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TO: The Deputy Secretary

FROM: NEA - Joseph J. Siscc’{

SRG Meeting on Indian Nuclear Developments on
Wednesday, October 4, at 3:00 p.m.

Estimate of Situation

You may wish to start off your presentation at
the SRG meeting on the Indian nuclear problem with a
very brief statement regarding our estimate of Indian
capabilities and intentions, the implications of an
Indian nuclear decision, and U.S. objectives in re-
gard to Indian nuclear policy. We suggest that for
. this purpose you draw on pages 1 and 2 of the summary
of our response to NSSM 156 (attached at Tab A), which
closely resembles the conclusions of the SNIE (attached
at Tab C). There already exists a substantial con-
sensus on these matters within U.S. Government agencies
and so it should not be necessary to dwell on them.

U.S. Action

There remains consideration of what we might do
to influence Indian policy in advance of an explosion,
and contingency actions which we might take should
‘India proceed to explode a device. As between these
two, we believe the emphasis should be given to the
| former both because of our interest in influencing
| Indian policy before a nuclear decision is made and
: because actions after an explosion could be decided
| upon only in light of the circumstances that existed
at that time.
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Unilateral Actions Before an Explosion (pages 2 and 3
of the Summary)

_In degcribing unilateral U.S. actions to influence
Indian policy, we suggest that you draw on pages 2 and

3 of the Summary of our response to NSSM 156. We suggest

that you indicate that most of these actions are not new
suggestions. 1In fact we have been doing many of these
things over the period since we first focussed on the
Indian problem in the mid-1960's. You should, of course,
note that we are handicapped in pursuing these courses
by the state of our relations with India. Nevertheless
certain actions such as the continuation of U.S.-Indian
cooperation in the nuclear and space fields are suffi-
ciently important to the achievement of our objectives
so that they should be pursued despite the state of our
relatioqs. ‘

In regard to the proposal of the study that we con-
sider offering India peaceful nuclear explosion services,
we suggest that you indicate that this is not a promising
idea as it is very unlikely that the Indians would accept
such an offer. )

Multilateral Actions Before an Explosion (pages 3-4 of
the Summary)

We suggest that you indicate that because of the
state of .our relations with India, we can probably
achieve more through multilateral actions than through,
direct actions with the GOI. You may wish to draw upon
pages 3-4 of the Summary for your comments on this sub-
ject. You might explain that we have already had dis-
cussions with the UK, Canada, Japan, and France on the
Indian nuclear question and, most recently, put to the
British during talks here on September 21 our ideas on
actions we might take before and after an explosion.
Thus our proposal is simply to continue and extend this
process.

We suggest that you seek agreement that we should
discuss the Indian nuclear problem with both the Soviets
and the Chinese. We particularly feel that we should
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enlist Soviet cooperation in view of Soviet interest
in avoiding proliferation and close Russian relations
with India.

The Department of Defense has serious reservations
regarding the proposal that we seek more rapid progress
on a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty as a method of influ-
encing Indian nuclear policy. In considering this pro-
posal, it is important that the SRG understand that the
drafters of the paper are not recommending that we seek
more rapid progress on a CTB but are only saying that
should the President decide to seek such progress, we:
believe that conclusion of an agreement would increase
pressures against Indian nuclear testing.

Contingency Actions After an Indian Explosion (pages 4
and 5 of'Summary)

The response to NSSM 156 sets forth an array of -
actions we might take beginning with a very mild re-

; . sponse and extending to imposition of severe penalties.
We suggest you indicate that the principal problem on
this subject is that if we do not react strongly enough
the inhibitions on other near-nuclear countries may be
reduced when they note our mild reaction. If we react
too severely, however, we will lose any influence we
might have over India's post-explosion nuclear policy
and place another obstacle in the way of satisfactory
U.S.-Indian relations. While we believe a final deci-
sion should be made in light of the situation at the
time of the Indian nuclear explosion, our current incli-
nation would be to follow alternative 2 on page 4 of the
summary and react in the form of a public statement of
displeasure and termination of nuclear and space cooper-
ation which might be directly related to the development
of an Indian nuclear/delivery system.

Pakistani Reaction

One special problem, Pakistan's reaction to an
Indian explosion, may come up at the SRG meeting. The
precise Pakistani reaction would depend in part upon how
much progress had been made at the time of the explosion

-SECRETF/SENSITIVE/EYESONLY
®

] (T (AT




eclassified Case: NW# 48007 Date:
2-11-2018

_4— . )

toward the re-establishment of permanent peace in
South Asia. We tentatively believe our role should
be to seek to steady Pakistan by a reaffirmation of
our previous general assurances of support against
nuclear blackmail. We would not now be inclined to

‘'go beyond this and provide more specific security

assurances.

Attachments:

Tab A - NSSM Response
Tab B - NSSM 156
Tab C - SNIE

; - -
Drafted: -%EA&INC:DTSchneider:nm
%x22141:10/2/72

Concurrences:
S/PC - Mr. Thornton;ﬁ%iv
PM/AE - Mr. Turrentine

NEA - Ambassador Meyer;ﬁhﬂi
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J AIDE MEMOIRE PRESENTED TO INDIAN ATOMIC
’ ENERGY COMMISSION IN BOMBAY, NOVEMBER 16, 1970

The United States Government has noted various
affirmations of Indian interest in developing the
technology of peaceful nuclear explosions, as well as
statements that the Government of India is not planning
for a nuclear explosion.

Occasionally, in the pﬁblic debate on the nuclear
issue, the question has been raised as to whether, under
extant agreements, the Government of India could
legitimately use foreign-supplied nuclear technology or

materials to manufacture an explosive device to be used

. in detonating a peaceful nuclear explosion.

i We believe the Government of India is aware of

the American interpretation of agreements under which

the United States has assisted India's development in
the field of atomic energy. However, we would like to
reiterate the American view in the interest of clarity
and to obviate any misunderstanding.

The American position, reflected in the Non-Prolifer-
ation Treaty, is that the technology of nuclear explosives

for peaceful uses is indistinguishable from that of

nuclear weapons, and that any nuclear explosive device,

though it be intended for benign economic purposes,
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could also be used for degtructive purposes. The
development of such explosives, therefore, is tantamount
to the development of nuclear weapons. Any other position
would be inconsistent with United States obligations

under the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the United States
Atomic Energy Act.

Consequently, the United States would consider it
incompatible with existing United States-Indian aqree-
ments for American nuclear assistance to be employed in
the development of peaceful nuclear éxplosive devices.
Specifically, for example, the use, for the development
of peaceful nuclear explosive devices of plutonium
produced therefrom, would be considered by the Unitéd
States a contraveﬁtion of the terms u;der which the
American materials were made available. 7

--The United States interprets the safequards
and guarantees provisions of the Tarapur agreement as
prohibiting the use of American materials and equipment,
or materials produced from such materials and equipment,
for research on or development of any nuclear explosive
devices, regardless of stated applications.

