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• SI!CH.ET 

i 

Introdu<:Cion: Kc~: Issue.s 

1. Hhac v;ould be the effects of: an Indian natiOI\lll nuclear 

progran> on US i nterests? (See para 2 of attached paper .) 

2 . Is there anything more tba t we cnn and should do to 

acquaint India with the cost~ and difficulties of a nuclear 

program? Shou l d we be prepared to go further Lhun "e have 

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

( See para 3a of a t t ached paper.) 

3. How effective •·:ould 4 non ... prolifaration treaty , a co•~•­

Pt'Chc.nsive test ban, and/or a threshold test ban be in deterring 

an Ind i an nuclear program? ~~t price should ~~ be prepared 

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

4. How f a r is it in the US interes t to go in seeking to meet 

J.ndian security concer1l $ , "'h.a t form should such action take, 

and >~hat >!light be the tiolling? (See !)ara 3c of attached paper .) 

5. ls there any dramat ic new approach which <>Ould have greater 

effect on Indian nuclear intentions than the courses of action. 

disc ussed in the attached paper? (See pa r a 4 of the paper .) 

6. Should the NSC d irect State , the DOD, Md ACDA to under­

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

(Soc para 5 of th~> paper .) 



S£CRET /.LIHDlS 

THE INDIAN NUCLEAR HEAPONS PROBI..EH 

1. The Situation. In the ••ake of the third Chinese Cor.;ounist 
nuc l ear test , domes tic pressures for India t o embark on a 
nt1clear wo.apon s effort have ;t'lounted sharply. Government 
leaders arc continuing to hold t he l:f.ne agai nst S\.•e h a course. 
Bu t a decision point is likely ~o be reached \Oi thin a fe•• 
years nnd, unless there is some new do.vclopment , l lldia a ln•OSt 
certainly will go nuclea~ . 

such a. decision c:ot•ld start a nuclear pr olifcr.ntion chain 
react i on. '£his t.;ould be cont-r a ry to bas ic US nationa l interest .. 
It i s ~hercfore imt>erati.ve that we t ake a ll poss ibl.c promis i ng 
actions to p.r,evcnt i t . 

This paper surveys Stc()S t o t his end ~~·hich have been 
generally considered in this governoent . It does not address 
the question o f l·lhcthcr even more fnr- t:eaching actions m.ay be 

·~ necessary nnd f easible in dMl i.ng with t his problem. It 
recommend~; f~.w thcl:' study or this and o cher aspcccs o f the 
pr oblem. 

2. Effects of an Indian lieapons Prosrnm. An l t\dia n effort 
co achieve a credible national nuclear deterrent against 
Communist China would do g reat damage to Indian dcvelop•oent 
prospects . The datuago "-"O\•l d i nc r ease as India sough t an 
adequa te stockp ile and fl s uitable dalivery sys tcn1. 

Should India go do•m this line , t he Paks would be 
critically eor.,cern~d about their O\·ll'll SCC\trity and would 
probably curn to the US , Co;oroUnis t China, or the Soviet 
Uni on either (or assistance in acquiring nuclear weapons 
or for support in deterring India. 

The likelihood of f urther proliforati.on ( e . z ., Japan 
and Israel) '"'ould be inct·eased, and nuclear pressures lni.gh t 
be set i n train in Germany . 

A different kind o! consideration is that if India sho~ld 
"go nuclaar'1

, aod achieve a n independen t deterrent to Chinese 
nuclear po~<ar , I ndia might look less to the US ( a nd the USSR) 
for de r en 50 again~ t Chi 1'1Ct~C Cot.ron;lll)i ~ t nvc lear bl.:l<:-ktnn i l. 

Si>CRtT /Lll-IDIS 
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SECRIIT/LUIDIS 2 

3 . Courses of Action 

a . f.con01nic Press ures . Among th e basic factors having 
a bearing on I nd i a 1 s decision a.t:e the cos t of n 11uc lear 
weapons program and the effec t which such " pro{lrmn might 
have on for eign aid to India . 

Data on c os ts nnd on t he dif£ict1lties of e~c((u iring a 
credible and r eliable dctenent force have been forwarded 
to Ambassador }Y.)\.;les, for usa with India 1 s leaders . 
Additional data will be Sllpplied, which India's leaders ""'Y 
use publicly to support thoh stand against nuclear weapons . 

