 

development to peaceful purposes; and 

4. To do nothing on a bilateral basis to influence Indian policy 

on nuclear matters. 

We eliminated 1 and 4 above because on balance we considered it 

to be in the U.S. national interest that India confine its nuclear 

capability to peaceful purposes and we believe we should do what we 

can to achieve this end. The reasoning behind this conclusion is 

summarized 
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summarized in Appendix 5. We eliminated 2· above because of the 

importance to us of maintaining the U.S.-Indian relationship even if 

India goes the nuclear weapons route. 

We reconnnend number 3 because we believe such an approach could 

be a marginal factor in tipping the balance of an Indian review of 

its nuclear policy in the direction of peaceful uses. Even if we try 

this course and India decides to go the nuclear route, the basic U.S.­

Indian relat:tons·hip which we consider important to U.S. global 

interests wil~. remain largely intact and provide a basis for trying to 

work towards cont~ols over the use of nuclear weapons in the South 

Asian area., 

The recommended course of action takes into account the present 

uncertainty concerning India's future intentions in nuclear matters. 

It contemplates a phased approach, beginning w:i.th a broad, bilateral 

exploration of the problem with consideration of more specific 

arrangements only as it becomes more certain what arrangements would 

be both necessary and useful. The recommended action would take place 

against the background of continuing efforts to achieve international 

arrangements designed to inhibit the further proliferation of national 

nuclear weapons capabilities. These efforts will support the approaches 

directly addressed to the Indian problem. We assume that the U.S., 

after a Chinese Connnunist nuclear test, will substantially step up its 

program designed to provide reassurance to all states in the region 

and that such a program will also support our continuing efforts to 

deal 
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deal with the Indian problem. (The nature of a program following a 

Chinese nuclear detonation is under study by an interdepartmental 

task group.) 

Recorrnnendations 

There follows a more detailed account of the recorrnnendations of 

the Working Group: 

1. _fil:gh-level Consultations with Indian Leaders. We should 

undertake a series of carefully planned, confidential U.S. consulta­

tions with high-level Indian Government leaders in the near future, 

probably before the end of the year. 

Purposes 

a., To share with selected Indian leaders our thoughts on 

the problems and dangers of nuclear proliferation and possible 

international action designed to prevent it. 

b. To probe India's intentions, keeping in mind that we 

wish to minimize any increased bargaining leverage in India's 

dealings with the U.S. 

c. To open a channel which will provide us continuing 

information about Indian capabilities for, .and attitudes towards, 

the production of nuclear weapons so that we will be in a better 

position to try to meet their concerns or to deal with the 

consequences of their actions. 

d. To lay the basis for a continuing relationship designed 

to support the following objectives: (1) to reinforce Indian 

leaders 
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leaders in their present policy of abjuring the development of 

nuclear weapons; (2) to enhance the prospect that India would 

accept international arrangements bearing on nonproliferation 

of nuclear weapons. 

e. To make it necessary for India's leaders to face up to 

the following considerations bearing on any decision to test a 

nucleax device by: 

(1) Contrasting the threat to India from a Chinese 

Comnmnist nuclear weapons program with the larger dangers 

to all of the further proliferation of national nuclear 

weapons capabilities (for example) ah Indian test could 

encourage others to go the nuclear weapons route); 

(2) Questioning the value to India of a limited number 

of nuclear weapons and making it clear that the economic 

consequences of an ambitious nuclear weapons effort would 

hinder the attainment by India of its larger developmental 

and social objectives; and 

(3) Demonstrating that from the standpoint of its 

security interests, India's best course lies in proceeding 

with strengthening of its conventional capabilitie~ while 

relying in the nuclear field on the deterrent effect of a / 

close relationship between India and the major nuclear 

powers. 

Tactics 
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Tactics 

a. The first approach should be made privately to Prime 

Minister Shastri by a special high-level Pres~dential emissary 

who would be prepared to return to India for further meetings 

as the dialogue developed. 

b. The Ambassador would play an active role in these 

conversations and keep the matter in play between the visits 

of the sp~~ial emissary. 

c. A ~~ine qua non of these consultations is that we deal 

with Indie as an equal partner in a mutual· endeavor. 

d. To enhance the mutuality of this endeavor and ificrease 

its value to India, we should be prepared: (1) to provid~ India 

with such information concerning Corrrrnunist ch·ina I s military 

capabilities (conventional and nuclear) as would n~t compromise 

U.So sources; and (2) to speak frankly concerning our ove-r-all 

approach to the problem of proliferation, including the role of 
0 

the. MLF as a means of preventing proliferation of national 

capabilities e 

e .. We should seek to make directly meaningful to India such 

measures as may be undertaken by the U.S. on a broader basis· 

following a Chinese Communist nuclear test, for example, an 

increased U.S. nuclear presence in Asia and the Pacific. 

2. Develop An Alternative to Non-peaceful Use of Nuclear Capacity. 

W~ should proceed promptly with an urgent study within the U.S. 

Government 

SE6R.E.T: 
¼ 
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Government of the feasibility and desirability of offering to cooperate 

with India "in developing one or more dramatic projects in the peaceful 

uses of atomic energy and other advanced technology ~hich would capture 

the imagination of Indians and Afro-Asians and conclusively demonstrate 

the advanced progress of Indian science. This study should be designed 

to give us a basis for substantive talks with the Indians. 

a. We should be prepared to discuss the full range of possi­

bilities within the context of sharing information on scientific 

advances in peaceful uses. 

b. To illustrate what we have in mind, we might suggest to 

India that U.S. and Indian scientists work together in an 

endeavor to find a break-through for the peaceful use of 

plutonium, such as a plutonium-thorium cycle for the production 

of electric power. India could contribute some of its plutonium 

for this purpose. 

c. Another illustrative field for cooperation would be in 

space science. 

d. A third illustration might be a program for peaceful 

use of nuclear explosives in India. We recognize, however, that 

such a program might give rise to difficult technical and 

political problems. 

e. We would 
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e. We would have to be prepared to contribute our share of 

the cost of any agreed project over and above our current conrrnit­

ments for aid to India. 

3. Intensify Efforts to Build Restraining International Climate. 

We should Jntensify our efforts to build an international climate 

which would restrain India and other nations from producing nuclear 

weapons. With respect to India's interest in obtaining a nonprolifera­

tion agreement, we should seek to direct its efforts in a direction 

consistent wich our national interests. 

a. We should consult with India in the preparation of the 

positions we propose to take on nuclear matters in the UNGA and 

the ENDC. 

b. We should explain to the Indians our case for the :MLF. 

4. Consultations With Certain Other Governments. We should 

engage in a series of consultations with other selected governments 

to develop ways of sharing the responsibility for diverting the 

Indians from the nuclear.weapons route. 

a. The U.K. and Canada! The purpose here would be to keep 

these Governments informed of our planned course of action and 

of Indian reactions to our approaches. In addition, we would 

hope to tap new sources of information about Indian intentions 

and the state of Indian technological development. Moreover, 

these Governments should be consulted if we get to the stage in 

our talks where assurances to India enter the picture. 

b. Yugoslavia 

~ET 
<::..__j 
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b. Yug0slavia and Japan. These countries should be considered as potential 

sources of independent influence on India. 

c. The Soviet Union. Any approaches to the Soviet Union should, at a 

minimum, be delayed until we have gotten engaged in talks with the Indians. It 

may not be desirable to bring the Soviets in at all, but we should keep this 

possibility under review. (See 5 below.) 

d. Pakistan. As our efforts with India develop, we will need to work out 

an appropriate approach to Pakistan in order to ensure that its future nuclear 

program also excludes t•1eapons and, more importantly, that it is hot inspired by 

growing U.S.-Indi.an cooperation on nuclear matters to irresponsible actions on 

its own. 

5 .. Assurances to India. We should strengthen our effort to reinforce Indian 

leaders in their present policy of abjuring the development of nuclear weapons by 

assuring them privately and confidentially of our support if they are attacked by 

Communist China and possibly, indicating we would have no objection to their seeking 

similar assurances from the Soviet Union. By confining our public assurances to the 

general language applicable to all Asian states which we plan to use some time after 

the Chinese Communists explode a nuclear device and by applying these assurances 

specifically to India only on a confidential basis, we would hope to avoid impinging 

upon Indian nonalignmenL Of course, if the Soviet Union later proves willing to 

give public assurances to India, we would probably wish to make ours public also. 

a. U.S. Assurances. We should privately and confidentially assure India 

at a high level that: 

(1) The U.S. will continue to be ready to assist India 

to preserve its independence against Communist Chinese 

-aggression 

https://U.S.-Indi.an


r -~T - LIMIT DISTRIBUTION 

- 12 -

/ 

aggression and pressure whatever China's progress with nuclear 

weaponry may be. 

(2) The U.S. will continue to have the ability to respond 

in a flexible manner to any possible Chinese Communist 

aggression against India. 

(3) Communist China should be so foolish as to use 

nuclear weapons against India, it could expect a prompt U.S. 

response. 

(4) In order to deter such use, the U.S., at some 

appropriate time after Chines-e Communist explosion of a 

nuclear device, intends to issue unilaterally a public 

statement regarding its response to Chinese Communist use 

of nuclear weapons against another Asian state. This 

statement will not refer specifically to any free Asian 

nation and so need not impinge on Indian nonalignment. 

(5) While the U.S. is prepared to use its nuclear power 

when essential, it is also prepared to assist India in 

meeting non-nuclear aggression from Communist China by non­

nuclear means. The.existence of a Chinese Communist nuclear 

weapons capability will have no effect upon our willingness 

or capacity to_ do so. 

b. Soviet Assurances. We should weigh the ~dvisability of 

our discussing wL.:h the Indians the question of similar or 

parallel assurances from the Soviet Union. This should be based 

on an assessment of: 

(1) The 
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(1) The probable Indian reading of such a suggestion. 

(2) The conditions under which the Soviets would be 

most likely to provide assurances to India. 

(3) The form of various possible Soviet proposals for 

assurances. and how they might affect U.S. interests both in 

India and on the world scene. 

(4) ~he effect of a Soviet assurance, in addition to one 

from the U.S., on Indian nuclear plans. 

The cm,rse of action recommended by the Working Group is designed 

to be followed ?rior to the detonation of a nuclear device by the 

Chinese Communists. The Working Group believes that by following this~ 

course the U.S. could have some marginal influence on the outcome of 

an Indian review of its nuclear policy. In any case, the cost to 

U.S.-Indian relations of pursuing this course would probably not be 

too great. Once the Chinese Communists have detonated a device, we 

believe a new look at this course of action would be in order. 

Attachments: 

Appendix 1 - Key Statements by Government 
Nuclear Weapons Policy. 

of India Officials on 

Appendix 2 - Political 
Policy. 

Factors Related to Indian Nuclear Weapons 

Appendix 3 - Economic Factors. (NOFORN) 

•Appendix 4 - Technological Factors. (NOFORN) 

Appendix 5 - The Indian Nuclear Problem: 
§ECBET 

Alternative Course of Action. 



APPENDIX 1 - Key Sta temento by Government of India Officials on Nuclear 
Weapons Policy 

September 22: 1964 

September 16, 1964 

September 11+, 1964 

August 31, 196!~ 
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Prime .Minister Shastri. Statement to Rajya Sabha. 

11! want to make it absolutely clear that India does 
not think in terms of manufacturing nuclear weapons", 
and that India 1 s nuclear program is f'or "peaceful 
purposes 11 only. 

Foreign Secretary M. J. Desai. Conversation with 
our DCM. 

n:oesai described as "personal elaboration" 
R. K .. Nehru's comment to Foster OI?- September 4,_ 1961+. 
Desai asserted th.at the GOI position on the manu­
facture, of nucleRr weapons is as publicly stated, 
noting-that India's soci.l, economic and even security 
interests would not be served by the production of 
such weapons. In view of Communist China's great 
lead in this field, it would be suicidal for India to 
contenplate using nuclear weapons. 

