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l;?REFACE 

Notwithstanding the often used rhetoric of being 

the, "two largest democracies" of th~ world, sharing many 

political and economic ideals and goals in common, the 

record ~ndo.=-us ~;lations shows that these two countries; 
f\.' 

in reality:· do not share much in common. On the oontraey, 

their relationship bas often been punctuated by serious 

differences of perceptions over a nwnber of issues of both 

regional and global significance. Not that there have not 

been efforts on their parts to patch up differences and 

evolve a mature understanding of, and cooperative rela

tionship with, each other. But such attempts have met. with 

only l.iiDited success. The basic 'overtones' of disharmony 

and mutual distrust have persisted. wby has this been so? 

Different explanations have been offered by academics, 

diplomats and statesmen in this context with varying 

degree of emphasis on the major variables that detennine 

Indo-US relations. 

Of these variables, the ones such as •non-alignnent •, 

the 'China factor•, the 'Soviet factor•, and above all the 

'Pakistan factor' are considered crucial for the overall 

Indo·-us relations. An alternative explanation has also 

been offered suggesting the primacy of US desire ·to contain 

India - a middle-PoYJer in its own right, directly. 
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The present work, which takes up the period between 

1977-86 for analysing the security and nuclear dimensions 

of Indo-US relations, seeks to explain its basic dynamics 

in terms of deep strategic divergences existing over various 

security issues. It has been emphasized here that such 

differences have occurred mainly due to the different, 

unequal, power-status of India and the United States. 

India, which can be termed as a 'rising middle Power• 

bas its own aspirations on \\'hich it shapes its perceptions. 

Aware ·of its regional status, it has often found the US 

security policies in the region detrimental to its own 

interests. The United states, on the other hand, has always 

shaped its policies 'With a global perspective• ~- A. 

basic preoccupation of the US policy has been to contain 

the Soviet Union. In South Asia, it found in Pakistan a 

willing partner for the promotion of its strategic designs 

which has had serious security implications for India. 

Similarly, US hobnobbing with China since the 70s further 

complicates India' s security environment. In the p0 st

Afghanistan period, the US arms aid to Pakistan and military 

and nuclear cooperation with China p6)e for India a serious 

dilemma in terms of its security perspective vis-a-vis its 

two regional adversari:es. 

Thus, when the United States fashions its policies 

in this region they may not be necessarily directed against 
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it, but they do have certain implications for India. India 

as a preeminent Power in South Asia would not like extra-
' 

regional power presence in the region, including the Irrlian 

Ocean. But the US global policies require its military 

. presepce in the region •.. Sim~larly, in the nuclear field 

also, the United States practises douDle-standards. While 

waiving its rules· for Pakistan anQ. China with whom it bas 

congrueree of strat~gic views, it applies the same rules 

stringently in case of India which refuses to identify 

itself with the US strategic perceptions~ Seen in this 

background, the p~esent study makes a modest attempt to 

put the Indo-US relations in a regional Power-global Power 

perspective and thereby explain the underlying divergences 

of perceptions. 

This study is divided into four chapters. The 

first chapter traces the background of the Indo-US 

relations and puts them in a historical perspective since 

1947. Here, the important variables and basic detenninant s 

of Indo-US relations have been discussed. The second 

chapter seeks to focus on the asymmetrical nature of the 

Indo-US security relationship in terms of differing 

perceptions over a number of security matters. More 

emphasis has been laid on the issue of US arms to Pakistan 

and its implicatiops for India's security in the 1980s. 

The increased threat to Indian security emerging from 

massive US naval and nuclear build-up in the Indian Ocean 
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has also been discussed in this chapter. The reasons. for 

the repeated failure oi' India• s arms relationship 'With the 

United States have also been studied here. 

The third chapter is concerned with the nuclear 

dimensions of the Indo-US relations. This chapter' seeks 

to ~alyse sharp differences between India and United states 

on such issues as nuclear non-proliferation, fuel and spare 

parts for Tarapur_and the question of a Nuclear Weapon Free 

Zone in South Asia. The divergence of Indo-US perceptions 

on these issues bas been subjected to critical analysis in 

this chapter. The. fourth chapter concludes the theme of 

Indo-US differences in the security and nuclear fields. 
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of gratitude to my Supervisor, Dr. (Mrs.) Nancy Jetly, for 

her invaluable guidance and sincere help in completing this 

dissertation. I am also gra~eful to Professor Bimal Prasad, 
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QHAPTER - I 

BACKGROUND 

This chapter is primarily concerned with placing the 

Indo-American relations in a hi sto-ricat perspective to stress 

the point that from the very beginning, the policies of the 

two largest democracies of the world have often clashed over 

a number of issues of international and regional significance. 

The starting point for this purpose is 1947 - the year India 

achieved independence. For, prior to independence, Indo-US 

interactions were extremely limited. While India remained 

under the colonial rule of the British until August 194? 

and therefore, could not pursue an independent foreign policy 

vis-a-vis the United States1 the latter• s interest in I!liia • s 

freedom movement always remained limited and peripheral, 

conditioned by British refusal to be pressurized by Roosevelt 

to grant iniependence to India. 

With its emergence as an independent state in 1947 

after two centuries of colonial domination, the most pressing 

need of the hour, in the perception of the nationalist leader

ship of India, was to protect the bard-won freedom and retain 

autonomy of decision iD foreign relations. The stupe!lious 

task of nation building could not be fulfilled unless there 

was a peaceful environment for that • .Uso, due to its sheer 
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size and history, Imia had an urge to play a major role 

in world affairs. 

J·awaharlal Nehru, who had been the chief spokesman 

of the Congress on international affairs during the freedom 

movement, also became .the main architect of independent 

India's foreign policy. Non-alignment, as conceived by him 

became the cornerstone of India's conduct in international 

relations. The policy of non-alignment was in keeping with 

Nehru's earlier thinking. A.s early as 1946, he bad 

declared: 

We propose, as far as possible, to keep away 
from the power politics of groups aligned 
against one another which have led in the past 
to world war~ and which may again lead to 
disasters on even vaster scale.1 

In his view, non-alignment ~as "a policy inherent in 

the circumstances of Irxlia, inherent in the past thinking 

of India, inherent in the whole mental outlook of In:iia, 

inherent in the conditioning of the Indian mind during our 

struggle for freedom and inheren:t in the circumstances of 

today".2 

Thus, although the policy of non-alignment was deeply 

rooted in India's experiences during its struggle for freedom 

1. Ja~aharlal Nehru, India's Foreign Policy: Select~ 
Speeches, September 1946-lpril 1961 (Delhi, 1961~p~80. 

2. India.t wk-Sabha Debates, Vol.23, December 1958, 
Col.3~61. 
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the Cold War, which veritably divided the ~orld into two 

hostile power blocks, provided an immediate context to 

this policy.· F'or, a major security challenge to India came 

from the politics of the Cold war. The Cold V.ar ~ith its 

block politics threatened to take a-way both India's 

independence and autonomy of decision in foreign relations. 

Thus, India's policy of non-alignment became anti

thetical to the United States• chief foreign policy objective 

viz., the containment of the communist bloc led by the Soviet 

Union through a system of world-wide military alliances. 

·~hen China also went 'Red' in 1949 the United States felt 

even more seriously confronted ~ith the challenge of 

communism, especially in Asia. 

Apart from non-alignment, India accorded high priority 

to the issue of anti-colonialism. After t-wo centuries of 

European domination, it -was natural for India to pursue a 

strong anti-colonialist policy. Nehru spoke for mo.st .Iniians 
is colonialism · · · -

when he said that "the crisis of the time in AsiaAvs. anti-

colonial1sm".3 Obviously for India, the colonial evil seemed 

to be a greater threat than communism as perceived by the 

United States. This difference in assessment made it diffi:.. 

cult for Indians and Americans - who did ~t regard themselves 



as colonialists - to communicate, much less to arrive at a 

common position on international issues. The United States 

could not appreciate as to why India failed to recognise 

that colonialism y:as on the ~ane and that communism was the 
. 4 

real threat to the newly won indeperrlence of Asian nations. 

Thus, Asia's resurgence symbolized more than just freedom for 

the former colonies; it was the beginning of a new epoch in 

world history in which the Asian nations would again count 

for something. 5 

Related to the issues o£ anti-colonialism and Asian 

solidarity was India's friendly overtures to China. To 

Nehru's mind, China with its enormous potential strength had 

come to occupy the position of a great P·ower in the world.6 

Hence, his policy of cultivating a friendly relation with 

China had an inherent security rationale, apart from the 

latter's role in the resurgence of Asia. India, much to the 

annoyance of the United States, extended its recognition to 

communist China soon after 1949. Not only this, it strove 

arduously for China• s admission to the United Nations. 

Thus, ~bile Nehru thought that the emergence of China as a 

4. Ibid. 

5. Ibid. 

6. For deta1ls 7 see Nehru, n.1, pp.3~-5. 



unified country liould change the balance of power in Asia, 

the United States' leaders on the other hand sa.\1 in China 

another sinister embodiment of international communism 

threatening tbe capitalist wrld order. 

'wben Nehru visited the United States for the first 

time in October 1949 on "a voyage of. discovery"? the 

Secretary of State, Dean Acheson found him "one of the most 

difficult men to deal with". 8 On the crucial question of 

containing the two communist powers - the Soviet Union and 

China-- the Indian and American views remained poles apart 

during Nehru's visit. India also questioned the utility of 

the Western-led military alliances to contain communism in 

the new states of Asia where political sentiment was 

consolidating around nationalism. In India, the application 

of American military power outside Europe to create regional 

balances against the expansion of communism was seen as 

aggravating the very conditions lihich the United States 

sought to prevent. 

By the early 50s itself then, the basic divergence 

in the strategic perspective had become clear as exemplified 

7. Norman D.Paln.Jer, The United States and India: The Dimen
sions of Influence CNew York, 1984), p.22. 

8. Quoted in T .v .Kunhikrishnan, The UnfriezxilY Friems: Indla 
and America (New Delhi: 1971), p.12$. · 
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by differing Indian and US vie,s on the Cold War, China 

and the issue of anti-colonialism. The Korean crisis 

that erupted. in 1950 as a spill over of the Cold war found 

India and the United States taking quite different stands. 

When civil war broke out in Korea, the United States wanted 

to contain North Korea \lhich, according to Washington, 

represented international communism. India opposed this 

vie.,, and when the United States wanted a UN force to fight 

against North Korea, India voted only for a UN presence in 

Korea.9 The UN force, composed largely of the Americans under 

General MacArthur's command crossed the 38th parallel despite 

India's warning that this action would bring China into the 

fray. In January 1951, India lolas the only non-co!llmunist 

state that voted against a US sponsored resolution in the 

United Nations General Assembly, condemning the Chinese 

invasion of Korea. 

When peace talks on Korea began in July 1951, the 

two ll!arr1ng sides remained divided on the issue of exchange 

of POWs \lhich again threatened to start fresh hostilities. 

India took a mediating rOle and prepared a plan to resolve 

the deadlock. Although the Umted States finally accepted 

the Indian plan and Dean Acheson, the US Secretary of State, 

praised Krishna Menon for his dedication to peace, Washington 

did oot forget for a long-time· the finn stand India took 

9. Ibid.' p .121 • 
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against the United States, on Korea. The US failure in 

Korea made Washington more suspicious, not only o,f communist 
. 10 

regimes but also of India. 

II 

The security alliance b et~een the United States and 

Pakistan in the 1950s became the single most important 

irritant in Indo-American relations. 11 Thus, as a noted 

US analyst puts it, ''next only to the problem of international 
as 

communism, it:i.differences over pollcy to~ards Pakistan which 

have brought misunderstandings and irritation into Irxlo-
. 12 

American relations". 

The security links forged between the United States 

and Pakistan were based on the logic of mutual reciprocity. 

The United States was frantically looking for an ally in the , 

region to contain the menace of communism. Interestingly, 

it \tias India and not Pakistan which "t~as first favoured as a 

surrogate and subordinate ally of the United States. But 

India, aspiring for an independent role in international 

politics, did not agree to the US strategic calculations. 

1 o. Ibid. 