The relate d questio» of the level of lndio's defense 
expenditures has been 1:11i.sed t~ith Indian Planlli n l,\ Hinis ter 
Nehta and ·.·:ill be pursued. Poin ts bdng emphasized inc J.ude : 
( 1) the n eed for a J: easonablc limit on deffd ilSe expcnditm:cs 
as a prerequisi te to cconom:i.c development; and (ii) our 

""""' intention to take defense expenditures into occou~-. c in 
det:cnnining fut ure aid policy , This dual emphasis on the 
cost of "going nuclcat" ~nd the need to hold dO\'ln defense 
expenditures can be expected, withio limits, to influence 
I ndia ' s decision . 

We could go furthor and thrCa ten t o cue off economic 
assistance and to o,.;ithch-D~" a 11 a s surances of political and 
miHtary a i d, if India decided to develot> its Ot<n nuclear 
weapon-s . US fulf il lmcnc of this threat >~ould probably 
impol. the Indians t o look at once to their own means to 
meet their security ncc<is • a nd pl:obably a l so to turn co 
the Soviet Union . Even making th e t hreat could have a n 
ndversc effect on lndian-/~erican re lations and on Indian 
confidence in the US . Perhaps the t hr eat , and certainly 
the cutoff of aid, would greatly reduce A~erican influence 
and enhance Soviet influence ln Indi a, and would subject 
In.di.o to heavy economic and political s t t:ains, which \'\'ould 
thrtntcn i ts viabi l ity as a democratic stD:t c n.nd an Asian 
COUI''ICe'tHeight t o China . 

On t he othc1: hand J l<!ss d r ast ic us e of aid , l\S one of 
'"-' a nUl•lbcr of levers , might cffec t i·..,ely inf l uence a n I nd i;,m 

deci s i on . 

S~CRET /LI~I!>IS 
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SECRET /LIMDIS 3 . 

b. A-ems Control A&teemcn t s . In addition to the o10re 
spec i f i c effects of particular arms control agreements, 
a ny prog reSS i n disarmame nt which i ndicated g tCMl.ll8 US­
Sovie t detente could have a. dampening e f fect on pressures 
for a national Indian nuclear pro~Lam . 

( i ) Non-Pl"o liforat ioll 'freatl · "fh., US is a t prc o­
ent ·cont:inuing its efforts to r each agrce'U'Ient on a non­
proliferation t reaty, a s i ts fl.~:•t priorHy ar.ms control 
sneasm:c. 

While such a treaty •:ould inhibit pr olifera tion , it 
i s not clecn: whct:hc.>r agt'ccmcnt can b<t ach i eved . l'het:e h.:~ve 

beea'\ sugges tions that t he Sovie ts '-'lQ\.lld sign a non-pro­
li feration trec1t)' wh i ch would permit consultat ion a1\<i allow 
t ho USSR co t ako the public positiM t hat new coll.ec th•c 
hardt-7ar & arrangements arc e;;.;c l uded . 1.'his must be ,.;c i ghed 
agains t t he effects that this appr oach would have on our 
policy tow.lrd Europe <JncJ Germnny . 

Should India adhe r• t o a non- proliferation t reaty, it 
i s possible tha t she would later withdraw i! she !elt her 
natio.>al int<>rests r equired such an act i on . Such a t r eaey 
would not mj.t i gnt:e the I ndian sec ur icy problem, un less it 
wer" coupled <·;ith other measures of the sort discussed in 
this papor . 

( ii) Compr ehe,ns ive Tes t Ban Treacy. The US 
continuE-s to support an adequate , verified comprehensive 
tes t ban treaty. 

Such a treaty l'ou ld ha ve a major polit ica l and t echni­
cal impact on proliferation . Hc»;evcr, the principa 1 effect 
would bo political. A no t i on <'hi ch ha d agr.,cd not t o conduct 
any nucleer t es ts would 110c light ly wit hd raw from this 
obligation . While only testing would be prohibited, a 11d a 
Mtion could develop and stockJ>ile l<Oapons without with­
dra~Jing f1.·om t he trc~ty • t h i s c our s e s eems unli kely. A 
c ornp:.'('h..:nsive t est ba n ~<Tou ld t hus have an U:npact on an 
llldian docision to acquire nuclear weapons . 