Prime Minister Shastri. Answer to a q_uestfon in 
Parliament. 

" Sh2.stri said plutonium was bej_ng produced in Indi.3.. 
and tat the eneral principles for manufacturing 
an a.tom bomb are w8ll known, "but we have not 
acquired. detai.led know-how as we have not worked 
towards this end. It would take about a year to 
develop detailed lmow-how if decisiDn to do so were 
taken. 11 

Prime .Minister Shastri. Message to the Third 
UN Conference on the Peaceful Use of Atomic Energy. 

nindia ·believes today, as it has always believed, 
that atomic energy should only be used for peace:f'ul 
purposes and for the welfare of hurnanity and has 
resolved to use it only in this manner as far as its 
own efforts are concerned." 

CONE'!DE1N'l'11t't 

-.J ·e 3 
D0-s11r• 3-J.el 1.t 12 year 
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August 31, 1964 Spokesman of Ministry of External Affairs. Statement 
to the press in New Delhi. 

The spokesman described as "preposterous" the 
Pakistan Government's allegation that India was pre­
paring to produce atomic bombs. He added that the 
views of the Government of India on the question of 
nuclear energy and on the question of nuclear tests 
and nuclear weapons were too well known to everyone 
to need reiteration . 

August 24-Sep·~. 15, .re Ra K. Nehru, Indian Representative,at the ENDC(Geneva). 
1964 

In a statement at a plenary meeting on August 27, 
Nehru. said: "Although we are ria 'ing rapid progress 
in the field f nuclear science and technology, the 
Government of Indian.as taken a firm decision that in 
no circumstances will our nuclear capabilities be used 
for non-peaceful purposes. We have no intention of 
producing or acquiring nucleo.r wea.:pons, irrespective 
of any action that any other country may take. 11 In 
a statement at a plenary on September 1, Nehru repeated 
that India would employ atomic power only for peaceful 
purposes~ In a private conversation with Mr. William C. 
Foster on September i~, 1 ehru said his statement of 
Atgust 27, 1964 reflected the po~ition of the Govern­
ment of India 11now1 

; he added that the Indian position 
might change if the vhinese Com;"1unists exploded a 
nuclear device. ()n September 15, he reiterated, at a 
plenary, total Indian opposition to the manu:facture 
or use of nuclear weapons. 

Maren 1964 Defense Minister Y. B. Chavan .. .\nswer to a question 
durine a parliamentary debate on the budget for the 
Ministry of Defense, concerning the Go·rernment' s 
policy with regard to producing uconventional 
nuclear weapons. n 

"No.experiments are being done on that and it is not 
the policy of the Government to do it." 

October 15, 1963 Mrs. V. L .. pa.ndit, Indian delegate. Statement at the 
First Committee during th= Eighteenth Session of 
the UN General Assembly. 

11As a counterproposal to the Treaty, the Chinese 
feople's Government have proposed a meeting of the 

https://Indian.as
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March 25, 1963 

December 23, 1962 

May 10, 1962 

ID R3 

Heads of States to consider the immediate 
destruction of all nuclear weapons and their means 
of delivery. If nuclear weapons were to be destroyed 
without a simultaneous reduction in conventional 
forces, it would leave China as the mightiest military 
power on earth. In our reply to the Chinese proposal 
suggesting a conference of Heads of States for this 
purpose, we drew their attention to this fact." 

Prime t-'J.nister Nehru. Statement ma.de during debate 
on budget demands of-the Atomic Energy Department 
in wk Sabha. 

u.From a practical point of view, apart from the 
ethical and moral aspects which are important, it is 
right that we should adhere to our decision not to 
use atomic·energy·for producing nuclear weapons." 

President Ra.dhakhrfshnan. Surat, Golden Jubilee 
Celebration of the Sarvajanik Education Society. 

"Ind:ta is not lagging behind any country in 
scientific advanceo Even in matters of scientific 
development, the possibility of making atomic bombs 
is not beyond our reach. Eig..hty percent of the 
ground f'or developing the atomic science has al.ready 
been traversed by us but we are not producing a bomb 
because it is not he government's 
one. We do not want to use atomic 
destructive purposes." 

policy 
energy 

to 
for 

produce 

Mrs. I.;3.kshm.i N. Menon, Minister 
Ministry of External Affairs. 

of State in the 

"The ·Pennanent Representative of India to the United 
Nations informed_the Secretary General in the end of 
March 1962 of India 1 s declared intention of not 
manufacturing or accepting nuclear weapons and ex­
pressing willingness to enter into any general agree­
ment or specific undertaking in this regard •••• so 
far as the Government of India is concerned, they have 
repeatedly declared that they have no intention of 
manufacturing themselves or accepting nuclear weapons 
on their territory. The conviction and policy of the 
Government of India stand unchanged in this matter ••• " 
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Statement by Mr. Chakravarty, Indian representative, 
before the First Committee of the UN General Assemb~y. 

"So far as my country is concerned, we have repeatedly 
said that we are not going to use nuclear power • 
except for peaceful purposes, and we would like all 
countries to do the same.tt 

Prime Minister Nehru. Press Conference, New Delhi. 

11'f•le are opposed to atomic bombs, h,ydrogen bombs, 
and all that breed. That is not an empty statement 
:for us to ne.ka bec2..use before very long we will be 
in a :position--we have the competence and the equip­
tn.ent--to m ke them. Yet, we have said we will not. 
go that w3.y at all. If we had tried hard enough we 
might h::1.ve made them. We are probably ap;1.rt from the 
three big countries., among two or three others which 
are so advanced in this matter--m~ybe one or two 
countries in Europe and one or two in Asia. We have 
deliberately said we will not make them." 

Dr. H .. J. Bhabba, Chairman of the Indian Ato11ic Energy 
Co:nrnission. Press conference in New Delhi.. 

Bhabha said India',,. progra:11for the develop:nent of 
atomic e~ergy had reached a stage where it could 
produce atomic weapons within two years of the time 
it declded to clo so. However, India's policy, 
declared so often, was to develop atomic energy 
exclusively for peaceful purposes. 

Prin1e Minister Nehru. Address before Nation9.l 
Development Council. 

Nehru said tho.t since India vas approacmng a stage 
when i.t was possible for itto make nuclear weapons, 
there was a slight apprehension in so:ne quarters 
that it might produce such weapons. re:iru said that 
he ·wanted to make it clear that under no circumsta.nc~s 
would India make such weapons "whatever might happen." 

Dr. H.J. Bhabha. Meeting of the Informal Consultative 
Committee of the Indian Rl.rliament. 

https://Janus.ry
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Stating that India could now manufacture atomic 
weapons if it wanted to, Bhabha quoted from a state­
m~nt by the Prine Mi _fster the.t Incli~ ·rould use ato!'nic 
energy only for peaceful and constructive purposes, 
to emphasize the policy of the Govern.'1Jent not to 
manufacture atomic weapons. 

_·ovember 16, 1959 Stater.1ent by Mr. Pe.th3.l· before the First Committee 
of the Genera.l Assembly. 

" •... I might refer to the study by a group of American 
scientists which has already been quoted here, in 
,;.rhich a dozen countries including India are listed as 
potential nuclear po,ers. So far as my country is 
concerned, however, we have made it clear that our 
e±"f'orts in the field. of atomic energy are devoted 
entirely to peacef 1 nd.s. 

11ebru ry 3, 1958 Prime Minister ehruJ. at Bombay. 

n .... When this center [".t:...tomic Energy Establishment e.t 
1rror:ibay J ·w-as established, I r ade it clear to the 
world that we are not interested in manu.factt~ring 
atom or hydrogen b0t:1bs. We will never use them, come 
what may.· This assurance still stands. We can never 
be dishonest a.1 o t t;us utterance." 

Janua.ry 30, 1956 Priue _tinister Nehru,, Speech to public meeting 
at Rarnlila Grou..ndq, Delhi. 

"India has made conc:iderable progress in the field 
of atomic energi/ and we m1ght be in a position to 
manufacture an atom bomb in two or four years. 
Instead of asking others f'or· an atom bomb, we say: 
\re will not make it. (atori-1 b0iL1b) and we will not use 
it. !l 

CONFD)ENTIA.L 

https://Janua.ry


APPENDIX NO. 2 ___,
SEC!tl!:f 

POLITICAL FACTORS REIATED TO INDIAN 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS POLICY 

A. Conditions Under Which Current Policy Formulated 

1. India's position against undertaking a nuclear weapons program 

has been maintained by the GOI for a long time and is the product of 

security considerations and political leadership of the past. 

2. Conditions affecting Indian security hav~ changed greatly since 

·the Chinese became an active military threat to India. Prior to that 

time, India sought security not prim~rily through military strength, bµt 

through maintaining friendiy relations with the Communist bloc, including 

the Communist CJ:-:im:se,. Furthermore, India had not seriously contemplated 

the possibility that Conmmnist Cnina would tD: for a nuclear weapons 

capability It is uncertain whether the GOI has fully taken this change0 

into account in its recent statements regarding nuclear policy. 

3. The Indian policy wa~ largely formulated by -Nehru who dominated 
0 

Indian foreign policy~ Under Nehru, India's nuclear policy remained 

unchanged both because of his command of foreign policy and because no 

immediate military need, on the basis of which it could have been 

challenged, was apparent,, 

B. Possible Review of This Policy 

lo While these changes have no so far caused a significant shift 

in India's pub lie position on nuclear weaponry, it seems doubtful that 

India 1 '3 new government, which has been beset with domestic problems since 

its inception, has had a chance for a careful restudy cif its policy. 

2. It is 
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2. It is likely that the new government will have to make such a 

careful restudy in the near future. In the meantime, its scientists 

seem to have kept the door open for a decision either way. 

C. Importance of Political Considerations in Any Restudy 

1. In any such decision, political considerations will weigh heavily, 

much more so than they did when Nehru formulated the Indian position and 

maintained it thereafter. One reason for this is _that the new Shastri 

government ;_s much more subject to the political pressures of the day 

than its predecE:ssor under Nehru. To stay in power it must reach out· 

for support and be on the popular side of national issues to a much 

greater extent than the Nehru government. 

2. India's Chinese policy and its national defense policy (so far 

considered only in terms of conventional weapons), have been controversial 

political issues for some time. As a matter of government policy, India 

has for some time been trying to increase its military self-sufficiency 

so that it can meet threats to its security with a minimum of dependence 

on outside military power. There is widespread political pressure behind 

this policy and some dissatisfaction that India's efforts to produce its 

own weapons are not proceeding rapidly enough. Also, for a long time 

there has been much political pressure from both within the Congress 

·party and fron opposition parties for a firmer Chinese policy. 

3. Chinese 



3. Chinese Communist explosion of a nuclear device, or full Indian 

realization that China is about to do so, is likely, therefore, to make 

India's nuclear policy a controversial issue of domestic politics. 

Furthermore, the widespread knowledge which now exists in India that 

ndia has the capacity to explode a nuclear device, and do so in a 

relatively shoL~ time, will make political pressures to abandon India's 

current policy much more difficult to resist. 

4. The principal opposition to the Congress Party come from rightist 

nationalist elerm:nt:., :Ln a variety of opposition parties all over India. 

It seems quite likely that these parties would make effective use of 

the issue of Indian nuclear policy should the Indian Government reaffirm 

its current public position despite Chinese explosion of a device. They 

might be joined by vocal nationalist elements of the right within the 

Congress Party and possibly also by "super-patriots" of the left. 

5. Barring a resurgence of Gandhism, a new Indian government, 

struggling v ith political issues close to home ·(food, Kashmir, refugees) 

may therefore be tempted to lead a nationalistic campaign for develop­

ment of a nuclear weapons capability rather than add the political 

liability of continued nuclear forbearance to its list of problems. 