11. Francine R. Frankel; "Indo-.American Relations: Sources 
of Old Friction," in The Tim§S of' India (Ne._. Delhi), 
17 May 1985. · 

12. Phill~ps Talbot and S.L. Poplai, India and Arileri~a: A 
Study of Their Relations (Connecticut, 1973), p. 8. 



8 

On the otber hand, Paki~an for its own reasons was wilting 

to ally itself with the United States in the latter's 

grand design against communism. A. militarily 'f>Jeaker 

Pakistan wbich by itself could never hope to achieve parity 

'flith India in terms of military po'tler, began to look to 

external sources for strengthening itself militarily yis-a

vis India. The United States 'tlas the most promising 

e:xternal source for this purpose. Pakistan was willing to 

act as a bulwdr7lgainst Communism in the region, in return 

for US anns and political support, chiefly on the Kashmir 

issue. The United States could not hope to get a better 

dea1. 13 

The United States, under the Eisenhower A.dministra

tion, decided to supply arms to Pakistan in early 1954 even 

though the US Ambassador to India, Chester Bowles had 

protested against this, a-rguing that "American arms supplied 

to Pakistan could be used against India and would tem to 

foster greater instability in the Middle East and South 

Asia. 14 

This heralded an era of close US-Pak military links 

which was manifested in three major security agreements 

13· 

14. 

See M.s. Venk~~~~ani1 The AmerieOO Role 1n Pakistan: 
19Jt7-58 (New ~::,~~)' 1~82), pp .8 • _ 
Quoted in Rajvir Singh, ,;US-Pald.stan-Illiia: Strategic 
Relations: (Allahabad, 198"5), p .3o. 
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between them in both bilateral and multilateral arrange

ments. In May 1954-, the United States and Pakistan signed 

the 'Mutual Defence Agreement Pact,' whereby, the former 

undertook to provide arms to Pakistan for its defence. 

Later the same year, Pakistan also joined SEATO, a multi

lateral security pact sponsored by the United States, 

primarily directed against China. A year later in 1955, 

Pakistan joined the Baghdad Pact which afterwards came to 

be known as <ENTO. Subsequently, the US arms began to be 

"pumped" munificently to this "most allied ally". 

This evoked strong opposition from India. Nehru 

reacted thus: 

In effect Pakistan becomes practically a colony 
of the US... The US imagine that by this policy 
they have completely outflanked India's so-called 
neutralism and will thus bring In:iia to her knees. 
Whatever the future may hold, this is not going 
to happen. The first result or all this will be 
an extreme dislike of the United ~tates in India. 
A.s it is, our relations are cool. J 

India could not fail to discern a sinister de·sign 

in the US hobnobbing with Pakistan.whose bete noire remained 

India and not the Soviet Union. Clearly, the Pakistani 

security link-up _with the United States vas directed against 

India and not either China or the Soviet Union. General 

Ayub Khan, who was instrumental in Pakistan's entry into 

15. S.Gopal, Ja~aharlal Nehru: .lBiography (Bombay, 19?6) 
Vol.2, p.18 • 
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CENTO, himself made this point clear later. According to 

him "the cru::x of tbe problem from the very beginning was 

the Indian attitude of hostility towards us: we had to 

look for allies _to secure our position" .. 16 He also observed 

that "after all, India is five times our size and Indian 

anned forces are four times the size of Pakistani forces. 

In actual fact, the military aid to Pakistan was designed 

to provide merely a deterrent force". 17 

Obviously, by forging close defence links with the 

United States, Pakis~an was seeking to change the regional 

balance of power in a way favourable to itself particularly 

in terms of acquiring parity with India and assuming a strong 

posture on the Kashmir issue. Not that the United States 

'«as not ·a,.,are of the implications of its arms supplies to 

Pakistan for India. The United States knew Paki stan• s 

limitations in serving as a bulwark against the Soviet 

Union. Still, it hoped to get some base facilities in 

Pakistan which '«as so close to the Soviet Union geographic

ally. Secondly, it deliberately wanted to "build-down" 

India by "building-up" Pakistan militarily. A noted scholar, 
.. 

Baldev Raj Nayar bas accused America of trying to contain 

India directly. He says: "From the early 1950s, when IndiB; 

16. Ayub Khan, Friends . lfot Masters (wndon, 1967), p.15lf.. 

17. Ibid.' p ·130. 
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asserted an independent role in inte~national politics, 

through the policy of non-alignment, it became the 

target of American containment through the mechanism of 

building up Pakistan militarily as a counterpoise against 

India." 18 His arguments are, at least in part, valid. 

Rven if .the United States ~as not trying to contain India 

in the same sense as it ~as trying to contain the Soviet 

Union, the fact remains that it did not quite relish India 

playing preeminent role in South Asia. The US refusal to 

listen to the strong Indian protests over the arming of 

Pakistan underlines this fact adequately. 

The US-Pak military ties ""ere further reinforced 

-when, in March 1959, they signed another Bilateral .Agreement 

of Co-operation which was in effect, a second Mutual Defence 

.Assistance Agreement. This contained a pledge that in the 

event of aggression against Pakistan, the United States would 

"take appropriate action, including the use of armed force". 19 

ThiS agreement, ~hich ~as basically a security pact 

but for the name, only added to the early Indian fear of 

the dangers of bringing extra-regional po~ers into the sub

continent. In other words, for India, this security alliance 

18. B .R. Nayar "US an:i India: New Directions and Their 
Context," Economic and Political ~ek!l, Vol.12, no.45, 
and 46, November 5-12, 1977, P•19 • 

19. Cited in Palmer, n. 7, p • 12 7 • 
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.. 
meant bringing the Cold War to South .Asia. Hence the only 

~ay India could meet the threat emerging from a heavily 

armed Pakistan was to build up its o~n defence. 

Thus in the 1950s, apart from sharp perceptional 

differences over the Cold War and East-West relations which 

marred the prospects of good Indo-US relations, the United 

States military aid to Pakistan became another stumbling 

blo_c~. According to tw American experts on South Asia, 

ttft was the initiation of a formal military assistance 

programme to Pakistan that was to shape the American role 

in the sub-continent for almost twenty years".20 

III 

on the sensitive issue of Kasb:nir, India found the 

US stance hostile to it right since the very beginning. No 

~o.nder then, that the issue of Kashmir, so vital to India • s 

security, only widened the cleavage in the Indo-US relations. 

When India referred the question of Kashmir to the 

UN Security COuncil, the United States adopted an unrriemly 

attitude to~ards India and wanted the UN Security Council 

not to sit in judgement over Pakistan 1 s aggression but to 

20. Stephen P .Cohen and Richard L.Park, India: Emergent 
Poller? (New York, 1978), p.55. 
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decide on the terms of a plebiscite to detennine whether. 

the state should be a part of India or Pakistan. 21 The 
' 

United States never coniemned Pakistan's aggression. 

Rather, it always pressurized India at the United Nations 

to hold the plebiscite quickly, even before the aggression 

was vacated by Pakistan. 

~uite naturally, India felt offended by the US 

insistence on the holding of a plebiscite in Kashmir. 

India bad valid reasons to suspect that the United States 

support to Pakistan was tied up with the American hope of 

acquiring military bases in the Pakistan-occupied portion 

of Kashmir adjoining the Soviet Union and Cbina. 22 Much 

~orse, the United States was inciting Sheikh Abdullah to 

aim at an independent Kashmir. During his visit to KaShmir 

in May 1953, Adlai Stevenson, the US Senator, was believed 

to have urged Sheikh .Abdullah to repudiate Kashmir's 

accession to India and declare Kashmir independent.23 

Timely intervention by Ne~ Delhi led to .Abdullah's arrest 

and to the foiling of the US-Abdullah plan. 24 

The US-Pak security links in 1954 made it impossible 

for India to withdraw troops from KaslJDir and hold a plebiscite 

21. Kunbikrisbnan, n.S, p.115. 

22. Ibid.' p.166. 

23. Ibid.' p .117. 

24. Cited in V.D. Chopra, Pentagon Shado'W over India 
(New Delhi~ 1985), p.69. 
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Ever since then, the United States has been ·favouring . 

Pakistan on Kashmir at the multilateral forums. It was 

because of the Soviet support to Indian stand on Kashmir 

that India avoided b"eing pressurized by the United States 

to make serious compromises on Kashmir. In the 50s and 60s, 

Kashmir remained a major irritant in Indo-US relations. 

IV 

Throughout the 1960s also, Indo-US relations were 

marked by differing perspectives on issues of strategic 

importance. Although there were occasions when Indo-US 

relations warmed up, on the whole differences continued to 

persist. When Indian troops entered Goa and liberated it 

from the Portuguese rule in December 1961, the United States 

criticized its action. President Kennedy called it as 

India's invasion of Goa and deplored it as most unfortunate. 

When the UN Security Council discussed the issue of Goa, 

the United States mounted scathing criticism of India for 

using force and violating the UN charter. This came as a 

rude shock to India and created bitterness in Indo-US 

relations• 

The Sino-Indian border tensions were brewing since 

the mid 50s and they assumed very serious dimensions by 

1959. Nehru• s China Policy came crumbling do\lln -when the 
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Chinese launched a massive attack on India on 20 October 

1962. India found itself ill-prepared militarily to check 

the Chinese invasion in the mountaineous regions of NEF.A. 

and Ladakh. In the event, Nehru made an urgent appeal to 

Washington for military supplies to meet the Chinese threat. 

The Kennedy administration responded very promptly to Nehru 1 s 

appeal. As two noted Indian analysts put it: "In a speedy 

response to ·the Indian military requirements, the US .:provided 

small arms and equipment of the value of $5 millionn.25 

Although highly disillusioned with China, India was 
-

not willing to forge a military relationship with the 

United States. However as the Chinese troops kept on advanc

ing menacingly, India submitted a list of weapons to the 

United states which included small arms, artillery, road 

building equipment, radars and transport planes. 26 In 

addition to arms, India also requested "for American fighting 

air support". 27 

According to the then US Ambassador, Chester Bowles, 

Kennedy instructed him to explore the "possibility of a 

long range military understanding which would prevent India 

25. M.S. Rajan and ll. A.ppadorai, 'India's For§ign Policy and 
Relations (New Delhi, 1985), p.238. 

26. Ibid., p.239. 

27. Cited in ibid. 



from developing military relationships with Comm1.1nist 

states and strengthen our political military ties with 

the Governnent of India against Chines~ Oommunists.n28 

But even this gesture of US military cooperation 'flith 

India 'flaS not offered 'flithout putting indirect pressures 

and preconditions. In United States' estimation, "the 

supply of -weapons could be used as a lever to achieve 

Indian concessions on Kashnir". 2 9 In fact the United 

States did insist on Imia to resume negotiations with 

Pakistan on the Kashmir problem. And India bad to hold 

as many as six rounds of talks in this regard though 

they proved abortive eventually. 

Thus, the Indian optimism that the United States 

could prove a reliable partner dissipated a'flay very soon 

-when the Johnson administration) -which had succeeded the 
. 

previous administration after Kennedy's assasination 1 
<. 

attached unacceptable strings "With an already curtailed 

offer of US arms. As India would not accept these 

stringent conditions for US arms supply, a large part of 

the conceived arms deal did not materialise. .ll.so 

responsible for this failure '-las Pakistan's st-rong protest 

to .the United States against arms s1.1pply to India towards 

28. 

29. MichaeLBrecher-,-~on-Allgnment Under s-t~ess: The vest 
and the India-China Border War," Pacific Affairs, Vol.52 
no.~, Winter 1979-80, p.622. 
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which the Johnson Administration slllowed a great deal of 

sensitivity. /India naturally felt greatly disillusioned 

'tlith '«hat it perceived as US 'double-standards' in dealing 

with India and Pakistan. wbile India was refused its 

legitimate demands for US arms suitable for mountaineous 

terrain against China, Pakistan continued to be given US 

weapons, mainly suitable for use against the plains along 

the Indo-Pak border. The US attitude in the post-62 war 

period only demonstrated the limitations of accommodation 

of Indian interests in the region. 

Thus, the 1962 ""ar presented· a good opportunity for 

a long tenn security relat-ionship between India and the 

United states.· The United States did have good intentions 

to help India. It had a stake in t be survival of Indian 

democracy. China's crushing victory on India would have 

meant its unchallenged dominance in the region which was 

not acceptable to the United States whose relations with 

China WJere quite tense over the issues of South East .lsia 

and Indo-China. 