SF.:CRI:.'T /LIHDl S 



St:CIU!T/LUfDl S 4 

The Sov i ets continuo t o rejec t ins pect i on . Recently , 
however , th ey have i nd}.cate d tho r the y would bo ••illing 
to consider makl.ng availa ble i nf orma tion from i ncornal 
Sov i e t s ites. If this would s i gnificantly x-educe t ho 
number of unl<nO'Im events) a con1promise solut ion to t he 
inspec t i on preb l e•• mig ht bocotl1o possible. 

Bccilusc of theit' es timate o f the o-..•er .. al l ()dversc 
impact on US nationa l sccurily , t ho J o int Cbi.efs of Stoff 
a r e opposed t o a COiDptebcnsivc test ban . 

( i i i ) Threshold Test D8 n . The l ikely affect and 
sec urity i mp lications of n 11 t:hrcs hol.d" test ban, v1hic.h 
wou l d ex t e nd the prese n t limi t ed test ban to underground 
t ests a bove a se i smic magn.i tud e of 4. 75 , arc n o\·: boinn 
considor cd via t he CQfuJ.ni .tt: ec of Prin.cipals rout e.. Suc h .:\ 
t reaty would Jllateri:ll ly i nh :t b:i t; an Indian de c i sion t o 
ac<JUI U nuc lca: weApons . I t I·Jould have lcos effect , of 
c ourse, t han a compr chenslve tes t ban; bu t i t woul d be 
mo1'C rosponsivc thnn "~ non-prolifera t i on t r ea t y t:o Indian 
desires for r~straints on nuc14'ar , a s -..:ell a s non- nuc l c:ar , 
couot r ics . 

c . Secut•itv Att:angcmcn t~ . Secur ity a gain st nuc:lcllr 
attack is becoming an i nct:easiL'\gl y i mpot t ant factor S.n the 
Indians ' calculations r egarding t h,ir nuclear policy . l n 
de t ermi ni ng •~hether to t ry to s ecure th i s s ecurity t hr ough 
outside ass urances or l:h~i l: own nuclear dc te r r eo_l:, t he 
Ind ians ca n be expecte d t o seck a policy >lhich i s c ons is tent 
wit h non- a lig rL'llent . The l ndin ns will do t h i.s for t wo 
r easons : ( i ) Because t hey eons id<r t hat th e i r security 
i nterests require good rcl~tions '->lith t he So v iet Union , 
f r om. whom. t hey r ece i ve economic and mi litat'y a id and 
support atains t Cocro>.unist China; ( i i) !><>cause they want to 
maintain theil: position arnong the A{r o- As i ans ,. 

In res ponding t o I mH.nn security concerns , the key 
ques t~.on \~e hD'J e to a s k ourr.c lvus is : ftlhat wQul d the US , 
i.n f.:;r.:t, do if the Chi:·.('~e CcJ::+:Htt~i ~!:s '-'iet' e to moun t:. ( o r 
thrc.r. :.:cn .immine nt 1y to mo unt ) 4t nuc l ear attac k on lnd i tt? 

' " (! I' I ' 'l"'l " 'Oi • • I :....J.::~.~ 
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If t"e believe that our interest in Indian independence, i n 
pr eventing Com.nu.mi s t expansion , and i o litilintaintng some 
reasonable semblance of \~or ld ot:dct: l''ould move us to stand 
by Ind i a i n thi s cixcu;•st.ance, t hen t he pr oblem i s how t o 
make this clear to the India ns ahead of time, so as to 
a f f eet t heir nuc l ear intent i ons, \•Ji thout i nvol v i ng either 
commitments 'Nhich go beyond our likely response to nuclear 
a ttacl< on India or i ns upentble Con~;ress ional diff i cult i es. 
Possible steps to this end are considered belo'A. 