--The contract of March 16, 1960, under which the
United States sold heavy water to India for the CIRUS

Reactor states: "The heavy water sold hereunder shall

ANNEX 2 - p. 2
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be for use only in India by the Government in connection

ANNEX 2 - p. 3

with research into and the use of atomic energy for
peaceful purposes...." The United States would not
consider the use of plutonium produced in CIRUS for
pea&eful nuclear explosives intended for any purpose
to be "research into and use of atomic energy for

peaceful purposes."

T
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Legal Situation With Respect to India-U.S.
Atomic Energy Agreements

.There are three agreements with India in the
atomic energy field which are relevant if India were
to explode a nuclear device.

A. The 1956 CIRUS Agreement - The United States
Atomic Energy Commission entered into an agreement
with India on March 16, 1956 to supply twnety-one
tons of heavy water for the CIRUS reactor located
at Trombay. This reactor was supplied by Canada.
Under the agreement, India agreed the heavy water
should be used "in connection with research into
and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes.”
It is the U.S. view that India is committed to use the
plutonium produced in the CIRUS reactor, including any
subsequent generations of such plutonium, "for peaceful
purposes."

B. U.S.-India Bilateral of 1963 - The United
States signed a Cooperation Agreement with India
Concerning the Civil Uses of Atomic Energy (TIAS 5446)
August 8, 1963. Under this agreement the United .
States agreed to provide all requirements for enriched
uranium for fuel for twenty-five years for the two
reactors at Tarapur. India guaranteed in Articles
VI and VII that the fuel and equipment supplied
would be used "solely for peaceful purposes" and
would not be used for any "military purpose."

Article VI also gave safeguards rights to the United
States, rights of inspection and access respecting
nuclear material and equipment. The reactors for the
plant are of American origin and were financed by an
AID loan of about $73 million to be paid over thirty
years, starting with the first installment due in
1974. The fuel for the reactors over the twenty-five
yvear. period is estimated to cost about $100 million.
Payment to the USAEC for the cost of the initial fuel
load, amounting to about $15 million, has been deferred
by agreement until 1973. The obligation for peaceful
uses covers the plutonium produced in the Tarapur
plant, as well as subsequent generations. This is
shown most clearly in the Trilateral Safeguards
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Agreement (TIAS 7049) of January 27, 1971 between
the United States, India and the IAEA, under which
the IAEA assumed the safeguards rights of the
United States. Both reactors at Tarapur are now
operating and small quantities of plutonium have
been produced.

C. U.S.-India-Canada Tri-lateral - We have what
is in essence a tripartite arrangement with Canada
and India under which the United States agreed to
the use of heavy water of U.S. origin for the RAPP 1
reactor in India. The RAPP I reactor was provided
India under an agreement of 1963, as amended, between
Canada and India. This reactor is of Canadian origin
and is fueled in part by natural uranium supplied by
Canada. The United States agreed to permit U.S.-origin
heavy water to be used in this reactor on condition
that the heavy water would be subject to the "peaceful
purposes" guarantee in the Canada-India-IAEA Trilateral
Safeguards Agreement and, more particularly, that it
would be subject to certain special provisions which
impose safeguards rights with respect to the plutonium
. produced in the reactor (and subsequent generations
of such plutonium) for the five years or lesser
period during which the heavy water is used in the
reactor.

As can be seen from the above, United States
assistance to Indian reactors has been conditioned that
the use of the plutonium produced therefrom be "for
peaceful purposes." The Indian representatives in
the past have indicated they did not agree that there
would be a vivlation of the commitment "for peaceful
purposes" if nuclear explosive devices were used for
such civil purposes, such as constructing canals,

- reservoirs, etc. We stated our views in 1970 on
this subject to the Government of India throught our
Embassy in New Delhi, so that the Indian Government could
be under no misapprehension of our position. At that
time we clearly reiterated to the Indian Government
our position that the technology for the construction
of any nuclear explosive device is indistinguishable
from the technology involved in a nuclear explosive weapon.
We stated that the use for any nuclear explosive device,
whatever the device was intended for, would be incompatible
with the guarantee of peaceful uses.

Sonaboni
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If it can be shown that the Indian Government
has used plutonium produced from U.S.-assisted
reactors, we could charge the Indian Government with
a breach of its peaceful uses obligation. Since the
RAPP I reactor and the Tarapur plant are under
inspection safeguards, the probabilities are that any
plutonium from a U.S.-assisted reactor would originate
from the CIRUS reactor (Which is subject to a peaceful
use guarantee but not inspection safequards). ‘As
far as is known, no plutonium has been supplied to
India by France or the Soviet Union, or any other
country having plutonium.

In the event India breached the "peaceful purposes"
obligation, the only action we could take in the field
of our atomic agreements with India which might have
a significant impact would be to hold back on the
performance of our commitments to supply enriched
uranium for the reactors. Unless the enriched
uranium were supplied from other sources, such as
France or the USSR, these important and valuable
reactors would in due course have to close down thus

. depriving India of up to 400 megawatts of electricity.
However, any action on our part could expose us to
a refusal by India to make any payment on the $15
million owed for fuel heretofore supplied and
the $73 million owed on the AID loan.

If we knew beforehand that India was planning to
use plutonium derived from U.S.-assisted reactors in
a nuclear explosive device, or there was strong evidence
to that effect, we could, as in 1970, point out that
this would be a breach of India's obligations, and
state that we objected strongly and that if such use
took place, we would take "appropriate" action.
Appropriate action in the atomic energy field could
be the cessation of deliveries of enriched uranium
as stated in the preceding paragraph. Also legal
justification might exist to refuse to perform
commitments in other areas, but this could only be
determined upon a review of such commitments. Of
course we would be completely free to cease any programs
of benefit to India which we were not obligated to continue.

St (UTTTAPR
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‘ RELEVANCE OF ARTICLE I OF THE
NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

Annex 3 discusses the legal situation regarding
‘ breach of CIRUS and other US atomic agreements with
- India. If India were to use for an explosive device
‘ nuclear material not coming from US nuclear assisted
l reactors, we would have no legal basis for terminating
performance of our obligations under our atomic
agreements with India. Since India is not a party
to the NPT, our undertakings under this treaty
cannot modify our legal obligations to India under
an atomic agreement with India. We do have an obli-
gation under Article I of the NPT to other parties
to the treaty "not in any way to assist or encourage...
any non-nuclear weapons state to manufacture or
otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices." While we do not consider that
this language legally restrains us vis=-a-vis these
other parties from continuing preformance under our
! atomic agreements with India, this language might
‘ perhaps be drawn upon as one element of a political
. justification for terminating further performance
under such agreements if India were to detonate a
nuclear explosive device.

flier ol
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1968 U.S. DECLARATION ON NUCLEAR BLACKMAIL

(Made in the United Nations Security Council
in explanation of its vote for Security Council
Resolution 255 (1968))

The Government of the United States notes with
appreciation the desire expressed by a large number
of States to subscribe to the treaty on the non-
proliferation of ’'nuclear weapons.