It was thus that the opportunity to build-up stronger 

relations slipped by, -..ithout being exploited to the fullest 

extent. There were several reasons for this. First, the 

United States started pressLlrising India to hold talks with 

Pakistan on Kashmir.3° r 

30. Mansingh, n.28, p.7/. 
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Secondly, ~hen India requested Washington for long-range 

defence support including supply of arms and assistance 

in creating an arms industry, the request was rejected by 

the United States. The Indian request, originally estimated 

at billions of dollars, was whittled down to only ~500 

million by the United States and of this also only ~82 

million wrth of radar and communications equipment were 

delivered before the arms embargo imposed by the Johnson 

administration on both India and Pakistan in 1965. 

v 

In September 1965, the second Imo-Pakistani war 

brokeout. Once again, Pakistan was the aggressor. In fact, 

it was the massive stockpile of US weapons in Pakistan that 

had emboldened it to attack India and settle the problem of 

Kashmir militarily. .According to St\lphen P. Cohen, "the 

transfer of US arms to Pakistan undertaken in mid-1950s bad 

become a Pakistani asset and an Illiian problem by 1965".31 

Thus India's early fears that the US arms would ultimately 

be used against her came true. The US weapons, most notably 

the M-lt-7 and M-lt-6 Patton Tanks, F-86 Sabre aircraft, F-10lt

super sonic fighters and B-57 light attack jet bombers were 

all used against India during this war.32 

32. Ibid •. 



19 

Eisenhower's written assurance to Nehru that the 

United States would not permit Pakistan to use American 

equipment against India were worthless.33 Although 

Pakistan had violated lli policy by using US-supplied 

military equipment, the Johnson administration was 

unwilling to choose between the tYJo rivals.34 Though the 

United State·s adopted a neutral posture in the 1965 Indo

Pakistani war, it only exposed its negative attitude 

to\lards India. For America, South Asia had become an area 

of l.Ow priority and its focus of attention was shifted 

towards Vietnam. As such, it was ready to play a low key 

role in the subcontinental affairs and alloYJ the Soviets to 

act as mediators between India and Pakistan. The real: fact, 

however, was that the United States wanted the Soviet Union 

to shoulder the responsibility of countervailing the 

increasing influence of China in South Asia due to the 

growing Sino-Pakistani politico-military collaboration. 

Amidst strong Irxlian protests, the United states 

cut off its military assistance to both India and Pakistan. 

But this was greatly resented by India. The Indian Govern

ment was angered that the United States without taking into 

33. Mansingh, n.28, p.79. 

34. Francine R.:E'rankelt "Play the India Card,_" Fore3{n 
E.olicY (Washington), no .62-6 5, Spring 19~6, p .1 • 
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account which country was wron.g, equated the aggressor and 

the aggressed party, 35 by cutting of! aid to India and 

Pakistan simultaneously. 

VI 

In the late 60s the Super Power sponsored NPT which 

finally came into effect in 1970 led to serious differences 

betw~en India and United States in regard to global nuclear 

proliferation. Under article I of the NPr, nuclear weapon 

states were prohibited from transferring nuclear arms or 

devices to any recipient and from helping Non-Nuclear 'Weapon 

States (NN'WS) in the production or acquisition of such 

weapons. Article II obligate~ upon Non-Nuclear Weapon States 

to undertake not to receive nuclear arms or control over them 

from any state and oot to produce or obtain such weapons or 

to seek help in their production. Article III, the most 

restrictive clause made it binding for each NNWS signatory 

to the treaty, to observe the safeguards of International 

Atomic Energy Agency {IAE.A) ovexrll their nuclear installa

tions. 

India, being sceptical of certain things like, (i) 

the balance of obligations between nuclear and . non-nuclear 

35. Rajan, n.25, p.242. 
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countries, (ii) the nature of the security assistances 

from the Super Powers to non-nuclear countries, (iii) 

the prohibition of certain peaceful uses of nuclear 

technology and (i v) the inspection clause, 36 refused to 
~· " . .,.. "· 'r•>· sign the NPI'. 

• -. i_l' r. . j-j 
B asides, India -was also convinced that the 

. J~ v ~~ 

\.::~~_INPT could impede its nuclear programme for b a.sic develop-

~ mental purposes and would make it dependent for many years 

to come, in the nuclear weapon states for its nuclear 

technology.3? Thus, the NPT would go against India• s 

p'rofessed policy of self-reliance in the nuclear field. 

Pointing to the provision of unequal application 
... 

of the safeguard clause, India branded the NP~ _as,_"Super 

Po~er led international regime that discriminated against 

the nuclear have-nots".38 It strongly objected to the 

absence of a balance of obligations between the nuclear 

"haves" ani non-nuclear "have-nots". Under the provisions 

of the NPT the nuclear powers were under no obligations to 

either destroy or reduce their own nuclear stock-piles. 

As such, the NPT did not seek to check the vertical . 

proliferation of nuclear weapons. It only sought to check 

36. P.R. Chari, "India's Nuclear Policy," in K.P. Misra (ed.), 
Janata•s :Fqreign Policy (New Delhi, 1979), p.6?. 

3? • P alme r, n • ? , p • 2 15 • 

38. 
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horizontal proliferation of nuclear ltleapons and therfi>y 

to maintain a status quo in the global distribution of 

nuclear power. 

Quite naturally, India held tbe NPl' to be highly 

discriminatory and refused outrightly to be a signatory 

to such a treaty. Besides, India ~as unwilling to commit 

itself to any future restraint·by acceding to legall:Y 

'binding international obligations. .As a re ~ul t, the NPr 

became a major factor in souring Inio-US relations in the 

late 60s am through 70s. It demonstrated on the one 
..... '!-!'t.."'~~~ ·:--.1~' .:.<·, .... 

band, the US intentions to prevent India from •acquiring 

nuclear weapons capability and thereby becoming a ppwer 

to reckon with and India's persistance to assert its 

autonomy of action in the nuclear field on the other. 

VII 

If the 1960s ended on a note of bitterness in Irtio

US relations, the fOllowing d~cade was predestined to 

· start off more disastrously as the events of 1971 would 

sbow. The regional crisis .that erupted in Bangladesh soon 

assumed international dimensions and India found itself 

diametrically opposed to the United States throughout the 

duration of the crisis. The US policy of 'tilt • in favour 
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of Pakistan during this crisis amply demonstrated the 

length to -which the United States -would go to achieve its 

global strategic interests in the region. Though earlier 

also India had found the United States opposing and hurt

ing its interests, this -was the first time that the United 

States -went about it in such a high handed manner. The 

US •tilt' in favour of Pakistan became an official pronounce

ment rather than an implicit· intention. 

It may be noted here that the famous US 'tilt' in 

favour of Pakistan, -was meant not to back Pakistan or 

oppose India per se but to sub serve an entirely different 

purpose viz., to enter into a ne-w relationship with China. 

It was a great irony of cix:cumstances that the . 0~ which· 

had come to India's help albeit in a limited way against 

China in the 1962 -war, was this time seeking just the 

reverse- friendship -with China. No doUbt, the United 

States V.1as guided by the changing dynamics of its relations 

with both the Soviet Union and China and its strategic 

calculations to exploit the Sino-Soviet rift to its own 

advantage. 

Seen against the above background, ~the great event 

of 1971, from the White House point of view, was not the 

nationalist. revolution in Bangladesh but the secret opening 

to Cbina.n39 The role Pakistan was able to play as a 

39. Mansingh, n.28; p.86. 
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"channel of communication between Washington and Beijing"40 

became "unquestionably a major consideration in shaping in 

the policy of Nixon Administration, during the 1971 South 

.Asian Crisis.41 According to Henry Kissinger, "Pakistan was 

favoured as an earnest of goodwill to China, which had 

befriended Pakistan against India, and as a demonstration of 

United States' reliability as an ally or partner". 42 

India, on its part, had long been asking Pakistan for 

a political solution to the Bangladesh crisis. Burdened by 

ever increasing influx of refugees from Bangladesh following 

the hei!·;y military crackdown by Pakistan it was imperative 

for India to demand a quick political solution of the problem. 

With India feeling increasingly isolated in the region, vis-a

vis the emerging Islamabad-Peking-Washington axis, it concluded 

on 8th August 1971 aT reaty of Friendship and Cooperation with 

the Soviet Union. 

When war broke-out between India and Pakistan on 

December 3, 1971, the United States took a clearly pro

Pakistani stand at the United Nations by accusing India of 

aggression. However, in the UN Security Coun~il, the US 

40. Ibid. 

41 • Palmer, n. 7, p .46. 

42. Henry Kissinger, The White House Years (Boston, 1979) 
p.186. 
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sponsored resolution con1emning India were vetoed by the 

Soviet Union. Having failed in his diplomatic effort to 

force Iniia to end military operations against Pakistan, 

President Nixon pursued the blatant 'gun-boat• diplomacy. 

He ordered the US Enterprise, a nuclear powered aircraft 

carrier of the Seventh Fleet to sail toltard s the Bay of 

Bengal. However, in real effect the United States did 

nothing to coerce India during the climu of this crisis. 

Coming out victorious in the 1971 war, India 

convincingly established its credentials as t.be most 

dominant regional power in South Asia - a fact that eould 

no longer be overlooked by the United states. The US 

President, Nixon, declared in his 197.3 foreign policy 

record: "rhe United States respects India as a major country. 

We are prepared to treat India in accordance with its new 

status and responsibilities". 43 The political and military 

parity sought by Pakistan vis-a-vis India with the American 

help received a fatal blow in the period that followed the 

1971 war. Acknowledging this ~act, the United States 

welcomed the Simla Agreement between India and Pakistan to 

sort out their mutual problems through bilateralism. 

43. Quoted in B .R. Nayar, "Regional Power in a Multi.P:,ba.ar 
World" in J .w. Mellor (ed. ); India - A. Rising'Middle 
Power (Boulder, 1979), p.15b. 
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When the US Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger 

visited India in October 1974 be remarked, "the size and 

position of India gives it a special role of leadership 

in South Asia and world affairs. n44 He further stated 

that "there was no question of equating India and Pakistan 

and the United States did not inte~ ·to encourage an arms 

race in the sub-continent" •45 

However, despite such US claims to redefine its 

policy towards India on an equal footing, the basic mutual 

distrust remained. When ·India exploded its peaceful nuclear 

device (PNE) on 18 May 1974 at Pokharan, it led to serious 

us suspicions that India was moving towards a nuclear weapons 

programme. Follo-wing Iniia • s PNE, the Indo-US nuclear 

cooperation in the form ofT arapur Atomic Poll/er station 

(TAPS) received a severe blo-w. The United States beganto 

·insist on stricter observation of international safeguards 

by India. But,. India which -was opposed to the NPT since its 

inception, did not succumb to US pressures. 

Meanwhile the United States decided to lift its arms 

embargo imposed on Pakistan in February 1975 -which was a 

clear indication of US displeasure over Iniia • s PNE. Irxiia 

opposed the new US decision in the strongest terms. The 

44 • Ibid • ' p • 1 57 • 

45. Goverrment of India Reports, Mini st.ry of Ext~rnal Affairs, 
1974-75, p.?o. . 
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Indian External Affairs Minister, Y .B. Chavan stated on 

25 February, 1975 in the Parliament: 

This policy has proved disastrous. Whatever 
may have been said by the us· Administration 
from time to time to justify arms supplies to 
Pakistan, it was these arms which were used on 
three occasions to commit aggression against 
India. Our concern is naturally heightened by 
the unfortunate experience of the last two 
decades.46 

' 

When Mrs.Gandhi imposed an internal emergency in 

1975, it was received with bitter criticisms from the US 

press. The American press and the liberal ~ing of the 

Democratic Party lost their cause in democratic India when 

Mrs.Gandhi tightened the reigns of her authority.47 Though 

Mrs .Gandhi and her advisers insisted that the emergency 

'made no difference' to inter-governnental relations,48 a 

deep distrust about India• s survival as a democracy in which 

the United States had a vital stake was created. Some US 

observers even speculated that "India might attack their 

ally Pakistan in order to rally mass support.n4 9 The 

imposition of emergency only added to the growing US 

indi£ference towards India. 