(i) Nuclc;n:: Pm11er Guarantee. The Indians would 
t·1elcome .a j ol.n t US-USSR guarantee to all non-nuclear 
sta tes . (The UK wou l d c e xta inly joi n, but: t h;.s i s o f; 
secondary impot:tance to th~ !ndi~ns. France might not 
joi n and, of course, Comr.1unis t China ~>ould not.) "!'he 
Sov i e t Uni on, ho~·!ever, has made clear that it does not \-:ish 
(at leas t at presen t ) t o join the US i n any s uch assurances , 
much les s in a joint gua t' o.m tee obviously directe d against 
Chin.:! , If the situation should so change that the USSR 
were r eady to t.:al<.(~ pa~ t i n joint: assurance s> this ·,·,ould 
probably defer an Indian decision to acquire its m·m 
nuc l ear \·:eapons. ~.;re shou ld cons ider, at: a n llppropria te 
t ime , <It temp t ing to deter mi ne privately the conditions, if 
any, under which the USSR migh t be i n t er ested in joi nt o r 
pa l:'~--tllel assurances, either in ot: out of the UN framework. 

(ii) Publi.c US C~ll for Nuclear Guarantees, 
Congressman Holifield has proposed pri.vate ly tha t , i f t he 
USSR i s Un\·:illing to JOl.n us in g1v1.ng assurances, \>iC should 
noneth e less publicly declare US read iness to join >·li t h the 
other nuclear po'"el:s in guaranteeing all non-nuc l ear states 
agains t nuc l e ar a t tac k, and let the onus fall on the USSR 
for f a iling to a gree. 

This ploy, ,.;ou ld, hot\•ever, be attacked by the Sov i et 
Union and Communist China , and '"ould probably be ignored 
or t:ejected by France. The Indians ~·~ould regard such a 
move as undesirable a nd, f r om. the it poi nt of vie>;.,, unhelp­
f u l. ~ !o:::eove r , by demons t r a ting the inability of the 
nucJ.cur po,,•ers to pxov i de joi nt assurances, it mieht we ll 
persuade many in I ndia ( a nd l>t:rba ps else,.;here) that they 
\·Jould; inde ed , hf! ..... C t u r-:;1 :· on t h<:'mselves.. 

S t.CR~T /LI!-IDIS 
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The Soviets would probably use sucb a US prOposal as 
the occasion to reaffirm t heir counterpropos"l for the 
nucle ar pO\~O:tS to pledge never co us e nuclaat' weapons 
agains t .a non ... nuc lear state not havi.ng nuclc.nr \l:eapons on 
i.ts territory . 

6 

(iii) US Assurances Under lhbre11a of UN Resoluti.on . 
l n 1965 the Committee oE l'rincipals appr oved t he draf t of a 
poss ible UN Resolution , the opcxative language of 1·1bich 
expres sed t he intention of UN Heml>ers "to provide or s uppor t 
inuncdiate ass istanc e to any St~t c t'l.Ot possessing nuclea r 
weapons that is the victim of an act of aggression in 
which nuclear weapons at'e used . 11 

In the fa ll of 1965 , "" sounde d out the Soviets and 
were told t ho t the Sovie t Uni.ott cons ider ed the question 
of assurances "pren\ature11

, and that the matter might be 
considered nCcer the conclusion of a non-prolifcr~cion 
treaty . Subsequent l y, the Soviets advanc ed their countcr­
p~oposal ( noted above) call ing for ouclea~ po·,;ers not to 
employ nuclear t·.>eap{m S ag~inst non-nuclcat· count t'ies on 
... :hos e tcn .·itOY.y no nuclear \>;eapons ~.,ere stationed. 

I f the Soviet Union should r econsider i ts position , 
a UN Resolution of the type we have offered could serve as 
an "umbrellA" \\1hich ,.;ould be consistent with Indian non­
alignment t\nd under which mor~ specif ic US-Indian arransc .. 
me nts might be pur sue d. 

Under this "umbrell<~" , the US could offet firm private 
assurances of support to Indio, "'•hieh could be buttressed 
by such steps a s describing to the Indians our nuclear 
capabilities d irected at the Communis t Ch inese threat. 
The Soviets wou ld, of course, be free to do like<>ise, if 
they wished, -- secretly, and without ha ving to assu:ne t he 
public stance of cooperating with the US . 

This UN umbrella cum pr i va to US <~ssuranccs might o£fe r 
at leas t an tnterim solucion to the problem. 