6. Indians frequently seem to be more interested in declarations of 

policy and superficial indications that it is being carried out than in 

actual implementation. Therefore, a declaration that India had decided 

to go for nuclear weapons and the explosion of a device might well satisfy 

Indian political 
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Indian political requirements, enabling the Government to proceed much 

more slowly with the development of an actual weapons capability. 

Because of this the GOI might decide to explode a device despite con­

clusive evidence regarding the lack of military utility and great expense 

of the type of weapon and delivery system which India could build. 

7. If India's relations with Pakistan remain strained, a widespread 

public desire to demonstrate Indian superiority to Pakistan is likely to· 

contribute to political pressures for a change in Indian nuclear policy. 

Senior government officials are likely, however, to recognize the new 

problems in Inda-Pakistan relations which explosion of an Indian nuclear 

device is likely to cause. 
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APP~-~ IX 3- - Economic Factors 

l. Cost of Nticlear Program to rate. L"'1dia1 s identifiable allocation 
•for uclear development in the curre.J.t fiscal year is about $63 million. 
This sum includes ~~1.6 million for capi"t:ll outlay, $20.8 miDion for . 
research, and about $0.6 millior.. for o:peratj_ng and miscellaneous expenses. 
Incl ding the appropriation for the ~resent year, India's ex.per-ditures on 
lts nuclea energy program since its inception in 1954 will have totaled 
about ~,220 rlillion. The. pace of expenditure has been accelerating, 
permitting a ra.piu. buildu.p of the facilities and staff at the Atomic Energy 
Est.,ablis)1ment at Tx·ombay, the country's c:r..ief nuclear cer..ter, and of India's 
nuclear power p:cogram. Actual outlay in t11e first four years of the 1:I1hlrd. 
Five ...Year Plan ( i .. e.,, 1961-65) will be well oirer double the outlay for nuclear 
activities under th\:' entire Second Fi ve-Yea1"' Plan. The above figures per-ta.in 
to expendi tu.res UP.de~""the budget of the J)e!)<'°:..rtmentof A tonic Enercy; they do 
not include any ad,.:i tional suns that aight h.J.ve been hidden in the budget of 
oth r ag ncies., suc}1 a,:, the Ainistry of Befe?1se. 

2.. · elatj_on of Nuclear Program to Total Government Outlay. Despite 
its ris·ng trend., Indian expe:ia.iture on nuclear activities--including the 
ir cre2 ..sing proportion for the generation of electric JJower for comrrercfo.l 

.cons·:.nption--still represe ts a minor proportion of the total national 
budget& The e .. ppropriation for the cJ.rrent .:'iscal year is about one per cent \ 
of the total budget. By comp~~ison, the defense budget for the current ye~r 
is • ls8 billion, e.qu.:i valent to 285~ of tne -total budget or· :nore than 28 times 
the size of th atornic energy bud. _et. I:: b::-oad r terms, the o.tomic energy 
appropri tion for t is year a:.1oi.mts to rou·:;·1.1y O. 1J% of Lr1di" 's GI-JP. The 
foreign exch3.nge component of the outlay for atomic energy is not ident.if.i ble .. 
It :ts :known thrJ.t Dr. Bhab.' a, Secretary of t·1e Depa.rt.ment of Ato!:Dic Ener~ and 
Chairman of the Indian Atomic Energy Cor1-inission, has been exce:-pti.onally 
persuasi ve--or at least '.:3.S d ring tne adm.ini.stration of Mre rJehrLt--in 
obtaining official approval for :foreign as well as domestic expenditures for 
atorr.J.ic energy The d.1uin on India I s very tight foreign exc:b..ange holdings has /Ii 

been n.inimi zed by an official CanacliB.n grant ( for the CanadJ. ... India Reactor) 
and the promj_se of subs.ta.ntial US and Canadian loans (for the Tara:pur and 
Ranapratapsac;ar reactors) ... 

-3. Bu_rden of Weapons Development Program. India is so far advanced 
in its nuclear energy program, devoted at least avowedly to peaceful uses 
only; that. it could unre.~take the production of a crude, low-yield plutonium 
we~pon at relatively slight additional cost--estimated at $30-40 milliort. 
ThJ.:3 cost wouJ.d cover weapons research 3.nd development, high explosj_ve 
component fabrication, and testing of co!ll.ponents and devices, These costs 
could be spread over a period of several years. The increment of perhaps 
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$10 million a year for the weapons :program would presu1na.bly contain only 
a li:n.ited obligation in foreign exchange. This addition, together with 
necessary recruitment or transfer of scientific personnel for the military 
effort, could be absorbed 'l.mder the regulir atomic energy program without 
significant dislocation. I:f the increment for nuclear weapons.development 
were tacked onto the Indian defense budget, it would hardly be noticeable. 
(Ind.ia 1 s Five-Year Defense Plan for 1964-69 foresees a total outlay of over 
. ·10 billion, including $1.4 billion ·in foreign exchange. Preliminary • 
development estimates of the Fourth Five-Year Plan,"for 1966-71, call for a 
to. 1 expenditure of about $42 billion, with a foreig..~ exchange component 
or" :6 .. 7 billion.) 

A decision to ·tes·t a device unders_rou.rid, if India wished to conduct 
4 a test but desired t.o avoid v:-lolo.ting the treaty bap on atmospheric 

testing and espe -L...lly to reveal its military effort in this field, would. 
add to the technic~l and engineering problens (and hence the c~st) of the 
develo:pment and tet;tL1, process. However, the additioncd cost wotLld not be 
e.nougb. to deter Ind:.i.·-, if it desire·d to te 9t a device under these circumstances. 

4. Cost of Nuclear Weapons De]ivery System~ To develop a meaningfu.i. 
nuc e'"r deterrent to Com.un1st China, given the dj_stance and nature of 
Chine~ e targets, India would have to procure heavi~r bombers than the 
canberras now in :t.ts inventory, and/or. medium range ballistic missiles. 
(see Appendix _rv :. ) For the foreseeable future, such procurement would 
have to be from external sou.rc~s. 

0 

The Soviet mediurn bomber "Badger'' has been produced at a cost of about 
$3. 4 milli.on per aircraft, but has been sold to non-Bloc countries for 
approximately (1.5 million per unit. The productton cost of the roughly 
co...111parableAmerican B ... L~7 has averae;ed just under $2 nillion, the price 
rising a.bove that average· acco:l'ding to the complexity of the electronic 
:fittings. If the USSR or the US were willing to sell such planes, India 
might perhaps acquire a :fleet of twenty Badger/B-47 aircraft for a capltal 

utlay of $30-40 million. The estimated operational and maintenance costs 
would be about $500,000 annually for each plane, or· -~10 million for twen-cy 
planes 

The production cost of the heavier Soviet Bison/us B-52 is $11-12 
million per aircrd.ft,, to which an annual operating cost of approximately
$1 million should be added. Possession of such aircraft would permit India 
to strike c...nywhere in Canmunist China. If India were able to procure 
~or.,.bers of this type--neitrier the USSR nor the US has thµs far supplied such 
planes to other countries--it mie:ht ha.v1 to "!}8-Yperhaps $8 million per unit; 
a fleet of twenty Bisons/B-52's would then cost about $16omillion, plus 
$20 million a year to operate. 

BBJRHP 
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If it were able to obtain Soviet/us approval for the supply of 
medium/he~V"'J bombers, India would aimost certainly look to long-term 
assistance for the financing. Assuming that no :financial assistance were 
available and the bombers were purchased outright, their initial cost 
probably cou.ld be spread over, say, four years. Thus the cost of the 
Badger/»-47 fleet of 20 aircraft would amount to $10 million a year capital 
outlay plus $10 million operational expenses, or $20 million a year; the 
comparable cost of twenty Bisons/B-52's would be $40 million a year plus 
$20 million operational costs, or $6o million a year. Such an additional 
burden would ~cnstitute a further strain on India's already limited 
resources, but in the light of its present plans for defense and economic 
expenditure (3. above) it ap:pears that the cost of' procuring a modest medium/ 
heavy bomber capability would be well within Inclia's financial possibilities. 

The cost of 2. li.mi ted missile-deli very capability wouJ.d probably be 
less than that notE.'d above for a fleet of 20 bombers, although the 
technological pr(1bJems for India would be greate~. In any event, it is 
at le st doubtful th.9.t potential sup:pliers would be prepared. to sell 
nue-lea.r-capable missiles to India in the foreseeable future .• 
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APPENDIX4 TECHNOLOGICAL- FACTORS 

India now possessed all the basic facilities necessary to produce 

plutonium. Although its research and nuclear power programs are not 

large, they are well advanced.· Domestic uranium ore reserves are 

adequate for all presently projected needs, and a uranium ore process­

ing mill at Jaduguda is scheduled for completion in 1965. Until its 

mining operations are expanded sufficiently to meet its needs, India 

will probably continue to be ~ble to import uranium, some of which may 

not be adequately safeguarded. The country plans to build at least 

three sizable nuclear power reactors in the next four to eight years, 

and already has in op~ration three research reactors. One of the 

latter - the Canada-India Reactor (CIR) - is capable of producing 

annually enough plutonium for one or two weapons in the 20 KT range. 

There are no safeguards on either the uranium or the heavy water now 

used in this reactor to hinder the Indians from embarking on a weapons 

program. India also has uranium metal and fuel element fabrication 

plants, and a heavy water plant. 

In addition, India now has a plutonium separation plant which 

was completed in the first half of 1964. The size of this plant (30 

tons of reactor fuel per year) appears excessive in relation to the 

present needs of India's peaceful nuclear program, but would be 

e5sential ;for the production of plutonium for weapons. Other than 

India, the only nations possessing plutoniunt separation plants -

other than pilot facilities - are the four present nuclear powers, 

and 
.J t .._ .....' 
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and probably Communist China. The Canadia~ JIC (487/3-64) notes that 

"with the completion of the plutonium separation plant, it will now 

be possible for India to realize the full potential of the CIR for 

plutonium production (12-15 kg per year) .... " 

Fuel rods from the CIR were reliably reported as being removed 

during a recent eight-months period at an accelerated rate which 

optimizes the production of weapons-grade plutonium. The Indians 

have indicated that they want the plutonium for research on plutonium­

fueled fast br<?.ecer reactors which they.hope can be developed in the 

future. India's extensive thorium reserves constitute i logical 

basis for this attitude, but the use of plutonium as fuel in large 

power reactors involves major unsolved technical problems and is 

probably a decade or _more beyond present Indian capabilities. Although 

the accelerated schedule of rod removal from the CIR could have been 

motivated, in part at least, by the requirement to have some irradiated 

fuel ready for processing by the time the plutonium separation plant 

was completed, a continuation of this schedule during the remainder 

of 1964 would provide a strong indicator that production of weapons~ 

grade plutonium was now the primary purpose of the CIR. 

The design of the projected Rajasthan reactor is not optimum either 

for plutonium production alone or for dual-purpose plutonium and 

electrical power production. It is, nev~rtheless, better suited for 

both of these purposes than a reactor fueled with enriched uranium 

such 
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such as the u.s.-aided power plant under construction at Tarapur. India 

could eventually fabricate cores for the Rajasthan reactor from its own 

uranium sources. The same Canadian JIC study noted above states that 

when the Rajasthan reactor is operational (about 1968/69), "it could pro­

duce up to 250 kg of weapons-grade plutonium a year," and that f1this 

would be sufficient for the fabrication of at least 15-25 low-yield 

plutonium im?!osion devices per year." ·canada retains access and 

inspection rights ro the Rajasthan reactor. 
e 

In sum, the technical evidence suggests that India is now in a 

position to proceed with a nuclear weapons research and development 

program at minimum cost and delay. It could produce and test a first 

0 

nuclear device in one to three years after a decision to do so. India 

signed ,. the 1963 partial test b_an treaty, but it has areas where under-

0 

ground test~ng would present no great difficulties. A weapon deliver-

able by the Indian Air force's Canberra light bombers could probably 

be pro1uced in about two years after the first test. Until near the 

end of thi~ decade, India will be able to produce fissionable material 

only from the CIR reactor so that the number of weapons in the 20 KT 

range whic.h could be produced by 1970 would be on the order of five 

to ten. At the end of the decade, however, should the safeguards be 

remcved or evaded when the Rajasthan reactor is in operation, this 

total could be rapidly augmented·to achieve a militarily significant 

stockpile of plutonium bombs. 