46. Foreign Affairs Record, Vol.21, no.2, February 1975, 
P•77• 

47. Mansingh, n.28, p.94. 

48. Ibid., p.93. 

49. B .Raj Nayari "India and the Super Powers: Deviation or 
Continuity n Foreign Policy?", Ecoromic and Political 
Weekly, Vol.12, no .30, July 23, 1977, p .11 B6. -
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Thus, despite Nixon's and Kissinger's claims in the 

immediate post-Bangladesh crisis period to recognise India 

as the region's dominant power and accord her due importance 

in US foreign policy, India did not see these US gestures 

being implemented in the latter's strategic calculations in 

the region. India's PNE in 1974, fresh US arms to Pakistan 

in 1975, Mrs.Gandhi's declaration of emergency in 1975, 

India's opposition to the US base in Diego Garcia - these 

issues became new sources of Indo-US frictions, apart from 

the ones already existing earlier, between the years 1972 

and 1977• 

The above record of the Indo-US relations between 

the year 1947 and 1977 makes it amply clear that India and 

the United States could not come to an understanding on 

vital strategic issues. This resulted in mutual distrust 

and suspicion on a number of occasions and issues. There 

always remained a lack of synchronisation of strategic 

perceptions between the two 'largest democracies' of the 

't.!O rld. This in turn, was largely a function of the diffe

rent aspirations of India and the United States. India, a 

regional Power with great potential of resources and 

strength, aspired to play an independent role in the region 

and asserted its oYin autonomy in international politics. 

The United states, on the other hand, framed its policies 

in a global context and in the process, ignored India's 

' 
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aspirations most of the time. Strained mutual relations 

became an inevitable outcome. As a noted analyst put it 

astutely, ~ Indo~us relations need to be examined in the 

context of the dynamic interaction between two fundamental 

but opposed driving forces: -'the persistent Indian aspira

tion to be a • subject' of international politics, while 

lacking in capabilities, and the United States·•. aim to 

render other countries including India as •objects• in 

the pursuit of its own security interests.5° 

50. B.R. Nayar_, "rreat India Seriously", Foreign Polic;y,(_J....JAs.t.;,...~}o 
No.32-35, :::ilpring 1975, p.138. 



CHAPTER - II 

THE SECURITY ~IMEN SIOli. 

The divergence of perceptions over security issues, 

especially those relating to regional security have often 

resulted in mutually incompatible policies betllleen India 

and the United States. India, as a regional Power in South 

Asia, bas all!lays tended to fol:L.ow a regional approach to its 
~a. 

national security, whereas, /\United States 1 as a Super Power 

has. B:ll!lays formulated a global approach for the security of 

this region. This basic difference in approach has resulted 

in different threat perceptions, tbereb y precluding the 

possibility of congruence in strategic perceptions. 

The theme of strategic divergences between India and 

the United States has constantly been highlighted by various 

scholars. Thus, a noted Indian e:xpert says: ''The basic 
. 

problem of Indo-American relations lies in the divergent 

security interests of the two states in South .Asia." 1 

.According to another scholar on Indo-US relations, "at the 

heart of the problem bet-ween the United States and India 

has been a fundamental strategic conflict making them 

adversaries". 2 

1. Raju G.C. Thomas, "Security Relationship in Southern 
Asia: Differences in the Indian and American Perspectives" 
AsianSurvey (California), Vol.12, no.7, July 1981, p.692.' 

2. Baldev Raj Nayart Jmerican GeQ-politics and India 
(New Delhi, 1976), p.4. ----
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This strategic conflict in the In1o-US relations 

ba-s) occurred basically because of the divergent security 

policies pursued by the two countries. The chief pre

occupation of the United States in the region has been to 

counter a perceived threat of communism emanating from the 

Soviet Union and China. For this purpose, it has sought to 

maintain its military presence in the Indian Ocean and 

Pakistan. This military presence, in tumJproduces certain 

security consequences for India. 

The adverse result of the US security policy 

approaches in the region may be deliberate or just consequen-
. ~Ju~ 

tial so far as India is concerned'" the fact remains that 

India's legitimate security interests are ignored by the 

United states. In other words., the United States, as a 

global. Power, does oot take into account the consequences 

created by its own strategic policies., for India. As a 

result, India, as a dominant regional power,not only 

perceives threats to its own security from the US moves but 

also discerns a subtle attempt on the part of the United 

States to dilute India's status as a regional power in 

South Asia. 

The year 1977 witnessed important political changes 

in Imia and the United States. Mrs .Gandhi's governnent 

was replaced by the Janata government a.s a result of the 
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March 1977 general elections held in India. The Janata 

Governnent had come to po1Mer pledging to "restore democracy" 

in India which had been compromised 1Mith by Mrs .Gandhi • s 

imposition of Emergency. 

In the sp_pere _9f foreign policy also, .the Janata 

Party• s policy declarations won United States, attention. 

The new Indian Prime Minister, Morarji Desai declared that 

his goverrrnent intended to follow a policy of "genuine :ron

alignnent". Implied in this declaration 1Mas the fact that 

under Mrs.Gandhi's rule "India's non-alignment and its 

foreign policy generally tilted too heavily in the Russian 

direction". 3 Between the two Super Po'Wers, there was a 

systematic effort on th~ -part of the Morarji Desai • s govern

ment to draw away from the Soviet Union to conform to the 

new interpretation of non-alignment that called for diplomatic 
. 4 

balance bet'Ween Moscow and 'Washington. The new Indian 

government also questioned the wisdom of India's military 

dependence on the Soviet Union. In pursuit of a policy of 
(A. 

equidistance between the two Super Powers the Janta govern-
" ment consequently sought to reduce Indian military purchases 

from Moscow and correspondingly, to increase purchases from 

~he West.5 

3. Norman D.Palmer, United States and India: The Dimensions 
of Influence (New York, 1984), p.8o. 

4. Raju G.C. Thomas, "Irxiia, Balancing Great Powers and Intra
Regional Security," in Raju G.C. Thomas (ed.), The Great 
Power Triangle and Asian Segurity (Lexington: 1983), p .68. 

5. Ibid. 
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Similarly, 1Nhen Carter assumed the US Presidency the 

same year, it aroused Indian hopes for a better relationship 

\lith the United States. Carter Administration had made the 

issue of !frluman rights., a key component in his foreign 

policy. The ne1N US Administration recognised the crucial 

importance of India to the success of such a ne1N approach 

to the 'Third World', arxi \laS prepared to take the initiative 

with New Delhi to · o.veroome the inhibitions of the past. 6 

The Janata Foreign Minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee, expressed 

satisfaction \lith the •sense of equality• 1Nhich now marked 

the Indo-US relations. He spoke of an •equal partnership 

based on friendship and a common will to cooperate both in 

bilateral matters and on international issues". 7 Similarly, 

the US National Security Adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski 

claimed that the "Carter Administration had developed new 

links with the newly influential countries and we have never 
8 bad such a good relationship with India as now. 

Ho1Never, despite such high rhetorics and attempts 

to emphasize in the areas of cooperation rather than conflict 

between the two countries,India and the United States still 

differed over a variety of issues especially in the security 

field.9 Imia continued to be critical of the US naval build-

6. 

7. Quoted in ibid., p .95. 

a. Ibid. 

9 • P alm er, n • 3 , p • 82 • 

. . 
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·up in the Indian Ocean and insisted on making it a 'Zone 
~4-

of Peace~~. On nuclear issue also, the Janata posture 
1\ 

remained the same as in the past. In the course of his 

visit to the United States the Foreign Minister, A.B. 

Vajpayee stated: 

I therefore suggest that the United States 
soould exert all its influence on Pakistan 
to desist from starting a nuclear lieapons 
race in the region. India had made a firm 
and public commitment not to manufacture 
nuclear veapons and to use nuclear energy 
only for peaceful purposes. Despite many 
years of nuclear weapons testing and 
development by China, we had restrained 
ourselves. As such India's bonafides 
could not and should not be suspected.10 

In other lllords, the basic differences outlived the 

Janata-carter period• s initial enthusiasm. A fruitful 

relationship could not mature because there lias no meShing 

of expectations and no reconciliation of well established 

national stances on vital issues. The nuclear issues 

could not be resolved by Carter and Desai despite their 

ob.vious desire to accommodate each other's v~ew points. 11 

The flurry of initial declarations in 1977 to correct the 

imbalance towards the Soviet Union, efforts to rely mo~e 

on the United StatesJ lllere not equally reciprocated by the 

10. Foreign Affairs Record, Vol.25, No.~, April 19?9, 
pp.9B-99. 

11. Mansingh, n.6, P•95· 
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United States. 12 Thus, towards the ern of 1978 until the 

collapse of the Janata <l}overnment a year later, increasing 

Indo-Soviet political eJtcbanges and ecommic agreements 

again became evident. Strategic considerations involving 

the Sino-US qua~i --alliance contirued ~o make a shift 

away from the soviet Union difficult for India. 13 

Thus, the Janata• s failure to oorrect the balance 

vis-a-vis the Super Powers only highlighted the limited 

extent to which Indo-US relationship could tend itself for 

improvement. Two major events during the period under 

survey made India and United States drift further apart. 

The first was the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan and 

the second was the return of Mrs .Gandhi to power in 1980 

and her opposition to the US moves in the region. 

II 

The Soviet intervention in Afghanistan in the last 

week of December 1979 and the subsequent developments in 

Southwest Asia created sharp perceptional differences 

between India and the United States. From the US 

perspective, the Indian reactions to the So viet moves in 

12. Thomas, n.4, p.68. 

13. Ibid. 
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Afghanistan revealed~ at best, a deplorable and alanning 

ambivalence, and at wrst, a decided pro-Soviet bias. 

From the Indian perspective, the US reactions added 

unnecessarily to India's security problems and raised the 

level of international tensions unduly. 14 India abstained 
. -= - ·-: ----:: -: 

from voting in the UN General Assembly resolution of-14 

January 1980, calling for the immediate termination of : 

armed intervention in Afghanistan. India was naturally 

more disturbed by the prospect of a renewal of substantial 

US military aid to Pakistan than by the new threats posed 

by the Soviet presence in Afghanistan. 15 

Thus, for India,it "Was the over-reaction of the 

United States in military terms in response to the 

.Afghanistan crisis as reflected in its decision to rearm 

Pakistan, rather than the presence ·or the Soviets in 

Afghanistan per se that caused concern for its security, 

(:learly, Indian policy concerns were centred less on the 

immediate regional implications of a Soviet presence than 

on the dangers of an American over-response which would 

further extend the East-West security matrix into South 

Asia. 16 

14. Palmer, n.3, p.86. 

1 5 • Ibid • ' p • 8 7 • 

16. 
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For India, the issue of a rearmed Pakistan in the 

"Wake of Afghani stan crisis assumed primary significance 

while the Soviet role in Afghanistan became secondary since 

it did rot directly affect its security. 17 Although 

Mrs.Gandhi a~'Ways spoke of withdra"Wal of 'all foreign 

troops' from Afgbanistan-,impl~;ying thereby 1Soviet troops' 

also, she never indulged in an •one sided condemnations• 

of the Soviet Union. In fact, if the past behaviour was 

any guide, the· Soviet Union hardly loomed large on India's 

security horizon. Rather, Mrs .Gandhi told a gathering in 

December 1980 that ''the Soviet Union had stood by Iniia at 

times of trial and, although issues have to be decided on 

their merits, India could not lose sight of the support it 

had received from the Soviet Union in the past ~18 In the 

main,. the Indian response was shaped by a clear understanding 

of the fact that 'While dangerous implications of the Soviet 

'·Union• s presence in Afghanistan had yet to unfold fully-> the 

US arms to Pakistan constituted a serious threat to India's 

security. 

On the 1t11hole, India's stand on Afghani stan "Was a 

sound one, if seen from the point of vie, of India's 

national interest. Although India did mt approve of the 

17. Robert M.Crunden and Others (eds. ), Ne)l Perspectives 
on America and South Asia (New Delhi, 1984), p.86. 

18. The Statesman (New Delhi), 13 Decerrber 1980. 
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Soviet action in Afghanistan, it assessed the situation 

in its totality. The Foreign Minister, P.V. Narsimha Re.o, 

reacting to the US decision to supply arms to Pakistan 

stated: 

The government expressed grave concern at the 
moves to step up _military supplies to Pa.).ti stan 
as well as our apprehension that induction of 
arms into Pakistan could convert the South 
Asian region "into a theatre of great power 
confrontation and conflict •••• A. dangerous 
dimension is added when the great powers start 
using these nations in their quest to

9
gain 

advantage in their global strategy'. 1 . 