We welcome the willingness of these States to
undertake not to receive the transfer from any transferor
whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices or of control over such weapons or explosive
devices directly, or indirectly; not to manufacture or
otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any
assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices.

The United States also notes the concern of certain
of these States that, in co-junction with their
adherence to the treaty on the nonproliferation of nuclear
weapons, appropriate measures be undertaken to safeguard
their security. Ahy aggression accompanied by the use
of nuclear weapons would endanger the peace and
security of all States.

Bearing these considerations in mind, the United
States declares the following:

Aggression with nuclear weapons, or the threat of
such aggression, against a non-nuclear-weapon State
would create a qualitatively new situation in which
the nuclear-weapon States which are permanent members
of the United Nations Security Council would have to act
immediately through the Security Council to take the
measures necessary to counter such aggression or to
remove the threat of aggression in accordance with
the United Nations Charter, which calls for taking "***
effective collective measures for the prevention and
removal of threats to the peace, and for the suppression
of acts of aggression or other breaches of the peace***",

’
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Therefore, any State which commits aggression accompanied
by the use of nuclear weapons or which threatens such
aggression must be aware that its actions are to be
countered effectively by measures to be taken in
accordance with the United Nations Charter to suppress
the aggression or remove the threat of aggression.

The United States affirms its intention, as a
permanent member of the United Nations Security
Council, to seek immediate Security Council action to
provide assistance, in accordance with the Charter, to
any non-nuclear-weapon State party to the treaty on the
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons that is a victim
of an act of aggression or an object of a threat of
aggression in which nuclear weapons are used.

The United States reaffirms in particular the .inherent
right, recognized under Article 51 of the Charter, of
individual and collective self-defense if an armed
attack, including a nuclear attack, occurs against a
Member of the United Nations, until the Security
Council has taken measures necessary +£0 maintain inter-
national peace and security.

The United States vote for the resolution before
us and this statement of the way in which the United
States intends to act in accordance with the Charter
of the United Nations are based upon the fact that the
resolution is supported by other permanent members of
the Security Council which are nuclear-weapon States
and are also proposing to sign the treaty on the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons, and that these States
have made similar statements as to the way in which
they intend to act in accordance with the Charter.

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 255 (1968)

(Adopted by the Security Council at its 1433rd Meeting
on 19 June 1968

The Security Council,
Noting with appreciation the desire of a large
number of States to subscribe to the Treaty on the

SECRBT
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Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and thereby to
undertake not to receive the transfer from any
transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices or of control over such weapons or
explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any
assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices,

Taking into consideration the concern of certain
of these States that, in conjunction with their adherence
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,
appropriate‘measures be undertaken to safeguard their
security,

Bearing in mind that any aggression accompanied by
the use of nuclear weapons would endanger the peace and

security of all States,

l. Recognizes that aggression-with nuclear weapons
or the threat of such aggression against a non-nuclear-
weapon State would create a situation in which the
Security Council, and above all its nuclear-weapon State
peérmanent members, would have to act immediately
in accordance with their obligations under the United Nations

Charter;

2. Welcomes the intention expressed by certain
States that they will provide or support immediate
assistance, in accordance with the Charter, to any non-
nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty on the Non-Pro-
liferation of Nuclear Weapons that is a victim of an
act or an object of a threat of aggression in which nuclear
weapons are used;

3. Reaffirms in particular the inherent right,
recognized under Article 51 of the Charter, of individual
and collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs
against a Member of the United Nations, until the
Security Council has taken measure necessary to maintain
international peace and security.
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INDIAN NUCLEAR DEVELOPMENTS
AND THEIR LIKELY IMPLICATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

Indian Capabilities

A. India is capable of detonating a nuclear device within a few
days to a year of a decision to do so. (Actual time required would de-
pend on how far preliminary work had gone, and there is at present
insufficient evidence on this question.) It could fairly quickly build
up a stock of 10-12 low-yield devices using existing plutonium, and
then make two per year until sometime between 1977 and 1980 when
new unsafeguarded reactors will be in operation. Thereafter, it would
be technically feasible to fabricate 50-70 each year.

B. India’s delivery capabilities are rudimentary. They will consist,
probably for some years at least, of a fleet of Canberra bombers with
an effective radius of about 1,000 nautical miles and conceivably some
Air-India Boeing 707s and 747s (which would require extensive modi-
fications )—all vulnerable to Chinese air defense. Relying on native
resources alone, India could probably not develop a strategic missile
capability for at least a decade; effective help from external sources
seems unlikely.

C. A crash or accelerated Indian program for the development of
high-yield weapons and long-range delivery systems is unlikely during



the 1970s. Present nuclear and space programs could enable India
greatly to enhance its weapons potential by the 1950s; heavy additional
expenditures now would bring only marginal returns.

Indian Intentions and International Implications

D. The chances are roughly even that India will conduct a test
in the next several years and label it a peaceful explosion. It will cer-
tainly keep open the option to do so. It is, however, impossible to
pinpoint a specific precipitant or time for a decision to go ahead. If
India does conduct a test, it would almost certainly be conducted under-
ground, and would probably be secretly ordered and prepared. Follow-
ing a test, India would probably go ahead to make a small number of
devices—which could be used as weapons.

E. To New Delhi, the arguments both for and against conducting
a test are strong. Mrs. Gandhi knows that it would be popular at home,
stimulate a rising sense of national pride and independence, and—in
the eyes of many—reinforce India’s claim that it should be taken
seriously as a major power.

F. But a test would bring adverse foreign reactions. It might en-
danger some of the foreign—particularly economic—aid which is still
valuable to India, though less critically necessary than formerly. An
Indian nuclear explosion could also lead to demands for costly new
weapon systems at the expense of Mrs. Gandhi's domestic programs
and of conventional weapons procurement.

G. The USSR is opposed to nuclear proliferation, and would no
doubt prefer to see India avoid testing. But Moscow would probably
see its continued close ties with India as too important to jeopardize
by very vigorous opposition to an Indian program. If the Soviets were
asked to join in multilateral representations concerning an Indian
program, they would probably be unresponsive.

H. In making a decision, India will, of course, take Western con-
cerns into account. Private demarches and counsels well in advance
of a decision might possibly have some effect. However, pressures by
the US and other \WWestern Powers would probably not have a decisive
impact an New Delhi if Mrs. Gandhi was convinced that a test was
required to serve important Indian interests. Indeed, given present
Indian resentment of US policies, unilateral pressures by the US would



probably prove counterproductive. We doubt that most non-Com-
munist Powers would be willing to bring sanctions against India for
going nuclear. Even if such sanctions were imposed and included
substantial reductions in economic assistance and access to technology,
India would accept these difficulties.