Delivery Systems 
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Delivery Systems 

The Indian Air Force at present has approximately 1,500 aircraft 

of which the main combat elements are some 61 Canberra Mk 58 light 

bombers and 500 fighters. Only the Canberras have even the minimum 

range (combat radius about 1,300 nm) and weight-carrying ability to 

function as nuclear weapons carriers against China. The IAF's 14 

B-24 bomber~ are of World War II vintage unsuitable for nuclear 

weapons delivery. Moreover, the IAF has no jet transports. The 

civilian govE:rnr1ent-owned line, Air India, owns seven Boeing 707' s 

(range about 6,800 nm} with another on order for 1965. The domestic 

carrier, Indian Airlines Corporation, has several Caravelle jets 

(range about 1,600 nm). Both the Boeings and the Caravelles 

theoretically could be reconfigured to carry nuclear bombs. 

To reach major targets in Communist China with feasible bomb 

loads, India would need medium or long-range bombers such as the 

B-47/Badger or the B-52/Bison. With combat radius of over 1,800 nm, 

medium bombers could enable India to hit a sizable number of important 

Chinese Communist targets. If India could acquire a fleet of 20 

B-52/Bison airer.aft, it would be able to strike targets anywhere in 

Connnunist China (the Bison has a combat radius of 2,700 - 3,000 nm; 

that of the B-52 is upwards of 3,500 nm). 

At present India has no known surface-to-surface missile develop­

ment, production and/or procurement program, either in being or planned, 

which 
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which would provide a medium or long-range delivery capability for 

nuclear warheads. As part of. its upper atmosphere research program, 

the Indian Ministry of Defense has authorized a program of data 

collection by means of sounding rockets. The Indians have sought 

Canadian assistance in training and manufacture of rocket motors, 

telemetry systems, range instrumentation, payload instrumentation, 

and similar ;;1r2rrn which would be of great value in the development 

of·solid-propellant ballistic missile delivery systems. In view of 

its present capabilities, however, it is estimated that India would 

require a de~ade or more to develop missiles capable of reaching deep 

inside China~ If India could purchase IRBM's or ICBM's, it probably 

could acquire a missile capability at somewhat less cost than that 

listed above for a bomber capability, but the willingness of the 

major countries to sell such weapons to India is at least doubtful 

for the foreseeable future. Thus the pbtential for an Indian delivery 

system up to the end of the decade is almost certainly limited to 

aircraft, although it is possible that missile research and develop­

ment could be initiated during this period. 
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THE INDIAN NUCLEAR PROBLEM: 
ALTERNATIVE COURSES OF ACTION 

i: 
The Working Group on the Indian nuclear problem examined a range of I. 

alternative courses of action before deciding to reconnnend the approach 

set forth in its report to the Connnittee on Nuclear Weapons. These 

alternatives were evaluated in light of the potential consequences of 

an Indian nuclear weapons program and the effectiveness and consequences 

of each of the courses of action on our relations with India and with 

other states. The princfpal considerations, as the Working Group sees 

them, are sumina:rized be low: 

1 8 Potential consequences of an Indian nuclear weapons program 

ae On the positive side: 

(1) Within the region, the possible adverse political and 

psychological effects of a Chinese Connnunist nuclear weapons 

program would tend to be diffused. Comrnunist China ·would not 

be the only Asian nation in the nuclear weapons field, and an 

Asian coloration would be added to the Free World's nuclear 

capabilities. 

(2) India's over-all political and psychological' position would 

be strengthened in relation to Communist China and its possession of 

nuclear weapons.might deter the Chinese from a nuclear attack. 

(3) The Shastri Government's internal position would be 

strengthened. 

(4) Some of the stigma now attaching to nuclear weapons would 

be reduced. 

b. On the 
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b. On the negative side: 

(1) Pakistani-Indian relations would sharply deteriorate, and 

Pakistan would strike out in all directions to compensate. 

(2) Within India, the now limited opinion for a more active 

policy along the Sino-Indian border would be reinforced. 

(3) Should India go beyond a token nuclear weapons effort 

and seek an effective capability through its own efforts, the 

economic impact could adversely affect development objectives. 

(4) The .sec.circh for an improved delivery system at the lowest 

cost might lead India into a closer relationship with the Soviet 

Union unless the U.S. ·were prepared to make such a system available. 

(5) It would become considerably more difficult to hold the 

line against still further proliferation of nuclear weapons elsewhere. 

c. Net evaluation: 

(1) On ba_lance, we believe it would be st serve the int ere st s 

of the U.S. if India were to stick to its present policy of 

refraining from seeking to produce nuclear weapons. For the most 

part,. what we have identified as "positive" elements of the picture 

could be sought through other, less potentially disruptive means. 

On the other hand, the "negative" consequences of an Indian nuclear 

weapons program would present difficulties we would do well to avoid. 

(2) We cannot now predict the course that would be followed by 

nuclear-~rmed, perhaps increasingly nationalistic India, but it 

would be unwise to assume that the emergence of such an India 

would necessarily 
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would necessarily serve our own purposes. Nor can we forecast with 

exactitude the long-term effects of an Indian nuclear weapons 

program on other countries. However, it is clear that should other 

countries conclude that their national interests would be served 

by the acqlisition of nuclear weapons, the Indian example would 

serve as additional "justification" for such a decision. Beyond 

this, a reversal of India's stated position against acquiring 

nuclear weapons. could be viewed by some as confirming the inevitabil-

ity of proliferation and the impossibility of preventing it. 

(3) If, however, we see risks to us in India's following the 

nuclear weapons route, we also see limits to what the U.S. can 

usefully do. In the c~se of some of the courses of action considered 

below., the "cure" could prove worse than the "disease. " 

2a Alternative courses of action: effectiveness and consequences 

a. To assist an Indian n~clear weapons program 

(1) The purpose of this course of action, which would go 

beyond verbal assurances or assurances in the form of a U.S. 

nuclear presence in the area, would obviously not be to prevent 

any Indian effort in the nuclear weapons field but to seek to 

exert maximum control over it. Direct assistance to an Indian 

nuclear weapons program would, however, mean a basic reversal of 

U.S. policy on non-proliferation and would require a virtually 

complete reformulation of our approach to arms control and 

disarmament. 

(2) Even 
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(2) Even if the U.S. were prepared to face these difficulties 

and India wished to go- nuclear, we do not believe India would be 

prepared to pay the price in terms of the loss of its nonaligned 

status, in terms of the reduction of national prestige that would 

result from accepting our help (in contrast with doing the job 

alone), or in terms of losing control. The Indians would probably 

not feel the same way about accepting assistance from us in the 

delivery vehicle area unless such vehicles were available only 

under the terms of a military alliance. However, unless an alliance 

were involved, such a transaction would probably not buy us the 

degree of control we would like to have over a nuclear weapons 

program that would remain essentially India's own effort. At a 

future time, it may be necessary to consider the question of·support 

in the delivery vehicle area, without what India would regard as 

an entangling alliance, but our purpose then would probably be to 

strengthen our general relationship with India rather than to find 

a sure way of controlling India's use of the weapons she had 

produced. 

b. To be prepared to impose economic and other sanctions in an 
effort to prevent India from going the nuclear weapons route 

(1) This course of action would, illustratively, involve 

making future economic and/or military aid to India contingent on 

a coIIm1itment by the latter to stick to its present policy of not 

seeking nuclear weapons. Particularly if other powers (especially 

the USSR) adopted a similar position, such a course might stave 

off an 
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off an Indian nuclear weapons program indefinitely. Even without 

a solid front supporting us, our adoption of such an approach 

would make and Indian decision to explode a nuclear device a pain­

ful one. 

(2) But the adoption of such a course of action would also be 

_extremely painful from the standpoint of our subsequent relations 

with Indio. If our threat of sanctions kept the Indians from 

exploding c1 device, our success in this limited area would come 

at the cost of a relationship in the economic, military and political 

fields, buil\: u_o slowly during the last ten years, which has given us 

an important role in building India as a bulwark against communist 

expansion in Asia.. In the likely case that the Soviet Union would 

refuse to join in such a course, our policy would throw India open 

to much greater Soviet influence. Furthermore, if the Indians 

elected to go ahead and explode a device, the impact of our sanctions 

on India's politica 1 stability, economic development and military 

strength would be disastrous and clearly contrary to U.S. interests 

in Asia" 

In any event, adoption of such a course of action would clearly 

be premature since India's real nuclear intentions are still uncertain. 

c. To seek to reinforce India's stated policy of confining its 
nuclear program to peaceful purposes 

(1) The course of action which would, in our view, come closest 

to meeting the needs of tl-.e present situation is set furth in the 

body of 
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body of our report to the Cornmitt.ee on Nuclear Weapons. This 

approach would go beyond placing sole reliance on the outcome of 

the pr.esent international discourse on non-proliferation. While 

providing latitude for varying degrees of argumentation and per­

suasion, tht approach would stop short of economic sanctions or 

deep involvement in an Indian nuclear weapons program. 

(2) The recommended approach, if implemented at an early date, 

should provide an opportunity to influence India's initial decision. 

We do not maintain that by such a measured approach the U.S. would 

be able to dissuade India from testing a nuclear device should the 

Indians consider it vital to their national interest to do so. 

However, even if we were unsuccessful in this respect, we might 

be able to construct a basis from which we could exert some influence 

over subsequent steps in an Indian nuclear weapons program as 

economic factors exerted greater pressure on India's decision-making 

process. Having made an effort to influence India not to seek 

nuclear weapons,_we would, perhaps, be in a better position to 

maintain some influence over Pakistan than if we made no effort 

at all. And, in a broader sense, we would have acted in a manner 

con~istent with our arms control objectives and with the under­

standing that other countries (nuclear and non-nuclear alike) now 

have of those objectives. 

d. To do 

https://Cornmitt.ee
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I 

d. To do nothing on a bilateral basis to influence Indian policy 
on nuclear matters 

(1) Under this course of action, we would continue or, if 

possible, intensify present efforts to deal internationally with 

the problem of the proliferation of nuclear weapons. We would 

rely on the pressure of world opinion and such specific arrange­

ments as may become possible (such as a comprehensive nuclear test 

ban and/or non-proliferation agreement) to deter an Indian decision 

to acquire nuclear weapons. We would not take the matter up 

directly with .India except in'the context of such broader approaches. 

We would, of course, maintain our existing safeguards on our 

assistance for peaceful purposes. 

(2) If we could be relatively certain that India would, in 

fact, decide not to go the nuclear weapons route, the foregoing 

approach would offer the least costly way of dealing with the 

Indian case. No strain would be imposed on our relations with 

India. The Indian decision would be of its own making, and India 

could expect less by way of compensating action (such as assurances). 

But we are by no means certain what decision India will make. 

Accordingly, although this course of action is low in cost, it would 

entai_l a relatively high risl5. of failure and would lay no groundwork 

for our subsequent relations with India should India go nuclear. 

SE~• 
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Dear Mac: 

1 believe we are facad with an important question of tactics 
in regard to the handling of questions involvinq nuclear power here 
in lndia. 