Mrs.. Gandhi took the stand that the Soviet action 
' 

did not take place without a context an:i that foreign 

intervention in the internal affairs of Afghanistan had 

been going on for a long time ev·en before the Soviet 

intervention. 2 0 When President Carter's special emissary, 

Clark Clifford met her in New Delhi in 1980 to explain to 
-t"'-.C. 

her 1\ US position on the Soviet intervention, Mrs .Gandhi 
.. ~ ·. 

pointedoat to him that the United States had taken 

disproportionate measures in response to the crisis in 

South•West Asia. She also reaffirmed that her government 

could not regard Soviet moves in Afghanistan in complete 

isolation. This was an implicit reference from Mrs.Ganihi) 

19. Foreign Af!airs Record, Vol.26, no .1, cTanuary 1980, 
p .19. 

20. Bimal Prasad "India Slid Afghanistan Crisis," 
Internationai Studies (New Delhi), Vol.19, no .4, 
OctoEer-Decembe·r 1980, p.636. 
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both to the expansion of American facilities in Diego Garcia 

as part of the US plans for increased military preparedness 

in the Gulf region and the evolving Sino-American relation

ship.21 

Even when Mrs .Gandhi_, met --a eagan during her visit to 

the United States in 1982, her stand on the Afghanistan 

issue remained unchanged. She was not ready to share the 

Western perception on Afghariistan which was chiefly moulded 

by the United States. In a statement to the Lok Sabha 

following Mrs.Gandhi • s US visit, Narsimha Rao stated: 

President Reagan's attention was drawn to India's 
concern at the increased flo'W of arms into our 
region and to our opposition to foreign inter
ference of any kind. It was pointed out in 
particular that India's misgivings over the 
acquisition of sophisticated weapons by Pakistan 
arose out of past experience of such weapons 22 having been used by Pakistan against our country. 

Thus, the Afghanistan crisis only highlighted the 

strategic divergences that characterize Indo-US relations. 

India• s stand on this issue evolved from a regional 

perspective l!lhile the US approach manifested the latter's 

glo-oal approach. India's stand remained unchanged even 

under the new government headed by Prime Minister Rajiv 

Gandhi. When be visited Washington in July 1985 he 

21 • Timothy, n. 16, p .112. 

22. IQk Sabha Deabtes, Vol.31, nos.21-25, 13 August 1982, 
p.366. 
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only reiterated India's old stand. Addressing the US 

Congress,he described the Afghanistan situation thus: 

Afghanistan and Southwest Asia are all on 
our minds. Out side interference ani inter
ventions have put in jeopardy the stability~ 
security and progress of the region. We are 
opposed to both foreign presences and 
pr-essures. The one is advanced as justifica .. 
tion for the other. We stand for a political 
settlement in Afghanist~n that ensures its 
sovereignty, integrity, independence and non
aligned status, and enables the refugees to 
return to their homes in safety and honour. 
Such a settlement can only come through the 

. consensus among the parties directly concerned.23 

While this statement 'Was seen by some in Washington 

as a new, more helpful departure in Indian policy, Gandhi 

himself put such notio·ns to rest the following day while. 

speaking to the National Press C.lub. He pointed out that 

his formulation was much the same as India had accepted 

in the 1981 non-aligned Foreign Ministers' meeting. 24 

Thus, India was tully aware of the US intentions 

in the region in t:Qe aftermath of the .lfghanistan crisis. 

The United States was clearly using the Soviet intervention 

as an excuse to further build up its military strength in 

West .A.sia and the Indian Ocean. But it had serious 

23. Rajiv Gandhi, S;lected Speeches and Writings: 1284-85 
· (New Delhi, 198 ), p.249. -

24. Quoted in Theodore L.Eliot and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff 
Jr. (eds.), The Red Ann~ on Pakistan's Border: Policy 
Implications for the US {New York, 1986), p.b?. 
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implications for India's security too. Hence, India and 

the United States could rot and did rot see eye to eye on 

the Afghanistan crisis. This created further cleavage in 

Indo-US security perceptions in the 1980s. 

III 

When Carter assumed office in 1977, Pakistan had 

loomed fairly small" on the us policy horiJ.zon. The 

importance it had enjoyed as a link in n.tlles' chain of 

containment had long since failed. Pakistan• s geographic 

location was of dwindling interest to the United statest

;since Iran had become the principal listening post, and 

along with Saudi Arabia, the principal supporter of US 

interests in \o.iest Asia. 25 This down:)raded the gao strategic 

importance of Pakistan. in the US policy framework. Apart 

from this, Pakistan also fell out of favour lllith the 

Carter Administration on several key issues and policies 

initiated by the latter. The issue of non-proliferation 

was accorded a very high priority in Carter• s foreign 

policy for which South .Asia provided a testing ground. 

The Glerm am Symington Aunendment to the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961 was invoked in the case or Pakistan leading to 

termination of US aid to Pakistan in August 1978. 

25. Thomas P .Thornton, "Between the Stools? US Policy 
Towards Pakistan During Carter Administration," 
Asian SurJ§Y (California),Vol.22, no.10, October 
1982, P•9 • 



The US arms supply was yet another important issue 

on which Carter's policy was to get "the US out of the 

business of arms purveyor to the world 11
•
26 He had already 

announced in his election campaign that "the US could not 

simultaneo~~ly ~laim_,to be the world's leadi~g peacemaker 

and remain the world's largest arms merchant. 27 

Consequently, the US showed a very cool attitude 

towards Pakistan on the issue of arms. But, the cool and 

somewhat indifferent posture of the Carter Administration 

towards Pakistan, however, could not last for long. A. 

series of developments took place in 1978-?9 in Iran and 

Afghanistan that were of immense significance to the United 

States. These events came as a direct challenge to US 

interests in west Asia. In the changed priorities, 

Pakistan• s importance as a strategic ally in the region was 

realized clearly by the Carter Administration. In what 

came to be known as the nearter Doctrine", President Carter 

declared the entire "Persian Gulf" to be of vital economic 

and strategic importance to the United States as aloo his 

pledge to meet any threat to the securit~ of the region by 

outside aggression, by any means, including military.28 

26 • Ibid • ' p • 962 • 

27. Shirin Tahir Kheli, The United §tates and Paki§t.an 
(New York, 1982) , p • 91 • 

· 28. New York Times, 24 January 1980. 
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To bolster Pakistan• s defence, the Carter Administra

tion announced an aid package worth ~400 million, of which 

~200 million was to be in the fonn of military assistance. 

This offer was turned down by Zia as 'peanuts•. To 

Pakistani rulers,-' this offer was considered as not on1y 

inadequate for Pakistan• s defence but also lacking 'America• s 

commitments and their durap.ility•. 29 President Carter 

· however, took India also into confidence over the issue of 

US arms to Pakistan by senqing his personal emissary, Clark 

Clifford· to explain the thrust of the us approach to the 

Indian leaders. 30 This seemed to soi'ten the Indian attitude 

as India did not voice an outright criticism of US anns to 

Pakistan. In her interview to Newsweek of January 22, 1980, 

Mrs. Gandhi said: "I am not one of those whO have been 

terribly worried about arms to Pakistan. But our people get 

excited over it. What wrries me is that Pakistani govern

ment is not stable and it seems to me that the US proposals 

prop up a person rather than the country. This. is dangerous. 

Like the Shah.n31 

At the same time, Mrs.Gandhi did voice concern regard

ing US arms to Pakistan to the US leadership. She told 

Clifford that "Washington should seek diplomatic rather than 

29. Timothy, n.16, p.175· 

30. S.D. Muni, "Pakistan as a Factor in Indo-US Relations't, 
Mainstream (New Delhi), Vol~25, Ho.23, February 21, 
1987' p.26. 

31. Quoted in ibid., p.27. 
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military solution to the .Afghan crisis.32 On the whole, 

even in the -wake of the .Afghanistan crisis, India's 

objection to Carter's offer of arms to Pakistan was mild. 

\<Jhen Reagen assumed the US presidency on a hawkish 

note, his purely military oriented approach to contain,the 

Soviet Union added a ne~ dimension to the US-Pak military 

relationship,thereby.~causing alarm in India. Under the 

Reagt\l'l .Administration)Pakistan was assigned a major role 

of a front-line state in the US strategic consensus for 

the whole region called 'the arc of crisis•. 

The earlier offer of ~4-00 million aid made by 

Carter -was considered inadequate to meet the contingencies 

arisen in the "Wake of the Soviet action in Afghani stan. 

Accordingly~a ne"W aid package of a gigantic size {~3.2 

billion) "Was offered to Pakistan by -way of economic and 

military assistance. The military component Of the package 

had t'WO parts. Ohe provided for the sale of ~1. 55 billion 

YJO rth of arroour and support equipment consisting of the 

follo\tiing items: 100 M4-8 J.5 tanks, 35 M88 A1 recovery 

vehicles, 20 M109 A2 self propelled howitzers, 4-0 M110-A2 8" 

self propelled ho"Witzers, 75 M198 to-wed howitzers and 10 AH-

15 attack helicopters.33 

32. Da'WD (Karachi), 9 February 1980. 

33. Stephen P .Cohen, The Pakistan Anny (New Delhi, 1984-), 
p .151. . 
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The second component consisted of the separate sale 

of 40 F-16 Hornet aircraft and their spare parts and repair 

facilities. It -was this component of the Reaga.n aid paCk

age that had a much more serious bearing on India's security. 

The F-16s are one of the most lethal aircraft available 
~ 

today for air-battle. India found :oo way of matching it. 

The induction of F-16s in Pakistan Air-Force brought most 

of the major industrial and bignly populated Indian cities 

within the range of air bombing. Major cities like Delhi, 

Bombay and important Irdian air-fields no, became easily 

vulnerable to· the onslaught of F-16s. Even the US 

Congressional and academic critics objected to the offer of 

the F-16s as being unnecessarily provocative because it had 

an excellent ground attack capability as well as air-defence 

capability as well as air-defence capability. 34 In addition 

to its tremendous strike power the 'F-16 also bali. a capability 

for the delivery of nuclear weapons. 35 

The Indian reaction to the decision to sell F-16s 

and other arms to Pakistan was very strong. A goverrment 

spokesman stated in a press release that: '~he Government of 

India has noted with concern the agreement announced in 

. ·- I.slamabad yesterday of the immediate sale by the US of F-16 
-

aircraft and other advanced military hardware to Pakistan •••• 

34. Ibid. 

3 5 • Ibid • ' p • 1 52 • 
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It could introduce immediateiy a new level of weapons 

sophistication into the region which would ~ffect the 

e:xi sting balance". 36 

India perceived ~he Reag.n Administration's 

decision to sell. the most advanced weapons to Pakistan 

as affecting India's security environment very adversely 

for a number of reasons~ First, it disturbed the regional 

balance of military power to India's disadvantage. 

Secornly, it set into motion ar new arms race in the sub

continent. In a way, the US arms to Pakistan forced Irdia 

to enter into an arms race with Pakistan in order to match 

the latter's latest offensive weapons acquisition. This, 

·in turn forced India to divert its scarce national reoources 

from developmental programmes to defence. 

There were still other serious implications of the 

US arms aid to Pakistan. The sale of weapons like F-16s 

and Harpoon missiles, apart from tbeir technical superiority, 

represented,from India's standpoint, symbolically a broader 

US commitment to support Pakistan. Such a commitment, both 

at symbolic and substantial levels, raised India's fears 

that a heavily armed Pakistan would feel emboldened to 

attack India and reopen the Kashmir issue. 

36. Foreign Affairs Record, Vol.27, No.6, June 1981, p.179. 
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Much ~orse for Indo-US relations, India did not get 

any guarantee from the Reagan Administration, beyond s:>me 

vague a:ssurances, that these arms ~ould rot be used against 

her. In the 1950s1 vhen the Eisenhower A.dministration had 

initiated the process of US anns transfer to Pakistan, it 
---:: --: 

had, at least,offered a ~ritten assurance to Nehru that 

the arms ~ere not to be used against India. This c6ntrast 
\ 

in approach spoke volumes for the indifferent attitude of 

the Reag~ Administration to~ards Indian susceptibilities. 