I. An Indian test would reinforce India’s dominant position in
South Asia. It would be a psychological jolt to Pakistan, but would
probably not lead Pakistan to capitulate to India on outstanding dis-
putes, and indeed for some time to come would make it more diffi-
cult for Bhutto to make concessions. Islamabad would seek more
political and military support from China and especially the US. It
would cause China some concern, but we cannot foresee any major
changes in Chinese policies that would ensue from such a development.

J. While an Indian nuclear test would be a setback to the non-
proliferation cause, we doubt that it would have a determining effect
on whether any other non-nuclear power, e.g., West Germany, Japan,
Israel, South Africa, Brazil, goes nuclear or not. Each would decide
according to its own political and security considerations. Were any
to go nuclear, however, it could cite the Indian precedent as one
justification.



DISCUSSION

I. INDIAN NUCLEAR CAPABILITIES

(N.B. This section is couched strictly in
terms of capabilities. Intentions are dis-
cussed in Sections II and III)

1. India has the requisite skills and ma-
terials to set off a nuclear explosion, probably
of low yield. The civil nuclear program in
India is broadly based, and an objective
of that program has long been to move to-
ward greater self-reliance and less depend-
ence on foreign technology. The total program
including power applications has been large;
the Department of Atomic Energy (DAE),
has spent almost $900 million since 1954. It
employs several thousand scientists who have
pursued studies in the US and Europe. As
a result, the civil nuclear program could
provide both the technical know-how and the
fissionable material required for a nuclear
explosives program. In addition, other tech-
nologies—electronics, metallurgy, computer
capabilities, and high explosives—are more
than adequate to support such an effort. From
a technical standpoint, there is no distinction
between a simple nuclear device for military
or “peaceful” applications.

2. We have long estimated that it would
take the Indians from six months to a year to

manufacture and explode a device after a
decision to do so. But we do not know how
much, if any, preliminary work has been done,
or whether or not the government has directed
the DAE to have one readied for detonation
on short notice. Depending on the amount of
preliminary work already done, they could
explode a device anywhere from a very short
time to as much as a year after the order is
given. Only a relatively small number of
people, from the Prime Minister through the
technicians, to those preparing the site need
be involved. Security could be very tight.
Thus both the decision and the test could
come as a surprise both to most Indians and
to the outside world. Intelligence might be
able to give precise advance warning, but there
is no certainty that this would be the case.

3. The weapons would have plutonium as
their fissionable material. The Indians now
have enough plutonium to make 10-12 bombs
and could add about two additional ones an-
nually from new production. Each would
probably be similar in fissionable material
and yield (15-20 kilotons [KT]) to the first
US test in July 1945. The plutonium is pro-
duced and separated in the Bhaba Atomic
Research Center (BARC) on Trombay, an
island in Bombay Harbor. A reactor there,
designed by the Canadians and built jointly
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by the two countries, is fueled by natural
uranium mined in India. The only safeguard
on the reactor is a written Indian promise that
the reactor and its products will be used only
for peaceful purposes. There are no provi-
sions for periodic or automatic Canadian in-
spections of BARC. Nor is there agreement
on what “peaceful purposes” means: Canada
and the US have taken the position that any
explosion is tantamount to a nuclear weapons
test, regardless of the declared purpose of the
explosion. India has not accepted this inter-
pretation.

4. The selection and preparation of a suit-
able site for a fully contained test (India
is signatory to the Limited Test Ban Treaty)
would involve considerable time and expense.
Relatively primitive facilities and modest in-
strumentation would probably be chosen for
an initial test that could be conducted in a
natural cave or man-made tunnel, possibly a
worked-out mine. Vertical drilling for em-
placement of the device would probably re-
quire more than a year.

5. Indian delivery capabilities, like the
prospective weapons themselves, are modest.
With respect to China they are marginal at
best. A fleet of about 40 Canberra bombers
with a radius of about 1,000 nautical miles
and a carrying capacity of 5,000 pounds could
reach India’s closer neighbors, including most
of Tibet and Sinkiang but not the heavily
populated areas of China. India has no long-
range bombers, but could conceivably, with
extensive modifications, use some of its Air-
India fleet of nine Boeing 707s and four 747s
to carry weapons several thousand miles. All
these aircraft would be vulnerable to Chinese
air defense. In any event, the cost of a weap-
ons system that used only current nuclear
and delivery capabilities would not be great;
the added expense of operating a program for
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the production of a few devices would prob-
ably be only $10-$20 million a year.!

6. For at least five years, India will be un-
able to enhance this extremely limited capa-
bility. A large Indian-built nuclear-power
plant with two reactors using domestic ura-
nium is scheduled to be in operation some-
where between 1977 and 19580. With current
and planned separation facilities, these re-
actors could produce enough unsafeguarded
plutonium to make 50-70 20 KT bombs a year
(or fewer ones of higher yield). A new gen-
eration of fast breeder reactors producing
U-233 from India’s huge supplies of thorium
may be ready in the 1980s. To come anywhere
near competing with the Chinese, the Indians
would have to make higher yield (possibly
thermonuclear) devices and develop a stra-
tegic missile system. Atmospheric testing
might also be required. Costs in the billions
of dollars, lead times of a decade or more,
lack of required technical expertise, and com-
peting demands for non-military and conven-
tional military programs would serve as
major—though not final—barriers to pro-
grams of this nature. In the unlikely event
that India were able to buy complete systems
abroad, the price would still be very high.

7. India’s planned and slowly expanding
capabilities in the nuclear and space-related
field will eventually remove some of these
constra’nts. By the 1980s there will be enough
plutonium and U-233 to make a number of
high-vield (up to 500 KT) weapons. The In-
dian space program, which is still in its earlier
stages, will also probably have borne fruit
by then. To date, only sounding rockets have
been tested. A full-scale satellite launch is

"India’s defense budget for the current vear is
$1.9 billion; its atomic energy budget $157 million.
See Annex for details.

*There are two other plants under international
safeguards; one is in operation and the other under
construction.
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scheduled for 1975, though there will prob-
ably be slippage. After this, the Indians will
be in a better position to develop a missile.
Technical problems would be substantial, how-
ever, and it would still require quite a few
years and considerable money to achieve an
operational missile system.

IIl. FACTORS IN AN INDIAN DECISION

8. In formulating its future nuclear policies,
India has three broad options. It could, of
course, pursue nuclear research and devel-
opment while postponing a nuclear explosion
indefinitely. It could conduct an underground
nuclear test, labeling it peaceful but acquiring
a limited weapons capability as an inescapable
by-product. It could proceed openly and with
a determined effort to develop a substantial
weapons capability. Each course has strong
advocates; each can be supported or opposed
with strong arguments.