It has been our view that while the development of Chinese 
nuclear weapons is an ominous development it can with skilled 
handling ba made to serve our political purposes here in India. 

With this in mind 1 have discussed with Shastri, 'ITK, Cha-van 
and Desai in the last several months, the possibility ti1at the 
Chinese may be able to develop not only a en.ice r.uclear bomb 

_ but also interrned.ic.te ranqe missiles with nuclear war-he2.ds. !n1 
.., dt;3v0lopi:1g fais possibility I referrnd vaguely to information about 

a testing installation in West China which has come to us fromI 1and other sources • . 

I have pointed out that when and 1f these weapons are fully 
developed, India will find herself fo.ced with the choice of t.'u-ee 
ccurses of action. 

(l) India could take a position similar to that which v:e took 
regarding Cuba, 1. e. an ultimatum to the Chinese to removo such 
instullations from Tibet or to see them blown up by the Indian Air­
forca. This involves obvious risks in brinkmanship. 

Mr. :-AcGeorgc Bundy, 
Special Assistant to the President, 

The Whita House, 
Wash1nqton, D .c. 

A~:. o~ja:y.r.~~s._Gi~{&~, ~-l\ 
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(2) India could proceed to develop her own nuclear 
deterrent capacity. This, I suggested, would not only run contrary 
to India's clear commitment in the United Nations and elsewhere, 
but it would also ba a losing game both technologically and 
financially. Vlhile the Chinese could reach the major northern 
Indian cities with relatively few shortrange missiles, the Indians 
would require many more weapons of greater range and precision 
to reach comparable targets 1n China. Clearly it would make no 
sense for a country facing India's vast economic problems and 
financial difficulties to embark on a program of this nature. 

(3) India could r0ach a quiet understanding with the United 
States under which we would undertake to provide India with the 
same type of nuclear umbrella that has enabled Japan, the 
Scandinavian countries and other nations to maintain an effective 
defense at a reasonable cost. 

I believe that these three or four discussions have done 
much to make some Indian leaders think in broader tenns about 
questions of nuclear defense. H carrted somewhat further I 

plans to build up a major supersonic airforce which clearly has 
no relevance to India 1 s·a1r defense via-a-vis the potential threat 
from China. 

Against this background I recently sent a message to Jchn 
McCone suggesting that his briefing t0am which met hera last 
weekend with the GOI be authorized to discuss Chinese nuclear 
installations and potentialities and the ultimate need for further 
infonnation on their development. John took a rather dim view 
of this on the ground that if India becomes too aware of t.l-iis 
possibility she may move into the development of nuclear 
weapons herself .. 

This impresses me as miscalculation. The more opportunity 
we have to talk to the Indians about this situation the mora likely 
we are to persuade them that the nuclear deterrent that could 

JQP 0HORH! 
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provide a real threat to Chinese cities was beyond their capacity 
and that the ultimate solution may be soma kind of understandinq 
with us. 

The question I mny add goes beyond this particular point. 
. ' ) 

I rIf we fou to come 
clean the Indians will eventually discover through their mvn 
sources (and very possibly from the Russians) precisely what 
the Chinese have been doing. At that point wa will appear in 
their eyes either to have been inept in our own intelligence 
work or to have withheld vital infonnation from them. 

I w·ill be grateful if you will think about this complex 
problem, discuss it with John and also whoever you may feel 
should be involved and then give me your considered views. 

Warmest regards, 

Sincerely, 

Chester Bowles 

TCPQE@RB! 
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With the recent Indian announcement of the start-tip of their 
:plutonium separation plant at Trombay, attention again:is focused 
on Indian capabilities to manufacture nuclear weapons ana'., el"'ually, 
on their intentions. This subject was discussed in INR' s 
Intelligence Note of 24 Februx-:-y 1964. Tne present memo~andum, 
designed to supplement the ea:·~--·~er IN, grows out . of a recent 
review of the evidence currently ava:..lable to us. 

ABSTRA.CT i 

i i 
There is an intelligence 'report that the core of the· 

Canadian-Indian Re;:ac:to:r ( cm) at Trombay is being changed. every 

six months. Tnis ~ r:ionth cycle is unusually short fo·t' a. 

research reactor of the CIB type. Wnile training t>< scm.e ct~:er 

technical reason nay explain this short cycle, it is ap~ropriate 

f'or production of weapo:n.s-grade plutonium. 

There are no technical requirements in the India~ nucl2.s.r 

energy :program that would der:iand a :plutoni1.1~ separation pla~·:. 

Tney will not have ;. -::c.:-rer ::-es.ctor using p: _1tonium for fue •... 

some years. Sn:.all c:i:s.ntities of plutonium. for :r~search can be 

obtained from a v~:.:..ety of sources at r::odest cost. Pr~cessing 

1· power reactor fuel rods for recovery a:-:.i re-use of uranium is 

also not a current L~dian problem since their first po~er reactor 
: 
I.· 

at Ta.rapur •will use a US safeguarded uranium core that ·will probably 
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' ii M 
The Indians are now in a p'osition to begin n ~lear we~ons 

I :1. '. i: 
; : :idevelopment if' they choose t~ d0 so •. We haI' e no '1vidence, ,, 

1 
1 i I . . . 

however, of a weapons research ri.nd developm nt prdgra.m and 1-woui-d 
"·' • 

-- I I 

expect to see some if tre prograin existed. It may _be t~t in . 
. : ,; / •I . 

the series of decisions involved in such a weapons program, the
l :I' ... _ 

Indians have deliberately taken the first -- to have avail.able, ; 'i 
,I 

'' ,,. 

on demand, unsafeguarded weapons grade plutonium, or ~t the j • 

least, the capacity to produce it. The next decision, to begin 
'I 

I 

weapons R & D could conceivably be taken at any time. While 
Ii 
'I 

this 'WOUld involve a major political decision, the politicaJ.
: . I ,, ! 

environment in India for undertaking nuclear'· weapons development
V . I
' • : I 

appears to be more favorable now than it w.~ a yPar ago~ 
t 
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Discussion 

I 

Early this year the L11d.ian director project Phoenix,\ the 
1plutonium separation plant at Trombuy, st the lant 

would be("l'in actual sena:;.--ation '.o;)erations ·n v.a, . 

The separation plant itself is, i~'. ter:ns of the Indian 
nuclear energy program, an uneconomic investment. : TD ere are no 
clear-cut technical reasqns, flowing out 9f L~dia's currently 
:planned nuclear power prog::.--am, that would' mnl~e a chenlical 
separation plant essential. Tl1e Indians have no kno1m requirements 
for plutoniu:n in the quantities that the plant can produce, either 
as fuel for use in power reactors or for scientific research. 
Nor is there ar.y reason to believe that they "!:1:S..Y inie:!."'estedbe 
in using tl1e fission ::products· t'hat would cone out of t!'le 1se:paration 
plant for rad.iolocical warfare Plli-:?OSes. S:-.a.11 qu2.ntities o' 
plutonitu!l for resea.rcn purposes are ~es.d.il:/ available from a 
variety o~ sources at very ~~d2st cost; ~l~tojiUJr.-burning reactors 
that would make desirable a dq:ncstic co~ce of plutonium are well 
into the future, for India ce::-tainly not bt=fore the end of tJ::.e 
decade. 

i 
'While reprocessing of povTel· reactor fuel rods for subs2q_uent 

re-use of the ura~iu.m is st~~dard practice, this is not a proble~ 
the Indians 1~ll }'l..ave to fo.ce for som.e years. The US- Indian 
Tarapur power reactor, .:'or exa::ple, ·will use a US s1.i.--p:9liei cc:"'~ 
of cn:-ichei u:.~~niu.:1; its re:r:,.;.·ocessir.g therefore will m:d.ouote:ily 
be ha:-:dled. by the us, not India. Fe~-rcour:tries have found. i-'c 
econcr:-~c to build se:paration plants fo::.."'this pm."'pose, :prefer::--ir:g 
to ha~:e the wo:-k done by the US, DX, F-:ance or the Soviet Union. 
unde::- bilateral agree:r ..ents. L11 fact, India is the c:l:,;- non-weapons 
powe::- wi~::. such a facility, if one exe~ts the m.ultilateral European 
separation plant, Eurochemie, in Belgiur:i. and possibly also the 
Chinese Co!lli~unists. 
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Tne motivation for Ir.dia'c co:iztructine a scyarationz plant 
tny have been largely ·r...aticr.alistic in o:ric;in. C.::;rtainly it is 
in keeping ·wtth Indian dislike and s---:=:;~)icionof foreisn controls 
and safeguo.rds. I.ii. addition, it pro~rides a :9rcstiee item at 
fairl~r sr1:.ll cost -- r01.1ghly $7. 5 r.:illion. IIow~ver, ii' Ir.:.dfa. 
inter:ded to develo:p nuclear wco.iJons, tl1en the c::mstruction of 
a plutonium. separation :plant vi'Oul:i be a nec~::;sary ca?ital 
inve3trn.en.t. 

It muc-t. be e::1::?hns:.::2c..t:-;::.t 1-:-c ~ve no direct evide:1ce that 
tl1e Ir.di~nz cu::-rc1"lt:..:-;-l:o.v2 D. 1-r22..:pons:p:::osrn .. --:i.. L"1dic.7 ~ Dr:1ft 
Defe:iGe Plan ir.clua.cs 2.]:-0·1..::·;;::. :;~}JO r.:.:..llio::1 e~uiv2.lent fo:-
l"'esc:.rch a!15. dev,~lo:p:::cmt 0\.-2:r' ~ :'iv2-ycu:r :9-s-:rici, but no 
wea:_Jc::-.:;1£.":)orato:~~, hc.s be•2r. idci.1tific:l and 1·tc haYe seen no 
Indio.:: scientists doinc -'~he kin::. of ::-csea:-c~ in instrumentation, 
elect:l."O:'.'lics and nucleonic:3 tl:at 1-:ould be necessa~y for weapons 
dcvelo:_J~e:-;.t. We:1-rould. e:-~0c;t to sc:2 ::;o:;:cevidenc~ of such work 
tr.rci..:.c;:1 ::mblicat:.on c-:/ t::e :r.:.::..;;_rn sci•2rlt:.$ts ei."43a,scdin it. 
One r:isl-r:. 3-lzo a::ticip2:te :r:?fa:-: sc:.e:1ti~tG r inte:. ...est in 
i;-rca:po:::3-reln.te:i S"J.'bjects e:::;.t..csscd iJy t}~e::1.to weste1"'n colleagues 
~.J. ~ ~.~· ·~'"' .. ~'°='..t....;....__,!"l 1 ,... ; ' • .P'..:C ~" .....,..,e..,..~·l""\.-r:- 0,... ..::-,... .......:~~-'- ,....,'1•' ~..,...
c..,.., ___ ...,.__ ....._..,_ur;...._ .:,C_en"tJ.-...1. .~ .... vi.. ---•l_;_,•-> -, -0- 1., .... ~1.1 .,_1.,"tc-, 

c:e~:~:t:::::.... ::1.tt.:t:.d.2.nce by L"1dians at ce::...t2.in of tne5e r;atcerings. 
:rro sue:: ind.ications !'.LC.Veyet "Jeco::-.e c.lJJ?~"'e::t. 