Mrs.Gandhi expressed India• s fears thus: ltfhe present 

A-dministration has said that the guns can be fired in any 

direction, and ~e have no doubts that these guns and equip

ment are meant to be used against India".37 

That this Indian fear ~as a valid one becomes clear 

if one looks at the fact that most of t'be. ~eapon s the 

United states supplied to Pakistan ~ere of limited use in 

the mountaineous terrain along the Pakistan-Afghani stan 

border. On the other hand, these ~eapons could be very 

useful in the plains i.e. vis-a-vis India. 

Moreover, in Indian perception, the American claim 

that these ~eapons ~ere supposed to deferrl Pakistan against 

the Soviets in A.fghanistan becomes a ridiculous one 

considering the fact that the United states has also given 

37. Quoted in Timothy, n.16, p .195. 
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to Pakistan destroyers for the navy as well as the Harpoon 

anti-ship missiles. Obviously these navy-o·rient ed weapons 

could not be used against the land-locked Afghanistan. 

Besides, if one takes into account the pattern of Pakistan• s 

troop deployment in the post-Afghanistan period, it becomes 

-clear that even :oow most of the Pakistani troops ar; deployed 

O,n the Irnian border ani not the Durand Line. According to 

a noted Western analyst, "Pakistan• s main-line forces, 

organised into approximately twenty divisions, grouped into 

six corps largely face east Lf..e. Indi§? not 'West Lf..e. 

A.fghani sta.n,7. 38 

Since early 1985, Pakistan started pressing for an 

Airborne Early Warning (AEW) system from the United States. 

The primary justification for AWACS in Pakistan was sought 

to be explained in terms of the "threat" emanating from 

alleged border int rusiuns by Afghan and Soviet aircraft. 

However, this was at best a lame excuse)forJ given the 

mountaneous ranges betYJeen Afghanistan and Pakistan1 even 

AWACS wuld be of limited use in detecting intruding planes. 

On the other hand)as a keen analyst has put it, "AWACS 

capability "WOuld provide Pakistan with a major quantum, 

qualitative superiority over the IDiian air force, navy and 

army. And the perceptions of such superiority could provide 

the incentives for launching yet another military aggression 

38. Cohen, n.33, p.148. 
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against Imia. AWACS would also be critical for nuclear 

weapon delivery by combat aircraft~:39 The AWACS capability 

of Pakistan would, thus make India's air defence seriously 

vulnerable. 

Pakistan also sought to acquire some more advanced 

weapons from the United states in order to enhance its 

offensive military capability. These included "improved 

HAWK missiles, self-propE!lled artillery, Multiple Launched 

Rocket Systems (MLRS), oounter-battery a~illery and 

mortar radars, APCS, and above ali, the latest M1A1 Abrams 

tanks, the pride of the US .Armored Corps and the tank most 
·40 coveted by the NATO armies". Pakistan has also asked the 

United States for at least 20 F-16C multi-purpose aircraft 

in addition to another 60 F-16s.41 The F-16C is, it' may be 

noted 1-!~Y~, an advanced version of the F-16s that Pakistan 

already possesses, and Js_; even more lethal in its strike 

capability. 

The implications of US sale of AWACS to Pakistan· for 

India, can become much more complex in the context of a new 

move by Pakistan to acquire more advanced weapons rrom the 

United states which provide an excellent support to the 

39. _Jasjit Singh, ''rhreat J.WACS must Pose for India", 
Times of Indl.a (New Delhi), 11 Noveober 1986. 

40. India Today, {Ne'W Delhi), July 15, 1987, pp.46-47. 

41. Times of India, 10November 1986. 
)Ill--:>== ~-· 
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Pakistani offensive capability on the ground, and air in 

a possible ~ar scenario against India. India was seriously 

concerned by the United States move to supply the AWACS and 

other weapons to Pakistan in 1986-87 that would completely 

upset the existing balance of military po~er on the 

subcontinent to ,India's greatest.·disadvantage. 

India, therefore, strongly reacted to the proposed 

sale of AWACS to Pakistan. India's Foreign Secretary, 

A.P. Venkatesh'waran, argued that "the sale of AWACS to 

Pakistan made no sense if it "Was meant to monitor air 
42 attacks from the Afghan Air Force". On the other band, 

f( 
he argued, thelfJ will be extremely effective to peep into 

the plains of India. And in the context of conflicts "We 

have had in the past ~ith Pakistan, ~e are very concerned 

as this will lead to a spiralling of arms race ~hich ~e 

can ill-afford
1!43 Thus, throughout the period under study 

i.e. 1977-86, the issue of supply of sophisticated US 

seapons to Pakistan remained a major irritant in Indo-US 

relations. 

IV 

The Indian Ocean assumes great significance in· 

security terms because of India's geographical location. 

42 • The Hindu (N e'W Delhi ) , 18 January, 198 7. 

43. Ibid. 
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A noted diplomat and scholar very aptly underscored the 

importance of Indian Ocean to India's security: ''It is 

an obvious fact to any student of history that India's 

·security lies in the Indian Ocean: that without a well

considered and effective naval policy, India's posit ion 

in the world will be weak, dependent on others and her 

freedom at the mercy of any country capable of controlling 

the Indian Ocean'' .4::14t-

Just as the US arms to Pakistan have always 

constituted a serious threat to Indian security, so have 

the US naval activities in the Indian Ocean. Although the 

US is not the only major power engaged in the growing 

militarisation of the In:iian Ocean, India perceives the 

most serious threat coming from the US strategies for 

dominance in the Indian Ocean. This has been so because, 

"from a geopolitical perspective, the positions of the two 

countries (on the Indian Ocean) have often diverged 

significantly'~4 5 The strategies of India and US with 

regard to Indian Ocean security have been antagonistic.46 

While the US strategy in the Indian Ocean initially 

appeared to be directed against the Soviet Union, an event 

in 1971 -ominously pointed out the dangerous consequences 

44. K.M. Panikkar, India and the In:iianOcea!! (Bombay,1972), 
p.92. 

45. Palmer, n.3, p.193. 

46. Crunden, n.17, p.129. 
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of US naval build-up in the Iridian Ocean for India. 

During the Indo-Pak:>war over Bangladesh in 1971, as part 

of the deliberate Nixon-Kissinger "tilt" towards Pakistan, 

the US dispatched a naval task force headed by the "USS 

Enterprise" into the Bay of Bengal. This deliberate flex

ing of US muscle porterned the emergence of a US 

'interventionist strategy' in the Irxlian Ocean which could 

adversely affect India's security'-!1 This US "gunboat 

diplomacy" made India realize that the US was not only 

trying to build up Pakistan against Iniia,but would also 

be prepared to directly interfere, if the need arose. 

It was in the wake of the British announcement of 

withdrawal of its forces from East of Suez that the United 

States under the pretext of the. theory o·f "power vaccuum" 

began its naval entry into the Indian Ocean in a big way. 

Deigo Garcia, a small atol in the Chagos Archipelago taken 

on lease from the British, began to be developed into a 

major American naval base in the mid-70s. Initially, this 

base was meant to be used only for the purpose of naval 

communications. But it became central to the US Imian 

Ocean strategy in the late 1970s. Adverse developments 

in Iran am Afghanistan led the United states to step up 

its naval build up in the Indian Ocean to counter the 

Soviet threat to the Gulf region. 

47. Ibid., p.132. 
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Later, '«hen the Soviets moved into Afghanistan, 

Carter authorised a speeding up of the development of Diego 

Garcia facilities. 48 This included the construction of a 

12,000 feet long run\!Jay capable of handling all types of 

aircraft, including B-52 bombers, a deep u·nderwater anchorage, 
.: -~' ............::: 

including mclear po"«ered aircraft carriers of the Nimitz 

Class, fuel storage tanks "«ith a capacity of 640,000 barrels ••• 

sufficient to support a carrier task force for 30 days; and 

an electronic communications station to provide rapid radio 

communications with ships and aircraft operating in the 

Indian Ocean. 4 9 

It may be pointed out here that the US naval base in 

. Diego Garcia, barely 900 nautical miles away from India• s 

southernnost landmass is crucial for ensuring smooth and 

uninterrupted supply of oil to the West and Japan as also 

to intervene quickly in case of any kim of instability in 

west Asia threatening pro-US regimes. 

To achieve these objectives, the United States 

established a new unified military command called the Central 

Command or CENTCOM in Jamary 1983. This new command has 

been bracketed with the five already existing US commands -

Atlantic, European, Pacific, Southern, and Readiness. It 

48. Palmer, n.3, p.198. 

49. Quoted in Palmer, n.3, p.199· 
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speci-fically covers nineteen countries in Southwest Asia, 

Persian Gulf, and Horn of Africa region ranging from 

Kenya and Somalia to Pakistan and A.fghanistan.5° 

Pakistan, as a "designated" state within C&NrCOM's 

area of operations is expected to allow the use of Pakistani 
---':' -: 

air bases for the American surveillance aircraft. According 

to a report of the Indo-American Task Force on the I!liian 

Ocean: " ••• General Kingston and the Central Command hope to 

draw Pakistan into a network of understandings ••• this does 

have implications for the subcontinent since Pakistan is 

covered by <ENTCOM.:.n51 

On the other hand, -the "Peace Zone" idea, pursued 

vigorously by India has remained a far-cry till today even 

after 15 years of its acceptance by the UN General 1.ssembly. 

In December 1971) the UN General Assembly passed a resolution 

c~lling for the elimination from the Indian Ocean of "all 

bases, military installations and logistical supply facili

ties, the disposition of nuclear weapons and weapons of 

mass destruction and any manifestation of great power military 

presence conceived in the context of great power rivalry" .52 

But ever since then, the ''Peace Zone" concept has been 

reduced to an annual ritual at the UN. A.s far back as in 

50. Lawrence Lifschultz, "US-P ak Strategic Relationship, n 
Mainstream, Vol.25, no.8, 8 November 1986, p.3. 

51. Quoted in ibid., p.4. 

52. C.Raja Mohan-, "Indian Ocean: Zone of Peace or Conflict?" 
Strategic Analysis (New Delhi), Vo1.10, No.3, June 1986 
p .249. t 
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1974 ,the UN ad-hoc committee on the Indian Ocean had 

recommended the holding of an international conference to 

decide upon the "Peace Zone" proposal. 

In 1980, the UN General .Assembly recommended 

convening of the conference at Colombo in 1~81. But this 
-; - --: 

conference failed to materialise because of strong US 

objections. The US argument was that the presence of 

Soviet troops in Afghanistan had made it impossible to 

hold the conference. 53 According to a report on the Irtiian 

Ocean by the joint Indo-American Task-Force, "the US has 

indicated in the UN Ad-hoc Committee that it would not 

participate ,unless the Soviet Union withdrt.w its force 

from Afghanistan.54 Thus, in order to get the conference 
Gv 

postponed indefinitely1 the US set as precondition the demand 
" of the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan. The fact of the 

matter is that the US has no intention whatsoever to with

draw its naval presence from the Indian Ocean. On the 

contrary, it is engaged in a massive arms buildup progra."11me 

in the Indian Ocean. In fact, during the year 1981-86, 

it built a string of military bases in the Indian Ocean. 

Thus, the Indian Ocean issue has emerged as a major 

irritant in the Indo-US relations. · It has been rightly 

53. V .D. Chopra, Pentagon Shadow Over India (New Delhi, 1985), 
p .160. 

54. Iniia, the US and th1 Indian Ocean, Report? of the Inio
Amerlcan Task Force Washington, 198;), p.73. 
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suggested that "India's security parameter is much wider 

than its immediate neighbourhood".55 It is thus that the 

developments in the Indian Ocean have a direct bearing on 

India's security. India, to a gre_at extent, holds the 

United States responsible for the developments taking 

place rapidly in-'the. Irxlian Ocean,thereby greatly jeopardi

sing India's security environment. 

v 

The United States has never been a major arms 

supplier .to India. Even though the Kemedy Administration 

had come to India's rescue on the occasion of the Chinese 

aggression, and a major arms deal ha.d been arrived at 

between the two countries, what India received ultimately 

from the United States was much less than it had expected. 

After the 1965 Indo-Pakistani war, the United States 

banned arms sales to both India and Pakistan. During 

Carter's period, as also under the Reagan .A.dmini stration, 

the possibilities of major US arms transfers to India 

emerged at various stages, but in real tenns what India 

could get, has been, at best, only next to nothing• 

Why has this ·been so? A general explanation for 

this can be sought in the differences over security 

55. U.s. Ba:jpai (ed.), Jndia• s SeThrity1 The Politico
Strategic Environment (Nell De i, 19B3), P·114. 
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perceptions. In other words, in the absence of a common 

enemy, or for that matter, a 'common threat perception•, 

a major arms deal bet¥Ieen India and ·the United States 

remains an unrealistic propostion. 