A. A Major Weapons System

9. In Parliament and in the press, there
are many advocates of a major effort to de-
velop a credible nuclear deterrent.* Such an

3Some who advocate the development of nuclear
weapons argue that with no guarantee of a continuing
third country nuclear umbrella, India must begin de-
veloping a credible deterrent against China. They do
not contemplate a force in any way rivaling China’s,
but rather one which would have the capability of
doing enough damage to the Chinese—the destruc-
tion of a number of cities, for example—to preclude
Peking’s resorting either to nuclear blackmail or to
actual nuclear strikes against India. What varicus
bomb advocates perceive as a credible deterrent varies
from forces based largely on India’s present delivery
capabilities to fairly sophisticated mixes of super-
sonic bombers, missiles, and submarines. According
to proponents, the assorted sophisticated programs
would cost anywhere from $1 to $15 billion. Those
in favor of such programs maintain that India can
absorb the costs, that there would be parallel savings
on conventional weapons, and that parts of the pro-
grams will be undertaken anyway—in the space pro-
gram, for example.

act would on the whole be politically popular
in India. But the Indian Government (under
both Shastri and Mrs. Gandhi) has rejected
and, at least for the rest of the 1970s, will
probably continue to reject this course. The
present Foreign Minister’s publicly stated
reasons for refraining are probably still per-
suasive to the government: (a) that the build-
ing of a credible deterrent would be pro-
hibitively expensive; (b) that India could
count on third party support to deter Chinese
nuclear aggression; and (c) that India’s mili-
tary problem with respect to China is pri-
marily a conventional one.

10. There are other reasons as well. The
development of an advanced system might
require above ground testing. India has signed
the Limited Test Ban Treaty banning this
and its leaders continue to be strong in their
support of it. Renunciation of that Treaty
would be a major and difficult policy shift.
In addition, the moral argument—the Gandhi/
Nehru position that nuclear bombs are evil—
still has adherents even in an India which
seems to relish newly proven skills in real-
politik. And the Chinese, with their missiles
and thermonuclear weapons, are already so
far ahead of the Indians that “catching up”
is out of the question for a very extended
period. Some argue that a primitive anti-
Chinese weapons system would more likely
provoke Peking than effectively protect India.
Given the fact that India, with its present
nuclear and space programs, could approach
the potential of a substantially improved
weapons capability by 1980 or 1985, a decision
now to speed-up the development of a high-
vield, long-range, anti-Chinese nuclear weap-
ons system would involve considerable extra
costs for marginal returns.

B. A Nuclear Test

11. India could also conduct an under-
ground nuclear test described as part of a
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peaceful uses program. It is conceivable that
India, after conducting what it called a peace-
ful nuclear explosion, might actually rest
there—i.e., avoid the production of further
nuclear devices. Such a course would satisfy
those who want simply to demonstrate India’s
nuclear capability; it would also skirt the issue
of safeguards. Nevertheless, we think this
course unlikely. We base this judgment on
the view that strictly plowshare purposes make
little sense for India and, further, that if India
does decide to pay the price of any nuclear
test, it would probably decide to acquire some
weapons capability. Thus if an explosion is
conducted, it will in all probability be con-
ducted with intent to manufacture at least a
few low-yield devices which could be used
as weapons. The following discussion is based
on this belief.

Arguments For

12. There have been continu:ng rumors and
reports that the government is planning to
conduct a test, and these have increased in
volume over the past year or so (the Indians
have denied all public ones). Some of these,
e.g., those predicting a test immediately prior
to the March 1971 elections, the January 1972
Republic Day celebration, or the June 1972
Simla Conference, proved wrong. But there
may be rising pressures for, and possibly a
greater official receptivity to the idea of ex-
ploding a nuclear device.

13. India has consistently refused to sign
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
despite considerable great power urgings. One
of its publicly cited reasons has been that it
insists on keeping the option to conduct
peaceful nuclear explosions for plowshare pur-
poses. One major, if unstated, reason for re-
fusal has been that signing the NPT would,
in the eyes of nationalistic Indians, perma-
nently deny their accession to great power
status. They point to their nation’s vast human
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resources (only China has more people), its
substantial industrial base, its considerable
scientific and technological capacity, and its
armed forces (the world’s fourth largest) as
proof that India is more than just an ordinary
Afro-Asian country. Thus setting off a nuclear
explosion would, they feel, force the world
to view India in its proper perspective, ie.,
as one of the world’s principal powers.

14. A nuclear explosion would, as noted
earlier, be extremely popular at home where
national pride is riding very high; the detona-
tion of an Indian device would be received
with great enthusiasm. Many of those who are
antinuclear in principle would be mollified by
assurances that Indian-made devices would be
used only for peaceful purposes. Many who
believe that long run security for India should
not rest on a commitment by the Soviets or any
other external power would applaud the act as
a step toward genuine national self-reliance.
And the possession of what could be a nuclear
weapon as easily as a peaceful device would
appeal to many as a clinching symbol of
India’s dominant position in the subcontinent
and its desires to be taken seriously as a great
power.

15. The events of 1971, culminating in
India’s decisive military victory over Pakistan,
could reduce the motivation for a nuclear
demonstration especially in the short run, but
over time are more likely to reinforce it. The
military proved itself not merely big but
highly effective. The breakup of Pakistan
demonstrated India’s paramountcy in South
Asia. In New Delhi’s view, India is a major
Asian power to be taken not less seriously
than China or Japan. In addition, the closer
connection forged with the USSR (as signaled
in the August 1971 Treaty of Friendship) has
temporarily enhanced India’s sense of security
with respect to the Chinese. Indian fears that
even a small inventory of nuclear bombs could,
in time of crisis, trigger off a pre-emptive
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Chinese attack has almost certainly been
eased by recent demonstrations of Soviet
support. In these circumstances, the Indians
may feel that a nuclear test now would not
only enhance their country’s image but entail
much less risk than in the past.

16. The durability of the Soviet guarantee,
however, is undoubtedly open to question in
New Delhi. Moreover, New Delhi clearly be-
lieves it has lost any hope of a US nuclear
umbrella against China. The fear of becoming
further dependent on the Soviet Union for
its ultimate security against China and the need
to hedge against possible depreciation of the
present Soviet guarantee would be two
powerful motives in favor of an early nuclear
decision.

A Nuclear Test: Arguments Against

17. But Mrs. Gandhi would think very
carefully before ordering a test. It could bring
adverse reactions from most if not all the
principal world powers from whom India
receives political, military, technical, and eco-
nomic assistance. India’s leaders would prob-
ably hope (but not be sure) that these reac-
tions would soon die down. The Soviets have
long urged the Indians to sign the NPT,
though they apparently have not pushed the
matter forcefully. The Indians cannot be cer-
tain that Moscow’s reaction to an actual test

would be confined to pro forma regrets.