Or: bale.nee, the:!."Cf-.:,:.-c, ~~- ~ee:::z unli}:ely that tr:e ::i::'1c:.ia:is 
::ave ~ret decide:i to oc;;::.n -;-::-2:1:_:o:.1.s.:.evclc::;:,:::2nt. At tl:e s2.r::e 
tine, cvcr:,-tl:ir::3 the Ir.d.ic:.:-J.s:i1c:~vec.c::e so -:r:.:r would. be co:::2,.Jatible 
~-riti: 0- 1·;·c:;::_~or!: f'::~t:rc ie:.·~e it r:..;1:pea::·ed:9:~031--0.~1 i::· c.--~s.:;:~t.c 

l~iiht :?a:.~1:.r SC:7'r tl1at the fi1--:_:~ 1 •2=:-~~::~c•.::isio~ iI~ t11ede2.iC 2 

series le:.:1i:i1:,c to a uclea:r :::~.s c.:...~:-:,~~:iy taken;r .. ·we.::~:.~::: ceen to 
,.,..,nve ~,,~~-·1_~-..,_1e, .=:n'l";,~·.r... ~-:, ,~~ ..... ... ,..,()" •• ,., •• ;r.,/i .... --,.,..::.e -1u+o~1·~.,.,,on, ~ 1·-,- ,.,.,,..,..

- ic- - _...; ""-'--- - "'--...>"-'----u\,,,,o.1- ..._._, .............. , • .__._.:_~...., ..... ~··~-~-..... ,:_.,1- u •..1i. \..,,i,,,.•• 

o:.."',2.t t:1e least, the c~yacity to :;:..--011.:cc::.:'~. The ne:-:t, to 
bezin ";t2a~or:r; R & D, could co~~ceivably b~\ td::en at ari..y tir.1.e. 

other to.? le.::.:5.ers cf Ir:d.ia 
contim::.e tv state !)Ublicl::,:- t::.:;;.t Il:d.:.a will r..ot atte::.-1:pt to ~cv·2lc,-:9 
o:'.:o:::ic wc3.:po::1s. T.:1cse p:cotcztz::ior:G h~ve cone •with less ::c~c:.:o.:::::cy 

...,.t.~nd with a ~ccrcasir:g ri ··c; cf co:iv1.ctior! s:.::ce I1:d.ic.' s de:'c:::.t ....... 
the h~nds of t?lc C11::.nese :.n tr:c fall of 19c2. Al tl-:oue;n In::.i2 
1-relco:-;:e~last ;/e:_r' ~ r:ucle2" tc:t b~n tr~aty, it did r..ot 
or ret:."'c:1ch its nucle; __J: c::ci~ey ::9roc;r~.::1• 

... L.:t/ I. Xe ... _. -- • • •-
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: .. ~::... cover, tl:c Indians hci.vc r. . .::mifcstcd. u conti:-.ui:1~ detc:rni.ir;0.tion 
to achieve as quickly as po::5si'Jle tnc C:J.]_;C..bility to :rn~c::.uce thei::-
Oim militarJ ho,rd.";·r.ire, ir:clud.in 6 such ad.va!:ccd. 1-real)o~s as tar.ks 
and s~~rsonic lJlc.nes. In Gi.u-:-., th8 politic,'.ll envil~onr:i.er:t for 
und.ertakinc nuclear 1i~a:9ons develc2_J:-:1ent in Ind.io. '1!)J?eo.::-s to be 
oore favoro.tlc now tr.ian it 1-~s a yec..r ago. 

https://politic,'.ll
https://ir:clud.in


j;,,~ 

ft!) JJt:-
( 

J~ () E () f-I;•r { 

r8ECiffiT'• -.' I' t..' 

'(J;:i/to DEPARTMENT OF STATE ..l. 
-. 

t:· THE DIRECrOR OF INTELLIGENCE AND RESEARCH ___BH~ID¥/SMITH 
0 ()O · _ALEXANDER 

•• /)Al 'r• Intelligence Note __BRUBECKl 
I/ /}'I 

~· f EB 2 4 1964. _·CDHUANSGAENTo The Secretary 
Through : s/ s '--'1 -;~:~IAt' 
From lNil - George c. Denney Jr. . ~ 

.t ) • __ KLEIN 

Subject : Possible Indian Nuclear Weapons ~ t~MER 
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/~/
New inf'ormation has recently come to hand on the Indian ·...:,m ,, •>f 

reactor and plutonium separation facilities which suggests that 

'Within four to six months India will be able and may intend to 
~1'i~~~~~~)i:rtl°l~~~~~J'~~•fM!:f,l.{ll~(~.fJ;:'A~'t:_fitl'4"t;1.#~'r ~~~\sf~... Mlt~ ·11;;_1,._,1'~10ttr.9~,..',lil!.."t,t;~'lilt".lt~,M~,-~"Sj#~~ 

/2.e.il.L 

we have no other evidence that they are starting a nuclear weapons 

program, they are now in a position to put together a crude device 

within one to three years of the start Up of their plutonium 

facility, scheduled for May of this year. 

While the psychological and political barriers to a weapons 

program remain strong in India, the ChiLese threat mcJ,-.:essomewhat 

less easy any confident assumptions on this score. We think it 

unl~ezy that t~e Indians -would test a weapon barring 'further 

changes. in its internal political or international position -- for 

example a Chinese communist nuclear test or good evidence of Chicom 

intent to test. On the other hand, there might be some attractiveness 

to the Indians in a vigorous weapons research program stopping short 

of-an actual test. lt>unting a test, if it seemed politic to do so, 

could be quickly arra.nga:1 if a device were at hand, and if preparation 
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of a test site had gone forward during the weapon development period. 

It shou1d be noted that the high capital cost of the fissionable 

materials component of a nuclear weapon has now been met. 

Discussion. India has established a fairly advanced nuclear 

energy program which has been publicly described as being confined· 

to nuclear research,. the exploitation of basic nuclear raw materials, 

and the development of nuclear power. In addition to two small 

research reactors, India has a 4o M:W(thermal) research reactor -- the 

so-called Canada India Reactor (cm) -- which is capable of' producing 

sufficient quantities of plutonium for one or two weapons a year. 

This reactoi; 'Which went critical in mid-l96o, is no longer under 

sa.fegua.rds,since Canadian fuel has been replaced with domestic 
I 

uranium and u.s-supplied heavy water was sold outright without 

controls. The Director of the Indian plutonium separation facility 

has stated that the cm .fuel load is changed approximately every six· 

months. This is an exceptionally short period for normal research 

reactor operation. At the design power level of 4o MW(thermal), which 

has only been reached in the last few months of operation, this recharging 

cycle would result in plutonium of weapons grade, rather than the usual 
I

research reactor products. 

The plutonium separation plant at Trombay is scheduled to start 

test operation~ this month, and will begin separation of its f'i~st 

active load from the cm reactor in mid-?1.ay. Its capacity is such 

s·_E_CR_ET_ __; 
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that. an entire cm fuel lea.ding could be processed in about one 

month. 

India has more than adequate ruel supplies to operate the cm 

for the production of weapon-grade plutonium. In addition, the 

domestic production of uranium is being. increased and the uranium 

metal plant and f'uel element fabrication facility are being 

expanded. 

The first nuclear power station, Ta.rapur, being constructed 

with u. s. assistance, will not contribute to an Indian nuclear 

weapon capability. Its large plutonium production will be entirezy 

under US safeguards. Twnmore power reactors are presentzy planned. 

The extenJ~ to which they will add to Indian weapons potential will 

depend entirezy on safeguard arrangements • 

• 
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H. J .. Bhabha 

THE IMPLICAT lOOS ~ A wrog DISPERSAL 
OF MILITARY 'POWERFOR WORLD SECURITY 

AND THE PROBLEM OFSAFEGUARDS 

1. The purpose of this paper is -to stimulate discussio::1 by presenting 
a simple minded. consideration of what are v~:-y complicated probLsms. The 
implicaticins for world f.ecurity of a \t.Tider dispere;al of milit2..ry p,JWG:' 

will be discussed on the basis of certain simple assur:1pti--:ms. It is or"' 
some iMportance to know to what exteat these as.sUMptions are g~nerally 
corroct cu1.rl to what extent they are over-simplifications whi°ch lead. to 
erreneous eonclusior.s. 

2. As is well known, nuclear weapons coupled with a.n adequat0 delivery 
syatem can enable a State to acquire the capacity to destroy. more or less 
totally the cities, ind~try, and all important tar.gets in anotcer Stat~. 
It is then largely i~relevant whet.her the St.ate so attacked has t5reater 
destruct:i.ve power at its coMmand. ~ith the he.lp of nucle.a:::-weapolls, there­
fore., a State can a~uire what we. may call a positi:,n of absQlute det•­
rrenc.e even against anothCH' havi,ig a many times ireater destructive po,.;er 
under its coritre>L While eorrvetJtional i..Jdt:1l)ons mQy in cartCtin sit1.:3.tions 
enable a State to deter a ~tron,er ~.ssor, this is always on the bas i3 

of making a:n •&gress ion too costly as not to be worthwhile. Conventional. 
weapcns can at beet •nable a country to acquire a position of relative 
deterrence aiainst a stronger neichbo~r. 

3. Conventional military strength depends in the first. instance on 
the industYial st~ength of a count?y or groupj and on its populatien. 
This statement requires some Modification to allow ~or the capa.eity o£ 
different political syatems to 11\obilii.e their populations,. but it :is doubt­
ful whether this factor cat\ change -bhe order of magnitude ~ the re.sul t. 

4. Thus> a country with~ huge population, 5ucn as ChinaJ must always 
~resents threat tc its smaller neighbours, a threa~ they can o~ly Meet 
either by collective security ~r by recourse to nuclear ~apone to redress 
the i.mb&lance i~ si~e. Collective seeu~ity implies .n adeq~ate di~persal 
of conventional Military power sufficient to remove the military pre­
J)Ondarance 0£ any single country o~ group. • rn this .9ens• a wider dis~ersal 
0£ co~v~ntional military power may be thought to lead to ,reater s~curity, 
but- we know all too well :froM the experience of tke pre-atomic aae 
that w~rs and agfre5sion are not thereby eliminated. If, therefore, 
any State--- is to 'De asked to r~~ounce a possi~le dependence 
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on nuclear weapons to redress tne balance of power against a larger a~d 
more poWerful State not having ~ucl~ar weapons, such as China, its security 
must be gua.ra.nteed by both the msj or nuclear powers. We shall come b4 e)( 
to this point again later. 

5. We take up new a eonsideratiori of the eff e.ct of a w.irler dispersal 
of atomic weapons. It is a.gain co~ven~nt to divide this discussion into 
what may happen in ·short perieds of time, say within the next ten ye8rs, 

, and secondly vhat may happ<in in longer \'eriods. 

6. Nuclear pCMer .stations with a.n electrical output of ZOO, 2.50 and 
300 1Jegawa.tts ~r :reacto:r are Ullder construction and much lal'(er ::;izes 
are beitlg planned. Tlrlese e&rrespond to thermal fJY.tputs ~f from 700 to 
over lCOO mecawatts pQr reeetor. A~ megawatt electr1eal po~er ~tatign 
oparat~ng at lri1>load factor would yield about 180 kgs. or plutonilllft per 
annwny which is ene>u.g-k!c,r the. production 0£ some 20 atomic bCWlbs a year. 
'his compares favourably with the preduction which Britain must nave had 
we.11 after she became accepted as a nuclear power. 'Thus, it seems quite 
within the capacity 0£ a number of countries to pr"duce nuclear weapons 
in this measure within the ne.xt 5 or .lD years. Moreo..-er, the expenditure. 
involved in doing s~ would be .~tttall com~red with the military budgets ol 
fflQ.ny ~mall industrialized co~ntries. 

7. The queetion we have to consider is what effect su.ch a spraad t£ 
nuclear ~apons Would have du.ring the next dec&de. 'This qu.esti.on ca~not 
be answered \\/ithout considering the means of delivery. The ef!e etiveness 
of the delivery system. depends on the strength of -the c001':!ltryagainst 
whom it is proposed to de.ploy a nuclear we~'pon, and its de.fens i've capa-
'oil i tieG. It \l'ould ~ot, for e.xalbple;, be diff'icult to delive:r an atarr.,ic 
we.e.pon agairtst a country 11ot possessin.c .. rnCJdernair-force and grotmd­
to-air ffl\issiles .. On the other hand, the delivery of a nuclear weapon by 
such a country against aither of the two major powers would seem to be 
virtually ruled ai.t. 