Ho¥Iever, it is onl~ part of the explanation. A 

fuller explanation can be sought only in the policies 

that guide the t'WO countries on the issue of arms. .A.s a 

noted scholar on the area, has observed, India t s arms 

procurement strategy has three basic components: (1) 

Indigenous production; (2) Licensed production in collabora

tion 'With an overseas manufa.cturer; and {3) Overseas 

purchases. 56 

These components, in turn, are guided by India's 

basic policy of self-reliance 'With a vie'W to minimize its 

dependence on external sources. Since the very beginning, 

India 'Wanted to pursue an independent foreign policy, 

without external pressures. It refus'ed to receive military 

aid from both the po'Wer blocks until the 1962 'War ¥Ihen for 

the first time New Delhi s::>ught assistance from the S.Oviet 

Union and the United States to modernize its armed forces. 

As self-reliance "Was not feasible in an absolute sense 

of the term, India wanted to enter into collaboration ¥Iith 

56. Raju G.C. Thomas, "Prospects for Indo-US Security Ties," 
Orb is (Philadelphia), Vol.27, no .2, Summer 1983, p .386. 
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foreign arms manufacturers. Also, India preferred purchases 

directly from the international arms market so that it could 

buy weapons of the latest gene rat ion as and when it. felt the 

need of doing so. 

Thus, with a policy thrust on indigenisation, Imia 
-·----:. ': 

bas always insisted on b_eing given the technology ani 

licence to produce the weapons domestically after initial 

purch!ises. On the other band; the United States has been 

reluctant to agree to transfer the techrology of weapons. 

This US policy has both economic and political implications. 

From tbe economic standpoint, it ensures continuing produc

tions and profits to the giant military-industrial complex 

of the United· states. From the political angle, this would 

mean sustaining the recipient-donor relationship between 

the two countries and the political leverage inherent 

therein. Thus the United states would not agree either to 

the issuance of license for domestic manufacture of its 

arms or if it did, it retained the right to cancel it any 

time. Its fear is that its high-techmlogy may be leaked: 

to the Soviet Union through countries like India which 

have close relations with the former. 

Another big obstac~e in. case of supply of US weapons 

to India has been the commercial basis on which the United 

States sells its weapons. India foWld it difficult to pay 
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the high price-tag attached to the US equipment. The 

United States insisted on ready cash payments and always 

demanded a high price for its weapons from India. Quite 

naturally, India found it more convenient to buy arms 

from the Soviet Union which supplied to India on 
-·-..--....:: ~ 

concessional credit terms payable in the Indian rupees. 

When the Janata Government came into power, the 

heavy Indian military dependence on the Soviet Union was 

decried- and a major effort was made to diversify the 

overseas sources of India's weapons procurement so as to 

minimise over dependence on the Soviet Union. It was in 

pursuance of tht~policy that the United States was viewed 

as a potential major supplier of arms along with the other 

\#estern countries like France, the United Kingdom and 

West Germany. The Janata government initiated negotiations 

for the purchase of TOW anti-tank missiles and M-1 09 

;howitzers for an estimated cost of ~330 million. But the 

agreements did not materialize finally because of dis

agreement over the terms and conditions of these supplies. 

Not only this, the United States also blocked the 

Janata regime's efforts to negotiate for the purchase of 

sophisticated arms from other countries. For·- iri'Stance, 

negotiations were progressing well to obtain Saab-37 

Viggen aircraft from Sweden until they were vetoed by the 

United States. As Saab-37 were purported to be powered 
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by the Pratt and Whitney engines of an American compnay, 

an agreement on the supply of these e~ines could rot 

be reached. The US Secretary of Sta~e, Cyrus Vance, 

rejected the requestt,for the US engines on the ground 

that this would amount to an indirect supply of arms to 

India, and would; therefore, contribute-to the arms race 

in the Indian sub-continent .57 This refusal led the 

Janata government to conclUde _an agreement for the purchase 

and subsequent manufacturing of the .Anglo-French 'Jaguar' 

deep .penetration strike aircraft (DPSA). 

Thus, even during the Janata rule which was 

f'avour8Qly disposed towards the United States, and was 

sincerely interested in diversifying Inlia' s source of 

military supplies in order to reduce its heavy dependence 

on the Soviet Union for arms, no major deals with the United 

states could be entered into. Undoubtedly, the US policy 

at that time i.e., in the pre-Afghanistan period, was to 

detach itself from the sub-continent. A ban had been 

already put on the US arms to Pakistan under Glenn and 

Symington .Amendment provisions. But more important, the 

us terms and conditions remained as unfavourable as ever 

to India during the Janata period • 
.. ....-. --·- ~. ". 

When Mrs .Gandhi returned to power in January 1980, 

she also expressed her willingness to diversify the sources 

57. Times of India, 21 September -1978. 
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of arms supply, but she was not as enthusiastic about the 

US arms as the previous government was. The United states, 

on its part, wanted to soften India's objections to the 

reinforcement of US-Pakistan security ties and to help it 

diversify its sources of weapons supply. 
·-·-

The issue came up during Clark Cllfford.Svisit to 

New Delhi in 1980.58 The talks for TOW anti tank missiles 

and M-198 howitzers which had remained inconclusive during 
. (). 

the Janata period were rev~ ved agin. The negotiations for 
~ 

the purchase of these weapons were resumed and a high-

level team led by the Indian Defence Secretary visited 

' Washington by the middle of October 1980.59 Although, 

formal agreement to purchase those weapons was reached, 

ultimately, the deal was aborted largely because of diffe

rent policies of the t"WO rountries on anns deals. In:lia 

insisted that after initial purchase, it should be 

authorised to p reduce these weapons indigeneou sly. 

washington, on the other hand, ·insisted on veto privileges 

over the transfer of these ~quipment at any time during 

the proposed supply period and refused to agree to the 

eventual manufacture of these weapons under licence in 

India. .In the meanwhile, India concluded a maj<?r ~1.6 

billion multi-faceted arms deal with the Soviet Union for 

58. S.D. Muni, "Reagan's South Asia Policy: The Strategic 
Dimension," IDSA Journal (New Delhi), Vol.16, ro.2, 
October-December 1983, p .14-3. 

59· Ibid. 
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the purchase of MIG 23, MIG 25 fighter aircr~rt, T-72 tanks, 
60 equipment for navy etc. 

Through out 1985 and 1986, under the Prime Mini sters.kip 

of Rajiv Gandhi, on many occasions the prospects of US 

arms to India came to almost being realized. For instance 1 
~ 

testifyipg before the House of Representatives sub-committee 

on South Asia, General Burns, the US Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of defence said: 

India has evaluated in recent years various US 
systems - including C-130 aircraft, TOW missiles 
and howitzers -but no purchase have resulted 
so far. We think we can play a reliable, 
mutually advantageous role in aiding India to 
modernize its forces and should do this as our 
part of a more comprehensive cooperative bilateral 
relationship. Consequently we are heartened by 
the new Indo-US memorandum of urxierstanding on 
technology transfer and hope that it is a harbinger 
of increased dialogue and interaction with India• s 
defence est8blishment.61 

In the first week of May 1985,Dr.Fred Ikle, the US 

under secretary of defence, visited New Delhi to discuss 

the sale of .American weapons, particularly artillery, 

related technology, combat helicopters, a wide variety 

of missiles and surveillance equipment. Besides, India 

also showed interest in buying the American transport 

aircraft, Hercules C-130 for use in its Antarctic missions. 

However, no concrete deals rould be finalized thanks to 

6 o. f bomas, n .a. , p • 7,8 • 

61. Times of India, 2 March 1985. 
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the rigid and unchanged US stand on the terms and condi

tions on these sales. 

In the latter half of 1986, Indo-US talks on arms 

were mainly concentrated on transfer of high-tech:oology 

ratb_~r than direct purchase of weapons per se. ~The_, 

United States evinced renewed interest in entering into 

a modest_defence relationship with India through 

technology transfers am assistance in the development and 

production of some sophisticated equipment to help meet 

India's legitimate requirements.62 An official spokesman 

of the US Defence Department went so far as .to say that 

"the United states stood ready to assist and cooperat_e 

1Nith India in its attempts to modernize its defence 

tech:oology and attain self- sufficiency". 63 

For the first time in history, in early .October-

1986 an American Defence Secretary was despat cbed to Irrlia 

by the deagan Administration to conclude an agreement on 

transfer of weapons-techmlogy to India. Casper weimerger 

visited New Delhi between October 11 and 11+ to have wide 

ranging talks on the subject. An agreement was reached on 

the sale of the General Electric 404 engines for India's 

·Light coni>at Aircraft (LCA) sche!iuled to be manufactured by 

62. The Hindu (New Delhi), 1 October, 1986. 

63. Ibid., 2 October, 1986. 
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1994. A. comprehensive package in this regard \las agreed 

upon which provided for direct purchase of eleven engines 

from the General Electrics. This package also covered 

servicing, maintenance and supply of spares. The GE 4 

404 engines, n~ dou~t, ma,rked a slight change in the US 

policy of hitherto denying sophisticated technology to 

India. Substantial agreements were reached also on 

telemtry equipment for missile testing range in Orissa, 

night vision equipment, armour and armour piercing shell 

-.;alloys. 64 

Ho~ever, differences continued on the issue of 

S.uper computers. India was interested in buying the 

latest generation of CRA.Y super computer for meteorologica.l 

purposes. But the US fears that this sensitive t echmlogy 

may become accessible to the Soviet Union stalled the deal. 

Weinberger stated in New Delhi that, "· .• I don't find any 

feeling on the part of anyone that it is a good thing to 

let the technology slip into the hands or the Soviet Union. n6 5 

Thus, even the visit of the US J)efence ~ecretary did 

not mark any major breakthrough on the issue of US arms to 

India. India did not have any "shopping list" ready for 

64. Ibid., 16 October 1986. 

65. Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 12 October 1986. 
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the purchase of US weapons this time unlike the past. 

This was so because India had come to doubt the reliabi

lity of the United States as a long tenn anns supplier.66 

Hence, the whole exercise remained confined to the issue 

o_! te~!HX>logy transfer and whe_rever possible, future 

manufacture or. co-production unde·r a licence. 

VI 

China has been one of the two main adversaries of · 

India in its neighbourhood. It has already once inflicted 

a humiliating military defeat on India in 1962 and has 

acquired a great power status in terms of both conventional 

and nuclear military capabilities. United states• shifting 

attitudes towards China has also had an impact on In:iia' s 

security perceptions~thereb y vitiating Indo-US relations 

to some extent. 

The United States began to take diplomatic initia

tives with China as far back as 1971 with Ni:xon-Kissinger• s 

famous "opening to China" via Pakistan. Subsequently, the 

US policy bas been to forge COmpatibility Of strategic vieYJS 

-with China in response to the perceived Soviet threat of 

expansion in the Persian Gulf and South A.sia. China's 

66. The Hindu, 16 October 1986. 
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importance in US regional military strategy vis-a-vis the 

Soviet Union got heightened following the Afghanistan 

"~· crisis. The Carter Administration offered" sale of limited 

US military equipment to China. In addition, in 1979 

_,it self, the. United States and China agreed to p1ac e seismic 

devices in the "Western part of China to monitor Soviet 

nuclear testing. The Reagan administration was more 

(forthcoming in granting liberal US military and nuclear 

technology to China. In .June 1981, the Reagan administra-· 

tion concluded a major agre~ment for the transfer of 

sophisticated American military equipment and nuclear 

technology to China. 67 In early October 1986, the US 

Defence Secretary Casper ~einberger paid a visit to 

Beijing which led to a US-China military dear on October 

3 o, 1986 envisaging supply of ~550 millions worth of US 

avionics equipment to Cbina.68 China has reciprocated 

the US moves by opening its _ports for US naval ships visits. 

For the first time since 1949, the US ships, possibly 

armed with nuclear weapons docked at ~ingdao port on 

November 5, 1986.69 

In the nuclear field also, China and the United 

States have entered into agreement for oooperation though 

67. New York T 1_mes ~New York), 16 June 1981. 

68. Sujit Dutta, "Recent Trends in China• s Foreign Policy", 
Strategic Analysis, Vol.11, no!?, October 19.~_7, pp. 760.:.61. 