SECRET/J.!NDIS 
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There is a question, however , ~s t o whether such 
secret assurances ~uvld have the needed impGct on Indian 
non- governmental opinion , which is the source o.f most of J 
t he present pressuJ:e for India 1 s "going nuclear . 11 I t is 
doubtful, in any event J that these .!ISsuranccs could, in 
fact, be kept secret . 

Horcovcr, to have any hope of satisfyins the Indians , 
these US ass uca nces '•ould have to be <tuitc S[>Ccif ic. Yet 
such s pecificity wou ld bind tho US to involve it•elf i.n a 
nucle~r. conflic t Ultde r at least [>art ially unfo>'cscc n 
circumst.onccs a nd \Yithout the ability to control I n.dj.a ' s 
actions . 

(iv) US Assis t ance to a Limited Defensive I ndi.an 
Deterrent . Ambassador Bo••lcs bas suggested chat considcca­
tion be given to US assistance to India in such measures as : 
instDll4 tion of on effective early warning system and other 
measures f or de.fense against manoed bo:nbcrs, expansion of 
joint US-Indian efforts to detec t Comnunist Chinese nuclear 
and missile capabilities , sec re t sc i e ntific consultation 
on ballistic missile defenses, ~nd secret studies of inte­
gnoted air defense against Communist Chinese nuclear 
attil<:k - which might include consideration of :ut Indian 
manned bombcx force for use against ColTII.nuni.st; Ctd.nese 
l~unc h ing sites . 

lo.le have assisted Indian air defenses since 1962, and 
could conceivably e:xtend this effort . However, it i s 
doubtful that t his woul d a llay Indian conc<>rn over t he 
Commm\iSt Chinese nuclear thre:a. t 1 whic h will i 11c lude 
missilos. 

Consultation on ballistic missile dcfcns41S (which we 
coul d not now provide) might we l l convince the Indians that 
theit· only real defense would be a nU<:lcar deterrent, and 
thus stimulate Indian desires for nuclear weapons of their 
own , 

In the same way , studies of an Indi4n conventiona l 
manned bomber force c ould ~~,ell c~nvince th~ Indians t hat 
t.,.h.1t they rcnl.ly need <lr e missi l~s "''i th nuc.len1· ,,·n~r·. t.ci ~. 

SECRET/ UNDI ~ 
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(v) US- Indian Alliance . A fo1~ol mi l itary 
a lHnnee woul d offer the most convincing means of cngogio& 
t he .t\tncrican det(!rrent in India' s defense. There are 
strong reasons aga inst o\.tX undertaking a formal alliance 
c ommitment . In 4ny event, the issue is hypothetica l, a t 
leas t for th<l present, since the Indians wi.sh to r.e ta in 
their non-nligne<l stnt~os . If such a US-Ind ian alliance 
were conclude d, it might result in a complete US bJ:eak 
\>lith Pal<.iscttn and in a l)akisttu\ .. Chinesc Comrnuni.st alliance. 

(vi) Nucle•r Sharing. The US mi(lht offer to 
:~ ssist lndia in acquiring t ho capability to deter or 
r etnli..atc agnin~t Communl.s t Chinese nuclear att.:~~cl< with 
its otm dclivary moans , using Amer ican nuclear WDt'hcads 
••hich ••ould be made available to India at thc tin~o of a 
Chinese attack. The advantnges, in compat'ison with a 
stxict ly unil4tcra l US guarantee , "ould include a less 
dixcct military co~~itment for the US (in tho sense thot 
the Ind ians , not the us, would strike Comnunist Chinese 
targets) and yet, fro~ the Indian standpoint, a more 
t angible US c<r.zwnitment to give essential assistance. 

This course of action faces a ntwber or diff iculties: 
(a) India ' s desire to remain at l east fC'>r10ally non-aligned , 
and t o avoid aliena ting the Soviet Union; (b) th o dilemma 
of fashio11ing n a\uc lear sharing arra11gemcn t that would 
pr ovid<! enough -- but f l:om t he US standpo i nt 11.0 1.: too mt1c h 
of: a nue l enr >'ole; (c) the imt>act of such an arrangement 
Oil others (Pakistan, Japan, a nd other US .\sian allies) 
and on the UK r ol e East of Suez; (d) the over - all effect 
Oil US military commitments and on US aid for India, since 
we mi&hC have co bear much of t he cost; and (e) the question 
of Congr~ssional a ttitudes. 