18. Mrs. Gandhi's currently more relaxed
view of the Chinese could change if she felt
that Peking was going to become more
threatening to India, possibly helped to do so
by the Sino-US détente. Though the Pakistan’s
would be unable to match the Indians for
many years, New Delhi could not be certain
that Islamabad would not get substantial tech-
nical assistance or even weapons from its Chi-
nese friend. India could not be sure that the
principal non-Communist Powers would ac-
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cept an Indian nuclear program without slash-
ing their aid programs to India. And for all
India’s greater stature, it remains a poor coun-
try to which outside assistance is extremely
valuable.

19. Mrs. Gandhi no doubt realizes that a
successful test would set off new demands
that India quickly use its technology to de-
velop a full-scale weapons program. These
demands would come from military leaders
(some of whom have already said they favor
this course) and patriotic civilians alike. Mrs.
Gandhi may feel she could contain such pres-
sures, and indeed she probably could do so,
at least for some time. But with the high
priority she has given to costly social welfare
measures even at the expense of overall eco-
nomic growth, she would probably see de-
mands for new weapon systems as a threat
to matters she considers more important.

lll. INDIA'S LIKELY POLICY

20. There is no inexorable process, force,
or logic compelling India soon to conduct, or
not to conduct, a nuclear test. To the Indian
Government the arguments pro and con are
both strong. Over an extended period—with
large quantities of unsafeguarded fissionable
material on hand and the space program
showing fruit—the arguments for are likely
to become more persuasive; the odds are high
that India will enter the nuclear club even-
tually.

21. The short-term outlook is far less cer-
tain, but some zuidelines may be noted. The
strongest factors impelling India to set off
a test are: the Indians’ belief that it would
build up their international prestige; demon-
strate India’s importance as an Asian power;
overawe its immediate South Asian neighbors;
and bring enhanced popularity and public
support to the regime which achieved it.
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22. Most of the arguments against conduct-
ing a test have to do with foreign reactions,
and these are becoming of less importance to
India. Though New Delhi is hardly entering
an era of extreme xenophobic defiance, it
has now clearly made resistance to outside
pressures an important element of its foreign
policy. “Self-reliance” is a regularly evoked,
rarely challenged, and sincerely felt slogan
of the Indian Government. A complete iso-
lationist policy is unlikely, but the degree
of effective persuasion available to outside
powers is less than in the past. One main reason
is the matter of economic assistance. Most of
this has been in the form of loans; over the
past 25 years, India has acquired a huge debt.
The latter now requires repayments on prin-
cipal and interest of over half of current aid
receipts, greatly reducing its net value. There
are now many articulate Indians who state
that it would be in the country’s interest to
renounce new aid. In any event, the possibility
of losing Western economic aid is one which
would inhibit but not decisively deter the
Indians from conducting a nuclear test.

23. The chances are roughly even that
India will set off a nuclear device at some
time during the next several years. The fac-
tors pro and con will vary at any specific
moment in this period. India will never
forego the option; at any given moment
the decision will not be between “no” versus
“yes”, but between “yes” versus “not now”.
The decision would be made by Mrs. Gandhi.
Her unquestioned dominance of the govern-
ment and unchallenged political strength in
the country give her full control of decisions
over matters of this import. She could afford
to do without the domestic political advan-
tages of an affirmative decision, and she could
also cope with the adverse consequences of
going ahead. So far she has publicly defended
the policy of abstaining from making nuclear
weapons. But both foreign and domestic polit-
ical considerations might work to change her

policy.

24. Mrs. Gandhi is bent both on mobilizing
the energy of her people in a massive assault
on social inequities, and on making India’s
voice heard with respect in international
councils. There are obviously contradictions be-
tween her domestic reform needs and spend-
ing vast sums on advanced weapons in pur-
suit of international status. But she may come
to believe that some kind of nuclear capability
would be useful in terms of adding to national
support for her domestic programs, and that
having a limited weapons capability, perhaps
in the guise of a peaceful program, would
give India increased stature or greater secu-
rity on the world scene.

IV. MAJOR INTERNATIONAL
IMPLICATIONS

A. The Soviet Position

25. From the point of view of the USSR’s
purely strategic interests, a limited Indian
nuclear capability would probably not give
Moscow great concern. Its relations with Mrs.
Gandhi’s government remain close and cor-
dial; any step which would strengthen her
regime and build up its image in South Asia
and elsewhere has some advantages for Soviet
interest. The USSR would probably not con-
sider that a limited Indian capability would
seriously aggravate area tensions.

26. At the same time, the USSR is seeking
to prevent the future proliferation of nuclear
weapons, and in principle would oppose any
country’s taking this step—India included. It
has long urged New Delhi to sign the NPT,
but has not made an issue of refusal to do so.
Moscow would have to consider whether an
Indian test would encourage other states (e.g.,
Japan, Israel, and particularly West Ger-
many) whose joining the nuclear club would
be a matter of grave concern to the Soviets,
to take this step. Overall the Soviets are more
likely to conclude that the damage to the
cause of non-proliferation would be neither
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immediate nor great, and that its interests
would be best served by making the best of
it. Thus if India conducts a test, Moscow
might pretend to accept New Delhi’s peaceful
protestations at face value, and exert such
pressures as it could to keep the program
limited. It would also continue to push for
ratification of the NPT by other countries. If
the Soviets were asked to join in multilateral
representations concerning an Indian program,
they would probably be unresponsive.

B. Western Positions

27. The Indians are not unconcerned about
Western reactions. Any decisions they make
will of course take their relations with the
Western Powers and Japan into account. But
concern is one thing and acquiescing to pres-
sures by these powers is another. Almost any
external pressures would be resented by the
Indians, particularly if they came after a de-
cision to conduct a test had been made, and
most especially if they involved any publicity.
Private demarches well in advance of a deci-
sion might possibly prove more effective;
much would depend, however, on how many
countries approached the Indians, how hard
they pushed the matter, and how seriously
India viewed the danger of sanctions.

28. Indian resentment would be especially
severe if the US took the lead in efforts to
pressure or even threaten the Indians into
not pursuing a program of nuclear prolifera-
tion. The Indian Government is wary of the
US, believing it to have a strong pro-Pakistani
bias; this sentiment is paralleled in the press
and among large sections of the articulate and
politically aware public. Nor, with the end
of the PL-480 food program, of even limited
arms sales, and with suspension of new in-
crements of economic aid, does the US have
much tangible leverage on the Indian Govern-
ment. Given this fact, plus the frosty suspicion
about US motives which currently exists in

some circles in India, active American pres-
sures directed against Indian nuclear plans
would probably prove counterproductive, at
least in some quarters of the Indian Govern-
ment.