8. e;ven assuming that ~e of the ii'la.ustrially developed e-ountries 
of Western Europe could build an ar~enal of nuclear weapons a~d the mea~ 
to deliver them,, it b q\1ite clear that the. si~e of this arsQnal would 
in fact be ve.ry much ~malle:t> tha.n that poss es sed at present 'py eitherr ~f 
the bco Maj or pove.rs. The effects of ge (:f;rtphy would moreover weigh 
heavily agai~st sue~ a small Euro~a~ country, for it would pre5e~t a 
much easier and m~re concentrated target~ That such a coufltry ~culd 
venture a firet strike, wnatever the provocati6n, seems hi(kly improbable; 
and it seem~ equally unlikely that it would be able to retaliate en receiviag 
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a first strike frQm one of the two major powers. It seems, t~refore, 
probably correct to conclude tha.t no third country is likely to acquire 
withi~ the next ten years or so a nuclear force and ~he means of delivery 
sufficient to give it a position of absolute or even relative deterrence 
again.st either of the two major nude~r powers. 

9. AB has been ~aid earlier, the question C1f delivery against another 
country becomes easier, the less industrially developed that country and 
the less modern its air defence. !f two countries, one posseas ing; nuclear 
weapons and the other without them were tg be permitted to fight out a war 
by themselve~ without any intervention by third parties, the possession 
of nuclear we~pon.s Alight perhaps be aecis ive. One has to cons ide:r, how­
ever, whether such a situation is ever likely to arise, and whether 
either or both of the major nuQlear powers could look on passively on a· 
war bet~een two countries in ~ieh nucle4r weapons are used by either, 

·Or their use threatl.n.ed. If the cowttry using nuclear weapons \Jere 
aligned t1ith one of the two major nuclear:- powers and the nuclear weapons 
were used with the knowledge or approval of that major power, the use of 
a nuclear weapon would have much the same effect as-:.,i-f it had been used 
by the major power concern~d. The ~pread of· nuclear weapons does not in 
this case prQSent ~s with a new problem. I£, on the other hand, nuclear 
weapon,i were used by a country without the lmowled,e, or against the 
wish of both the mo.jor nuclear powers, it seems clear that it would be 
in the i4teTe$ts of both n~clear powers to stop the spread of their use. 
It is not uttlikely that il\ such an event the two major powers would com­
bine to take action against the country which had threatened t0 use or 
used nuclear weapons and to stop their .further use. 

10. An allied question ~hich one should consider is whether a third 
country possessin,: nuclear weapons could in a certain situation use them 
with the object of bringing in on its side the full nuclear capability of 
one of the -two major powers, or whether an a to,.,ic bom~ from some un­
identified source eKploded on a military target o:r city of one of the 
two major po~ers could cata~yse a nuclear war. The anS\Jer to this question 
ttppears to be in the negatiye .,- for a major nuclear power could conclude 
from a fairly strai€kt£orward argu.-.ent that such action would not be in 
-the inte-rest of the other major pOlMeI', since the gains, if any, wc,.uld be 
relatively ~mall and the risk of devastation to itself very great. We 
seem) ther~fore~ led to the conclusion tkat the chances or a third ~ou.ntry 
catalysing a. nuclear \far betueen the 'two t11ajor powers 'oy a deliberate 
use of its nuclear weapons is remote. 
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ll. To SWttmarize_. we appear to be led to the ccnclusionc.3 that the 
- apread or nuclear weapon,s during the next ten years or so i,till not place 

any country possessing them in the position of having a deterrent force 
against e ith_er of the two major powers 1 that the use o£ such weapons by 
a third .country would not catalyse a nuclear war between the two major 
power:,,· and finally that the use of nuclear wea~s against any other 
country would probably lead to a joint action by the two major powers to 
stop its further use .. 

12. The po5ition wculd, however, be entirely different, if countrie£ 
Were free several decades from now., as at present, to develop nuclear 
weapons on their own. At lea::it a few countries would then be in a posi­
tion of having' a deterrent nuclear foree against any other. The Gituation 
would be a very complicated one, and it :aeems not unlikely that it would 
be much less stable than at present. lt would appear, therefore) to be 
in the interests c£ everyone to see that nuclear Weapons are abolished 
within a period ~fa decade or so bef~re a third country has the time to 
develop into a major nuclear power. 

15, let us now examine the systems for preventing the spread of nuclear 
weapoos during the next few years. 1'he cnly official system which exists 
at present is that adopted in principle ~J the International Atamic Energy 
Agency in its Charter ~nd put into pra.ctice by it to the extent that it 
can_ The basic aim ot the.system is to ensure that no assistance given 
by the Agency for developing the pa,aeef'ul uses or ~~e energy can be 
u~ to further a military purpose. Since ev€rything in this world can be 
u.sed both for good or ill, the objective is in principle i~possible of 
attainment. For example, any lmowled8e c£ operating a reactor for peaceful 
purposes CM be employed later for o(:Xi)rating a reaetgr for military 
purposes. These difficulties immediately pose a practical problem as 
to the extent to which the Agency's sa.feg-uards system should be carried 
in or4er to achieve it~ objective. It is clear. that restraints on the 
liberty o£ persons train~d in the operation, designing ar:rl 'oo.ildin~ of 
r~ac:tors or chemical plal'lts is not likely to be accepted. Incleed, all 
.spread of knowledge of nuclear technology- carries with it the potential. 
of its ~se £or military purposes, In practice, therefore 1 the Agency1 s 
safeguard system has perf·orce to be more mode et in its aims. 

14. Another weakness of the sy~tem is that it can be applied only to 
a country which seeks help £ran the Agency, or from any Member State of 
trie Agency which follOk'S the same policy.. The nation seeking help for 
peace£ul atomic developnent is haraly likely to be able to undertake 
military dev~lopments on its awn, and the. more any Sta-te has to depend 
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on exterhal assistance for pUshil\g f~nrard its programmes for tm peaceful 
U6e$ of m.lCl'iar energy, the less it is likely to be a&le to u.e 'tl.uclQ;a~ 
energy for military purpo$eS. The system, therefor~, operates ~ost ~ffect­
ive ly on. thos~ whO) are least capa.bl~ and not at all upo:n th0.$e able to 
progress by thetnselves. '1he <:ontribVl-~ion of such a ay$tem to prO'ffloting 
world 5eQ~rity is, thare£ore, very d~ubtful. 

15. On the other hand, it is easy to see that in certai.)\ circumstances 
aid given by the Agency with it~ full safeguards ~ystem in operatio~ could 
belp in accelerating a military procraJM\e. tet us assume that the country 

• receiving aid receives £ram the .A.(ency heavy wa.ter or .fissile ma.terial 
for a· reactor for peaceful purposes.· !f the country concerned alre~dy has 
heavy water or -fissile material, the loan of the Agency's heavy ~ter or 
fissile material to that extent liberates the c0Untry•s o~n material~ £gr 
use in military programmes. The effect of the operation of the Agency."s 
Safeguards system is always 5Uch as to widen the aap behreen the deYeloped 
and underdeveloped countries, and it can be argued that such a result is 
not in the interest of the world as a wnole and does not really promote 
world security. 

16c The ~ost that can be said for the AgQncy1s· safeguards ~ystAm is 
that it has a delayin, effect on the spread of nuclear weapons, but it 
achieves this, as .·~inted out, at the expense of \Jidening th.e gap between 
the less and more developed eou.ntries. 

17. It is now clear that atomic energy ~ill play an increasir"Jg role 
in electric ?OWir generation in the ~orldJ and it is already competitive 
in many hi&h cost fuel areas, including many areas in the industrially 
under-developed countries. Neither uraniUll'J mines nor plants for the 
fabrication cE fuel elements nor reactors are 1n themselves a military 
danger. T_E~ do n~; . .P~~~'2Y unless they a~..Jm~_?.._=L~Y.~.!'.:t~ose 
cou.ple.d Wit~a.nts for the.-ext_~~~n of plui;~m or gaseoY.:, diffusion 
p].ants and %acilities fo~· the fa.brica.t.ia•i'\ o.f fi..Ssile material ~~eapons. 
The last mentioned facilities are purely of a military nature. On the -
other hand, chemieal plants !or the extraction of plutonium and the 
gaseous extraction plants for the separat1.on of uranium-235 may both 
be. required for the peaceful uses of atomic energy. It is these p.lants 
which are, therefore, to be safeguarded to Qnsure that the ~teri.als 
produced in them are not used for military purposes. It is clear tM.t 
it all plant~ f<:1r the extraction cL plutoniUffl and all ,aseous dif.f'us1on 
pl.aftts were under international ,s4fagua.rcls) the dangers of the Military 
use Qf atomic ene~gy \Jould oe 1.srcely elimi..nated. The key to the 
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safeguards problem is, therefore, the safeguardi~ o£ such plants and 
not the impo~it~on of safe,uards on minc51 fuel fabrication facilities and. 
atDmic power statior>S. 

18. Safeiuards on chemical separation arrl gaseous.diffusion' plants must 
also be conceived in a practical way. It seems unlikely that they can be 
safeguarded in such a way that not even small amoun~s or fissile materials 
can be smuggled away, enoughtto make, let us say, an atomic weapon or wo 
over the period of a year or so. Our earlist discussion appears to show 
that such a 5mall production, even if it were to take place clandestinely: 
does not really endanger world security. rt must be remembered that the 
position today_is q_u.ite di.f.ferent from what it was when the first two atomic 
bombs were dropped at the erd of' \Jorld War II . .A.t that tir.ue,no other 
nucle6r weapons were in existence. Today the explosive powe~ in nuclear 

•weapons is in several ku.nareds of thousa.nas of megatons. If and when 
disarffia.ment is achieval, and in order to rneet any threat which may arise 
from the small remaining possibility of a clandestine aiversion Of .. sroi.ll 
amounts of fi5sile material into the fabrication of weapons, it ma_ybe 
necessary tc keep a certs.in minimum nuelea.r force in existence under 
international or bilateral control. 

19. It appears p06sible to de.vise a system dependent only Olli the control 
~r i6Spection of ~11 chemical separation plants and isotopic separation 
plants for uraniwn-2~5, wh1ich will pre.vent any group or country .fram 
making weapons clanclestinely in S\.\fficiently large amounts to make the·ir 
ntional use an advantage to their user. It may never be possible t.o 
prevent countries £rem making clanrlest'inely a very sma.11 nwnber of nuclear 
weapohs, so small that their use would only be a catastrophe for the eountry 
using them. When we arrive at such a system, th~ world will have reached 
a stage corresponding to the state o£ affairs in a well organized ,ociety 
in which the. rule of law prevails. The system is not su.ch as to prevent 
a maqnan,for example, fr0M murdering another citizen however 1.mportant. 
It n~vertheless makes su.eh incidents rare enau.gh to allow rnost people to 
live in a world o.f reasona.ble security arid f-ree .from fear. In a world 
where there is a widespread use a£' atomi~ energy, and in which atQmic 
weapons nave been known, it rmy nev-er be possible to achleve. more than 
this. It may ne.ve:r i>e possible to completely· prevent the. irrational use 
of an atGmic weapon ~ainst a town with all the horrors thest this ma1 entail, 
but one could certainly assure tkat such an event becomes extremely un­
likely., and that the chance of a wide~puad atomic catastrophe with. the 
destruction~ a lar(e ~umber of cities and iisaster on a world scale is 
completely eliminatQd, 
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20. In short, to quote a sentence from my Presidential Address to the 
195.5 Geneva Conference on the Peaceful U9es of Atomic Olergy: "A wides­
pread atomic p~er industry in the world will necessitate an international 
s~iety {that iS a society of states) iYl Which the major states have 
agreed to maintain peace. 11 The U .. S .. A. and U .. S. S .. R., if they agreed, 
could Jointly maintain peace and Stop a groliferation of nuclear weapons 
during the nex:t ten or fifteen yea.rs, reaching in that period their o1'tn 
nuclear disarmament, eKcept for an agreed residual force. If this is 
not achieved in this period, the ,ituat.ion may well so ou.tside their con­
trol and the world become a much more unstable and dan,erous place. 
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a general long-range nuclear power prosrem that envi986es three stag-es. 