The Secretory of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff do not be lieve a nuclear s haring arr4ngement would 
do more than delay an Indian pro- nuclear decision . While 
this mqy be true, ther e m4y come a time when such delay 
would be well 110rth seeking. The Director of ACDA does 
not considC'r ::a nuclear sharing. arrangement: desirable . 

SECRET/ LIHDIS 
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d . The Plowshare Loophole . There is S0l11<' pressure 
on the Indian Government for a peaceful (PLOHStlARE) 
explosion co demonstrate India 1 s t:ochnica 1 cap~bi l it i e s . 
Such a "pe4ceful11 Indian explosion "~·ould , ho\.;cver , be 
l<idely vicNe d ( in Pakistan and <!lse~<herc) as the bcginl1iog 
of an Indian nuc lear weapons ptog-raro and, from the techni­
ca l st:~ndpoint, ,.ould be v irtually indistinguishable frocn 
wea pon development, The Canmictce of Princ ipals is, tho re­
fore, considering see ps to dissuade India from 11 peace .ful" 
nuclem: eX()losivc development. 

lt • cone 1 uJ:> i on 
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· 4. Conc l usion . A 1\t.unbe r of the cour ses of act ion discus sed 
n.bovc a re n.W" t.lndcrl.:oay : 

-- >le arc nlready seeking to impress the Indians 1dth 
the cos t and difficulty of acq\liring a nuclear deterrent. 

-- \..1e: a re trying to rnake clear to India the i n ter­
rela tion bet·h'eOn ~xternal aid and levels of I ndian mili tary 
expenditure. 

-- We. ar.e seeking to negotiace fl rms control proposals, 
includ ing a non .. prolifera tiOI\ agrcen,cn t , and we are cxa1:~ining 
new proposals, notably a t hreshold tes t ban. 

- - ~~ are exploring t he problem of general security 
assurances, paX"t.icul a rl)' action chat can be t akc:.a\ in the UN . 

l?..J.ch of thGse appn.lachcs hos potentialities, limitations, 
t llld <.~OS t S . 

Ac hieving even c.lela)' in an Indian dec i sion to go nucle.~-n: 

would be e~:tremcly useful . At their present pace 1 however , 
these courses of action arc likely co secure such delay Cor 
only a rel?.tively limi ted period. To achieve "ore substanti al 
effect , app1·oachc.s no I.: no'·' undcn .. •lly (whether discussed in thi s 
paper or otherl"lso} would be neaded . 

5 . Recommenda tion . State , DOD, an,l ACDA should be directed 
to St\ld y in g re ,H:cr dept h the fol l o,..ring inter - related i s sues, 
emerg ing fro'l'l recent rev iet.J of the lndian nuclear question: 

a . The extent to whlch it might be i n the US interest 
to use our economic lever age more explicitl>• to discourage 
an Indian nationa l nuc l ear program. 

b . The effoet '\o.•hi c h var i ous .o.r.ns co11trol .;"!gro~mcn.ts 
ml&ht have on I •,dittn nuclear intant:f.ons , and what price the 
US should be prepared to pay for such agx-eements . 

c . How far it is in the US inte~est to &O in !lecting 
lndi an secur i ty eone c.rns, '\o:f~c:t f o rm S\JCh action 12i ght tA~e~ 
nne t.i~P.t the opti.mur:- : 5-.l;:~: "'5.~:ht be . 

i 
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d . \,'hether there nre ocher approaches t o t he pr oblem 
which 11ced to be pursued . 

Suc h st\tdy should b~t lar~ce the pri.c e of ead l of the s e 
s uggested c our ses of ac l:iOt'\ ngainst the damage rcsult:i.ng f rom 
l ndin. ' s choosi •lg the independe.•' t nucle ar path. 

Such study should thus pr ovide a basi.s for dccldio>g whether 
there arc specific recom:oend<>tions that can be lllado to the NSC 
as to measures l<l>ich the US, its own interests in u>ind, should 
take to dcla)' or prevent India's choosing t hat path . 

I 
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