29. This would probably not be so with re-
spect to the UK, Canada, Australia, Japan,
and the West European countries who collec-
tively supply most of India’s foreign economic
aid and who individually get along pretty
well with Mrs.' Gandhi’s government. But it is
very doubtful that any one or all of these
countries could persuade New Delhi not to
go the course of nuclear proliferation, if a
firm conclusion had been reached that it
would be in India’s interest to do so. Not only
is it doubtful that these countries could or
would offer enough inducements, e.g., secu-
rity guarantees and money, to divert India
from this path, but India would probably
calculate that they would not, in the event,
engage in serious punitive sanctions.

30. A threat by all non-Communist Powers
to terminate—not just suspend—all economic
assistance unless and until India renounced
nuclear testing would require some hard
thinking in New Delhi. India would also be
concerned if it thought that a nuclear ex-
plosion might reduce its access to Western
technology. The Indians probably feel that
such contingencies are unlikely and they are
probably right in this assessment. State to
state ties with many of these countries are
close and trade relations (as with Japan and
the UK) are substantial. A united embargo
on aid and technical access would be difficult
to achieve and maintain. It would also cut
both ways. India has large debts to these
states, and a cutoff of aid could lead India to
declare a moratorium on debt repayments.
The obvious beneficiary, in terms of political
position in India, would be the USSR.

31. Itis difficult to say precisely how much
India would be hurt by an aid cutoff. The loss
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of a net income of several hundred million
dollars a year would force cutbacks in devel-
opment programs, slow down economic activ-
ity, and reduce living standards for some
people. Substantial cuts in imports would be
required. But these would be unlikely gravely
to cripple the modern economic sector (the
principal beneficiary of aid), much less bring
India to reverse its decision. Even with all
its poverty and difficulties, India has con-
siderable skills and resources and could make
up for lost sources of technology from the
French and the Communist countries. Its
drive for “self-sufficiency” has not brought
autarky, but has given India greater means to
resist outside pressures and blandishments.
These would be in a sense enhanced as a
Western aid cutoff would bring on a massive
nationalist public reaction in favor of official
efforts to resist and overcome the new diffi-
culties. Given this, and the fact that the In-
dians could probably hope to receive some
additional Soviet and East European assist-
ance in the aftermath, Western economic
pressures to stop India’s nuclear programs
would probably be limited in effect.

C. Reactions Among India’s Neighbors

32. China continues to be Pakistan’s prin-
cipal source of arms. No Indian nuclear capa-
bility, large or small, is likely to alter China’s
willingness to support Pakistan. China would
continue to supply only conventional weapons;
there is no apparent reason for Peking to
break precedent and share its nuclear secrets
with an outside power. Peking would feel little
concern about Indian nuclear developments
per se, at least for many vears. Its margin of
superiority in weapons  vyield and delivery
vehicles is overwhelming and will remain so
well into, and probably beyond, the 1980s.
Its principal concern will continue to be the
USSR and secondarily the US, both of whose
nuclear arsenals it does take very seriously.
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The Chinese would probably discount the
threat to themselves of an Indian nuclear
weapons program, and would perhaps recog-
nize that the program was motivated primarily
by India’s aspirations to great power status.

33. The fact remains, however, that China
is the only logical target for such weapons.
Moreover, the Chinese would be concerned
about the impact an Indian explosion might
have on Japanese thinking. Peking would also
take a dim view of any enhancement of India’s
prestige among the weaker countries of the
Third World. For these reasons, the Chinese
would be likely to condemn an Indian nuclear
explosion. How strongly they did so would
depend on whether Peking was interested, as
it seems to be now, in a general improvement
of Sino-Indian relations which have long been
strained. It is even possible that an Indian
decision to go ahead would make a Sino-Indian
détente more desirable to both parties.

34. An Indian nuclear test would at least
initially be a startling development in much
of South Asia. To many there, it might even
seem to bring an entirely new situation to the
area. Some of India’s neighbors, traditionally
wary of New Delhi, would be concerned
that India would feel a new sense of manifest
destiny and be more inclined both to meddle
in their internal affairs and arbitrarily to
dictate settlements of outstanding disputes.
But as the dramatic impact of the explosion
faded, and as the fact of a nuclear India
came to be taken for granted, it is likely to
prove of less consequence than many would
initially fear. In any case none would or could
do much about it.

35. Most states would feel no new or per-
vasive sense of military threat; none could
hope to match or counter, on their own, India’s
new capability. Political reactions would, of
course, vary from country to country. For those
who are client states, i.e., Sikkim and Bhutan,
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an Indian nuclear explosion would only re-
inforce New Delhi’s already predominant
status. Much the same would be true of Bang-
ladesh. Burma and Afghanistan, whose ties
with India have been distant and not greatly
troubled, are not likely to see much if any
new consequences for them. Nepal would
probably feel some apprehension. The Nepa-
lese, who saw open and direct Indian inter-
ference in their domestic affairs until the
early 1960s, and who still must use Indian
facilities for nearly all their trade and com-
munications with the outside world, would
be wary lest New Delhi try to again assume
its former role as heir to the British Raj and
protector of the little mountain kingdom. But
Kathmandu has adroitly balanced off Indian
pressures by maintaining friendly ties with
neighboring China and to a lesser extent with
other large outside powers. These efforts
would probably be increased immediately fol-
lowing an Indian nuclear explosion. In the
long run, New Delhi’s position in Kathmandu
is not likely to be changed by this event.

36. India’s relations with Ceylon have tradi-
tionally been more distant and less abrasive
than with Nepal, though not without their
problems. About 20 percent of the residents
of Ceylon are of Indian origin, and this mi-
nority has been the object of discrimination,
communal rioting, and deportations. A 1965
Indo-Ceylon treaty agreeing to repatriation
of some Indians and Ceylonese citizenship
for the rest was intended to settle the prob-
lem. But it has been implemented only slowly
and partially. In addition, Ceylon has suffered
from social unrest so severe as to lead to
Ceylonese concern that the colossus of the
north might intervene to suppress subversion.
In any event many in Colombo would, on
hearing the news of an Indian test, probably
fear that New Delhi would be less inhibited
in further efforts to resolve problems in Ceylon
to its own satisfaction. This would probably
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lead them, like the Nepalese, to seek some
kind of greater support or assurances from
one or more of the great powers. But the end
result, in our view, would be little significant
change in Ceylonese relations with India. In
an extreme situation, either a non-nuclear or
a nuclear India would probably intervene
directly if developments in Ceylon involved
important Indian interests; otherwise, the pres-
ent not unfriendly relationship is likely to
continue,

37. Most Pakistanis would be psycholog-
ically jolted by the news that India had gone
nuclear. Despite their recent crushing defeat
and their obvious military inferiority, the sense
of hostility toward Indian designs remains
strong. There would of course be considerable
public excitement and alarm in Pakistan in
the immediate aftermath of an Indian test.
But balanced against this would be the fact
that the government (which has long been
well informed of India’s nuclear potential and
many of its plans) would not be greatly
surprised. Nor would it likely be panicked
into abrupt policy changes.