The nrst stage 1s the constru.ction. o:f natural-urru1ium•t\:leled reactors 

for the dual _purpose of producing elect.rte power and plutonium. ·The 

plutonium produced would then be sed in the eecond stage aa duel 1rl 

plutonium-thorium converter reactors which -would produce uranium ... 233 

as ·well • poller. The third etage would, then use the lU"atlium.-233with 

thorium in breeder reactor.a. No t~sched:u1e for this program has 

been, announced. 

The first stage of the Indian nuc.lear power· pTOgram is still 

unse-ttled and is completely dependent on foreign aasistance, partieiulary 

o~dit~ fbe third Five Year Pltm (1961 .. 66.) authorizes the construct101 

ot a. nucl..ear pove.r plant near Ahmedbed to be put into <)perat1on by 

inid-19()5. On 10 Ootobe 1960, the AIC re11,1ested world.•wide bids for· 

thiS plant, to be located at ·farapore, near Abmedabad.,whieh will con­

siet of ·twoCalder-Ball-type reactors bav1ng a total installed electric 

power capacity of 300 MW(e1ectrlc). While the $1)eeif1cat1ona call 

tor natur 1- rentum fuel., bids for the construction of other types of 

:reactors. Will be accepted at the bi(lder' .s own coat and rtsk. The extent 

of credit usistance and usafeguardsl! re~ts Will pmbe.b1y be 

the det rm1mtrtg 11actors in the. selection of the bids. for this project .. 

The US and tJIC.Will t,tqUire sategua.rds £or th• J)e&cetul usee of the 

installation.. Although India has previously cODcluded agreements which 

contained tJd· g\lard provieiona,. India, ie now n.rm1y oppoeed to them 

awl bas 1nsittc4 that the nuclear power station mu.at be constructed 

without safeguards 

- 3 ., 
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While the btd& .for the t.rompore proj.ect -we:reon~lly e~ct·ei 

to be opened on, 31 ~ l96l, tile deadline for e mitt: 'bids 'ffli\S 

ext nded '\o 31 at 1961,. EJev,. bids were receiv. d fi'otn the US (3), 

UK (2)-, JTance (l), a.n ~d (1) Md t ey nll be . tudi~d. tor t 

ieut eov:ersl months before : deeision is made. • :t.nce co,, t ettu-al. 

ue8Qt1ations ustl&Uy t:alte ·OWJi · r.a e pe~d . t tinle; it 1s Ut\J.~ 

that the i,owe:r:·11t.at1onwill 1n operation br· the • xpeeted t1me ot 

mtd-1965 Consideration bas beea gtv-en to the C01UJtruotion of several1 .., 

other nuclear powr statio •, inclua··· •. US ":,pe ~ enr.iehea tlMl'lium. 

In January 1$)61, the Pl,e:tminS ~- sio of the flv~ !ear Flan. provioionally 

approved h • :t. o111sion. of a l O tu •_-uranlum-,:fule nuclea:r Power 

station tor the Delhi- . ·ms b re _, aa a poe&ible alternative to . 150 

conv •. t1ona1 thermal station nowincluded in the third nve ?ear· Pl.all. 

This . pproval i subject ·to the condition that the co:1tt(Jf the nu.clear 

pcwer plant not be subs-tant~ 1n e··r.cesaot that o the conventional 

atation. 

111he~te·:t a.sswt to it.$ • rogrsm 1· !tldiats wealth 1n rs. materials 

eatential. ·to a. n;·cleal' energy effort. In41a ,01•e ••• robably the 

largest reserve· f mo ztte,, the ~eipal source o thod.um, 1 the 

w-rld., and eJ.ao l'Jll.elarge reaerves ot urani ·• be~Jllttm.t, and f!ir.com.um 

ores. While India. • in1ti ta\ a program tor tw, explmtatio ox 

the.ae re-serves,, tho nnolear ene · rogi.• 1s lttpend.ent upon other 

eountrles for 'the .sup -~ er most .Qf e neees-.ey material.Al. 
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'ho. c~i e l •ive been estnblis ed to $.up~ eomeof tbe neceseaey 

r,e; • mat~rials. Xndian • -=••'"'"'"8 Lt .,, set up 1951 'W:1.tb.the 

assiatanc . o'f SOeiete . Ohimi e dea. ~en-es •.ares (France), 

Q\#,jl,.L_~and. the Al.we.yePlant fo nazite sand tor th extrac. io of 

ra,re eartl CC>fflPOUl1d8. d crud • , hydroxide ca.me to o. eration 

i<il ... 195°. th cl'tlae · u hi to 'lrotnooy "t.W:t4:~·~ the company 

O)?Etr&tfl/3·the . 0 s p - e produet10n ot thorium m.trate . u-an·um 

concentrate. Th.e o-t· .oim~~, 'l.~iwL11 ·rals, Ltd ..~ G : tabl:tsh.ed 

1n 1.956 d stari •.d its • •. in 9:>7* 1'i1e p ey • 1-oduct 0£ 

the ·~ is 1 . it·, but rutil ;; 

roducecl.. e u .. • d u .. a of the 1lnlen1te 

pro nc d. 

e- • na1ve e . lor 1tion 'D~:>i;o:~ n • l'r1ed out in lnd1e t 

find e-conomi 'tlr8.n1Ultt► .AD,Ullll)e'::t' 0 O:t 

mini and evelo t work 

has been. t •e 1n aeve al f3re s.. 1 t p t "Orte 

prod ,otior1 

1958. Thia 

and t)e~· o era.t 01 n 

o 50 tonG of th Indian 

illne:s per dQ,y • to ~.,A.!.,W. • ...,, 

othe o :ue • ar, th roe ·s.s h·ye been 
' 

the tre rt u·•, ot 

:thou 'J' 

'. 

l lant for the. IJl.~duotion of thor um 

aoncentra.t ·en: .into o in.ti 0; at t e Tromoays ·te . 
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-.~......,..,.,.....e ion of berJ litmt . t$l to b 

d.o and fi 

• nc in 

1f eJ • ·rll ts c:onducte i 

-we a1.1ee·as • • • 

m taJJx r · , tb ...e i . no i ·' o sti n :ti ri· a or the 

s cond at of coop ration" 

In i ia 0 of~ th war p inci rodu er .of ,ery •ore, d. 

1954 u. • a, chi ( mce) r 

tbe C for u.. co truetion of p. •nt to odua 

0 bel,"yilit 

- c •ty 15 "'iv<:> ot 

... r ye ,r.. 1'110 195 ...59 a:ted t :t th 

deferr~d due ,o t e, the 1959 o Ann 1 

• • 

eport ot· th roj,ect,.. 

to t· poasi'bi tty of' :lev • o- ing 

ro 11ct o hi te from t:ro •e 

,coke and oo .l tQr p1t " duri of th, 

ev. n iO th extent ha,t ca; o lS 

957 ... 

:t bot· t · l •.5 ... 59 a l959-6o· u.nl Report state t t the qu _iti.on 

of ett t to roduc.e hite ·or the r ctor p:rogrom a. 

be· • consiae ed .. 

Xt is · -O'Wll 1titi. s of r:vy ter were purch sed 

the lnat tute of uolear Ph;ygio ,. ·C$lcutt .. additto· ., rsk-Hydro 
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(lion~) bM received an order to 6,000 ks of h•vy vate?' tram ·hd1a 

nor to late l 54- 1'h.1.i order wu given low priority by' the It> g1ana 

e.na.cleliwr:, wasnot- expect.a until bout mid-1959.. ~ ia no 1ntor ... 

matton whether· thia oitde-r , ever · ipped or »Qt. !he U.S. eol.d and 

8bipped 21 t0Jl8 Of' htld~r' w&te ' to lcdia for U1Je the ca, and M.tl 

lease4 an &M1tiomu 15 tom to '\lied 1n ~-

CfheABClU 1nit1ated a proj. ct for • production ot· 14 tona at 

heavy 11ater annually 1n co ot1on vi tertiliur . lant belna built 

at langal~ The hh-'YJ' t r lant, '.ch 1, be buUt ·bvCles.Uacbatt 

f!i!r, Linde• amaohinen AG,llurl.ch, vu or1gl.uaJJ.y expected tC>be in 

opeat1on 1n 1.960, t a not eX);Mlotedto CClq)let : untU Ute 1961. 

·TheAla baa :eatablia . l.abo to17-aeale plutonium ee.paretion 

facility -at Trombar, an4 ~.,. :tit1es ot plutollium have been. produeed. 

P.re~ construct on ha.a a.tarted for a pluton1um &epal'atum 

plant w1 .. ea ~M:!ted c.tQ>aCttyto b&IOdl.3;~ ·DOtons of iJ'radiated l 

per~• llllle ».Ulmt!KI ·comp·etion 1a l 3,. it ia unHkely t1-

th plant will in·._ ion until 1964 _5., WbU A18ARAand.z.aRt.llA 

n capable ot' pi04\le • 1 amal.11 • q;uapt1tiea of plutonium,~ 

the cmeoUl. produoe atgrd..ficut am0UJ1t ot plutonium it it 1a operate 

tor aueh p~uc ion. Xn ti ·_; should th • nuclear power reecton 

rovi d by country whi:ah rt requiro Mt~, aonaid.e ......- ..9 

~t of ~- . • plutoni im could be p· ced. 

fhete 1• no into-rmatton , t ~ baa taken ttepe • . . the 

~, eigrl, or construction ot tae1lit1ea top~ aigni.ti 
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quantities or Uftn1um ... 23-5, and there 1s no evidence that a:a;vactual 

wrk bae been dOne on the production of u:eat.um-233. 

,The Indian Oovemment, and particularl.1" Prime Hiniater Nehru, nave 

conti,nnalJy denounced the pi-oduction and use o'f nuclear we.pone and have 
( 

adVan~d numeroua proposal.a tor nbanning the bomb • several ,atatement• 

have been made on lndia 1 1 cape.bil1 ty to produce nu.cl.ear wea1>0na, bUt 

have ;reiterate<\ tbat th•y had no intention o-f doing ao. On 31 January 

1958, p:reaa reports quoted Prime Kln1et■r Xehru u stating that Indie 
I 

voul.d have the ability to ma.nut, _ture atomic bomba in tw to four years, 

but he/~e4 bt ln41a would not make them. Dr. Bbabh& mde headlines, 

on l6 December1959 by ftl)Ort~ tel.l.1D8Parl~tt• intorraal CoD&Ul· 

tative Conraittee, that lndie. bad the eapabU1ty ot· manutactur-ing atanic 

weap0u.. Bbabhavaa reported to bavt empb.Nized that, can now manu­twe 

facture A-bOmbaand atom1c 1'eaPollB it 'We mean to.' Hofl'Ver-, he quot' 

from an earlier statement ot the Prime Minister's that Inciia wuld use 

atomic energy oiicy tor peaceful constructive purpoaea.. Bawever, on 

2 february 1960, in reply to g.uestion from the preaa aa to how long 

it would take for India to make, nuclear weapona, if she ao w1ehed, 

:or.lhabba replied, 'About 1.vo ye.are, I suppose. t 
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