38. Islamabad in its own right would be
in no position to do anything concrete to
counter the event. One of President Bhutto’s
proposals during the 1970 electoral campaign
was the development of nuclear weapons to
counter India’s larger size, population, and
resources. But Pakistan will be technically
unable to set off a nuclear explosion for many
vears; it has some research facilitics, a large
safeguarded Canadian reactor, a few informed
scientists, but little more. On the whole we
doubt that Bhutto (or any successor) would
find it either necessary or desirable to concede
much to a nuclear India that he otherwise
would not. An Indian test, at least for some
time to come, would enhance domestic pres-
sures on the Pakistani Government to stand
firm in dealing with India. In these circum-
stances, Pakistan’s most likely course would
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be to continue to bargain hard over whatever
disputes with India were currently outstand-
ing, meanwhile using the new Indian threat
to argue for as much outside backing, particu-
larly from the US and China, as it could get.

39. Pakistan would try to build up and
modernize its conventional armed forces (as
did India both before and after China became
a nuclear power). For some years its principal
sources have been the US, France, and China.
The US would be an especial object of new
Pakistani request for defense guarantees, mili-
tary materiel, and economic support. Iran and
Turkey would be very sympathetic to Pakistan.
But able to provide little themselves, they
would urge the US to be generous.

D. The Cause of Non-Proliferation

40. A successful Indian test would of course
set back the cause of nuclear non-proliferation.
India would have demonstrated that it is
feasible, even for an underdeveloped non-
authoritarian country with limited natural and
financial resources, to develop an independent
nuclear capability. It would also come to be
recognized as a potential source of the tech-
nology and personnel necessary for other
countries interested in such a program. No
other non-nuclear state, however, would be
likely, simply because of India’s example, to
embark on a plowshare or weapons program of
its own. Such decisions are going to be made
by each government on the merits as seen by
that government. Nevertheless, it is true that
an Ind:an program would help erode barriers
to further proliferation in the sense that add -
tional countries would find it somewhat easier
to get around the arguments against going

ahead.

41. Such potential nuclear countries as
South Africa, Israel, and Brazil would not be
significantly affected by an Indian nuclear
test or weapons program. Each of these states

is involved in a different situation in another
area and each will continue to act according
to its national interests. The Israelis, for ex-
ample, who are furthest along in this respect,
could use the possibility of Indian-Arab nuclear
cooperation as one more argument against
signing the NPT and for keeping their options
open. Overall, an Indian test would give these
other states a reason to explain or excuse
similar actions of their own (were they to
take them); it would not cause them to do so
in the first place. In the unlikely event that
the other powers effectively made an example
of India, one or another might be inhibited
from going further with their own programs,
but probably only temporarily.

42. In determining West Germany’s policy
towards nuclear proliferation, ratification of
the NPT will depend on German relations with
countries in Eastern and Western Europe, with
the US and the USSR, and on negotiations
on military safeguards being conducted by the
European Community. Indian nuclear devel-
opments would play little role in determining
Bonn’s course of action.

43, Immediate Japanese concern over an
Indian test would be stronger than in the
case of West Germany. Japan is already aware
of and concerned with India’s nuclear po-
tential. It has signed but not ratified the NPT.
As a major industrial power, a principal Asian
state, and a potential nuclear giant, Japan
periodically hears a debate over whether it
should exercise this option, and an Indian
test would touch off another round of the
argument. For most Japanese the threshold
of nuclear anxiety remains high, and indeed
public opinion against developing weapons
has been rising in recent months. The new
Tanaka government certainly does not wish
to make nuclear weapons. The small group
that does would use the argument that India’s
joining the nuclear club was an additional
reason for a much more powerful Japan to
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do so. But the argument would carry little
weight with those making the decisions, in
the absence of radical changes in the inter-
national environment. Japanese decisions on
nuclear policy will be based on such central
factors as trends in public opinion, Japan’s
evolving relations with the great powers, and
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its view of its proper role in Asia. An Indian
test will not materially affect Japan's disposi-
tion to avoid a nuclear weapons program.
It might, however, tip the balance against a
Japanese decision to ratify the NPT—already
doubtful—or at least provide further reason
for Japan to stall on this question.
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COSTS OF INDIA'S NUCLEAR AND MISSILE PROGRAMS

1. India now has a gross national product
(GNP) of about $55 billion, an annual federal
budget of $8 billion, and spends about $1.9
billion on defense. Not included in the defense
budget are the appropriations of the Depart-
ment of Atomic Energy (DAE). During 1954-
1971, the DAE spent about $870 million. Of
this about $312 million has been for nuclear
power plants, the rest for everything from re-
search to uranium mining and the building of
heavy water plants. The DAE spent $136 mil-
lion (0.25 percent of GNP) in fiscal year 1971-
1972 (1 April through 31 March); it is sched-
uled to spend $157 million in 1972-1973.

2. The expenses of present space related
programs have been paid for by the DAE.
Scanty evidence points to current expendi-
tures of from $5-810 million a year. With the
development of more complex rockets and
boosters (a satellite launch is tentatively
scheduled for 1975), costs should rise, though
we cannot give exact data.

3. Given the already heavy investment in
nuclear activities, the additional costs of mak-
ing nuclear devices alone would be very
small. An initial underground test would cost
no more than $10 to $20 million for research,
development and fabrication of the device,
and preparation of the test site. After the
initial test, the annual average operating cost
for a program to produce 1 or 2 weapons per
year would be about $10 million to $20 mil-
lion: Such a program would be adequate for
any wea system based on India's present
capability for delivery by aircraft. The addi-
tional cost of a larger weapons program based
on facilities now being developed and aimed
at producing some 75 warheads over a 10-year
period—perhaps for delivery by missiles—

probably would be no more than $20 million
to $40 million per year.

4. Indian plans with respect to future de-
livery systems are conjectural. The develop-
ment of an intermediate-range ballistic missile
(IRBM) delivery system would be an ex-
pensive, long-term project. The present space
program is still in its research and develop-
ment (R&D) stages. India could take advan-
tage of its experience with its satellite launch
vehicles to start missile R&D. Such R&D would
probably take at least 5 years and cost some
$500-$750 million. Once the initial know-how
and technology had been acquired (perhaps
by the early 1950s), India could start a pro-
gram of production of IRBMs. This would be
costly: $300 to $400 million a vear (and much
of that in foreign exchange) for at least 5
years—but still a sum within India’s capa-
bilities if it chose to do it

5. In sum, the following rough cost options
are open to India for the next decade and
probably beyond.

over approximately a 5- lion total
year period using experi-  gram cost.
ence gained from the

Space program.

2 Follow-on missile pro- — $1.5-82 billion
duction for a period of total program
at least 5 years. cost.

3. Produce 75 muclear war- — $20-340 million
heads over 10 years for a year
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