69. Ibid. 
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it is quite clear to the United States that China is 

assisting Pakistani clandestine nuclear "Weapons programme. 

Though such report·s led to the delay· in the ratification 

of US-China nuclear cooperation, the US Senate finally 

approved it in J)ecember 1985 after obt_~,ining assurances 

that China 'Will not proliferate in the future. 70 

Thus, the United States is using double standards 

in its implementation of ron-proliferation policies. In 

case of Pakistan and China, it is bypassing its o"Wn la'Ws 

which it enforces so strictly in case of India. India 

could hardly fail to detect the contirued US i.nsena1t1v1ty to 

Indian concerns in the region. 

0. 
ThusJvie'Wed from 'Wider politico-strategic perspec

A 

tive, the Unit~d State!! efforts at 'WOoing China "Were seen 

in India as challenging India's security environment. 

The Soviet Union is also prepared to make certain 

concessions to China under the ne'W leadership to facilitate 

the process of Sino-Soviet normalisation. This may dilute 

to some extent the importance of Iniia in Soviet priorities 
\.> 

in the region. But, this a less likely development given 
1\ 

the past record of Indo-Soviet cooperation as "Well as Sino-

Soviet tensions. On the other hand, the possibility of 

70. R.R. Subraman±am nChina as an Emerging world Po"Wer,n 
Strate£ic Analysis, Vol.11, No.9, December 1986, 
p.1C25: . 
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American convergence of strategic perceptions with China 

is a greater one. American military support to China 

and Pakistan - on a quid :gro quo basis - in order to 

weaken the perceived Soviet threat in the region and 
·---: -: 

buttress support for its own strategic designs, would 
~~-· ::-~:~11 ... ~ 

leau Irnia exposed to the military might of China v:. 

aad Pakistan simultaneously. China's aggressive 

posture on the Sino-Indian boundary question was revealed 

recently in the Sumdorong valley episodes. Pakistan has 

already provided access to China on the Karakoram high way. 

With Pakistani support and US strategic cooperation, China 

might use pressure tactics on India. Similarly, on the 

question of Indian OceanaUnited States and China have 

similar views regarding the us naval build up in clear 

contrast that of India's. 

Thus, ·in the background of an evolving US-China 

strategic understanding, combined "With an already forged 

US-Pakistan strategic consensus, as \1/ell as Pakistan-China 

. nuclear cooperation, the US moves have the effect of 

challenging India's security in the 1980s. India naturally 

found its manouevrability drastically reduced due to the 

cooperative triangular relationship between the United 

States, Pakistan arn China from 1979 onwards. A.n expert 

on the regional security in S.outh Asia, has rightly observed: 
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The regional strategic triangle (India-Pakistan-
China) continues to be linked to the global · 
strategic relationship among the United States, 
S.Oviet Union am China. Chinese and berf~an~. -~ 
efforts to contain the grovth of Soviet military 
power have usually produced military ties with 
Pakistan which in turn has tended to increase 
India's milit-ary dependence on the So viet Union. 71 

Such US hobnobbing with China currently,quite 

understand8bly~causes some concern for India so far as 

its security perceptions are concerned. 

The above· discussion of Indo-US relations in terms 

of security dimensions during the period under review, i.e. 

1977-86, makes it very clear that the security interests of 

the two countries had become even more divergent than they 

were earlier. The US moves .in the region in the aftermath 

of Afghanistan crisis seriously jeopardised India's security. 

In particular, the heavy arming of Pakistan with mo-st ; -

advanced US weapons sought to completely alter the power

equation bet~een India and Pakistan and India found it .:.. · 

increasingly difficult to offset the "balance of power" 

'Which decisively went in Pakistan's favour. The sinister 

US moves in the Indian Ocean further complicated the situa

tion from the point of vie'W of India's security. Finally, 

the United States has c?ntinued to remain an ever unwilling 

partner of India in terms of arms sales and transfer of 

71. Raju G.C. Thomas, Indian Security Policy (Princeton, 
1986), p.12. . 
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military technology. Though India is trying hard, 
~ 

notwithstanding the various constraints, to repond to 
1\ 

this threat in its own way, there is· no doubt that the 

US policies in the recent years have posed for India the 

most serious threat since independence in security terms. 
-OQ, 

Tbi s bas naturally affected Indo-US relation' dversely. 
1\ 



CHAPTER - II! 

THE NUCLEAR FA~ 

Since the late 1970s the nuclear aspect of Inio-US 

relations has come to act as a major irritant adversely 

affecting the overall relations between the two countries • 
...: ·--': - --:' --. 

A.s in the case of their security relatiJ?nship, here alS> 

the basic differences have arisen chieny due to the fact 

that while the Un~ted states acts as a global Power ~eeking 

to dominate the nuclear scene globally, India, as a regional 

Power, has tried both to follow an independent nuclear 

policy as well as to assert its autommy of decision in the 

international context. Iri the circumstances, they have 

continued to pursue different policies to achieve their 

nuclear goals which often clash with each other. 

The United States being a global Power and enjoying 

a Super Power status - in a large measure due to its nuclear 

power preponderance - bas tried to protect its status along 

with a few nuclea_r weapons Powers. It bas shaped its 

policies in such a way as to deny this "latest" or "front

line" techmlogy to other countries. Its plea that nuclear 

proliferation would endanger world-Aace is a case in point. 

On the other haw, India, as a regional Power, 

determined to pursue an independent foreign policy and 
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play an important role in 'WOrld affairs, bas chalked out 

its own nuclear programme and policy. In the process; it 

bitterly opposed some of the US policies. India's stance, 

thus, became quite repugnant to the US interests and, 

therefore, led to serious perceptional differences. 

The period from 1977 to 1986 witnessed certain 

important developments relating to issues like the NPT, 

Tarapur fuel and spare parts problem, the Nuclear Weapon 

Free Zone in South Asia as well as Pakistan as a factor in 

Indo-US nuclear relations. On all these issues, India 

stubbornly resisted the US attempts to contain its nuclear 

power capability and asserted itself despite several 

constraints. 

II 

..A.s already noted in an earlier chapter, ·the bilateral 

agreement onTarapur Atomic Power station (TAPS), to begin 

with, symbolised a very important aspect of Indo-US nuclear 

cooperation. For almost 5 years after TAPS became operational, 

the . US supply of enriched uranium as fuel for the T arapur 

plant was uninterrupted. This was so despite the fact that. 

India had outrightly refused to be a signatory to the Nuclear 

Non-Proliferation Treaty {NPT) of which the United· States 

was a major sponsor. It was only after the underground 
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peaceful nuclear explosion (PNE) comucted by India at 

Pokharan on May 18, 1974 that a serious controversy arose 

over the Tarapur nuclear fuel supply issue~ The reactions 

against the Indian PNE in the United States were,indeed, 

hostile and violent. The m~jor fear ,amongst the US decision 

making institutions, especially the US Congress, was that 

India was now on the nuclear threshold and was a potential 

proliferator. Members of the US Congress believed that 

the Plutonium that was used in the ~ndian explosion was 

produced in a reactor· ~CIRUS) furnished by Canada, utiliz

ing US supplied heavy water as a moderator. 1 This 

certainly was not the case, because India had exhausted the 

US supplied heavy water much before the Pokharan test was 

conducted in 1974. Be that as it may, inordinately long 

delays began to take place in the supply of enriched 

Uranium for T arapur. The US attitude towards the Indian 

application XSNM-845 for the shipment of nuclear fuel at 

the end of 1975 became suddenly cool and indifferent. 

Though. the Nuclear Regulatory Commission as well the US 

state Department were not entirely opposed to the idea of 

making immediate shipment to Tarapur three US organisations 

which represented the public opinion at large, viz., the 

1. Christopher $.Raj, "rarapur: A. Test Case for US Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation of 1978?~. Foreign Affairs Reports, 

(New·Delhi;, :v~1.30, No.12, n,cember 1981, p.253. 
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Natural Resources Defence Council, the Sierra Club and the 

Union of Concerned Scientists filed motions requesting 

public hearings on the proposed shipment on March 2, 19?6. 

Amort~.t)le major points raised by these organisations the 
-· 

following were important: 

India was not a party to the T.reaty on the Non

Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NpT ); 

The US bas not required India to place inter

national safeguards on all its nuclear fac11ities; 

The US has not required India to refrain from 
of _ 

development ,..en~cbment and reprocessing facilities; 

The US bas not required India to refrain from 

developing additional nuclear explosive devices; 

The US has not required India to agree, prior to 

the shipment of nuclear fuel to T arapur to safe

guards and physical security requirements for 
fuel . 

any future reprocessing of such• should reproces
-" 

sing be permitted. 

The US bas not required India to accept bilateral 

safeguards, supplementing the international safe

guards applied by the IAEA at Tarapur. 

The US has not required India to agree to US 

control over the disposition of p1utoniwa 

produced at Tarapur; and 
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Exports would be inconsistent with and would 

violate US obligations under the NPT • 2 

However, the State Department strongly recommended 

to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission that an immediate 

supply of enriched q~~nium be made to India. c While doing 

so, the State Department was obviously taking note of the· 

change in the political leadership in India. Mrs .Gandbi' s 

government had been replaced by the Janata Party fc>vernment 

led by Morarji Desai. This fact was clearly demonstrated 

in the letter which Peter Tarnoff, the Executive Secretary 

of the Department of State wrote to Lee Gossick, Executive 

Director for Operations of the NRC on June 8, 1977: 

A new and democratic government has taken office 
in_ : India as a result of general elections in 
March. President Carter has indicated that we 
wish to expand our dialogue with that governnent 
on a variety of issues including nuclear matters. 
VJe believe that our foreign policy interest will 
be best served by establishing a favourable 
atmosphere for these discussions and that approval 
of this license application would be an important 
step in this process.j 

The State Department memorandum proved decisive 

in the NRC's prompt recommendation for clearing India's 

application XSNM-845. A.s a result, this application was 

cleared '-lithin five days by the NRC. While issuing this 

2. US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee 
on Arms Control, Ocean and International Environment, 
NuclUel Export to India, Hearing May 24, 1978 
(Was on, D.C.) Ninety Fifth Congress: Second 
Session, P•129. 

3. Ibid., p.34. 
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license, the NRC was acutely aware of the fact that if 

XSNM-845 was withheld in order to solve the problem of 

spent fuel and other issues, it would not only hurt the 

reputation of United States being a reliable supplier of 

nuclear fuel but also the response received thus far from 

the Government of India on the specific issue of the 

di-sposition of spent fuel at TAPS would not be very 

encouraging.4 

Moreover, initially, the Carter '41ministration 

found Desai's Government a little flexible on the nuclear · 

issue. In the initial months, the Desai f>vernment tried 

to modify India's nuclear policy by showing compromising 

attitudes. The earlier government had maintained that since 

PNES were useful and belonged to the realm of futuristic 

technology, the country could develop her own PNE technology.5 

But Prime Minister Morarji Desai's state.rnent that In:Ha 

would conduct PNEs in consultation with •others' without 

attempting to define •others', indicated that there was a 

sliding down on the nuclear stand. This slightly flexible 

attitude was markedly evident in Janata 3"vernment•s verbal 

stance that: (a) Indian nuclear weapons were ruled out; 

4 • Raj , n • 1 , p • 2 54 • 

5. India, Lok Sabha DebatesS s~ries 3, Vol.35, No.10, 
27 November 1974, Col.22 7. 
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(b) more Indian PNEs were ruled out by this government 

for the present; (c) Vestern governments were told that 

the 1974 test was immoral; (d) India was again~ 

discriminatory international arrangements; (e) India 

believed in fulfilling its contractual obligations and 

expected others to do the same; (f) India wanted nuclear 

disarmament; and (g) India would not accept full-scope 

safeguards. 6 

Notwithstandin~ the initial leniency, the Desai 

aovernmmt later gave support to its predeces sor• s stand 

of not succumbing to any kind of nuclear blackmail. Desai 

had categorically declared at the special session of the 

UN General Assembly on June 9, 1978 that "we are unilater

ally pledged not to manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons 

and I solemnly. reiterate that pledge before this .august 

Assembly. But, he added, "we ask from others no more 

than the self-restraint we impose on ourselves."7 Thus, 

even a seemingly pliant .Janata Government staek firmly 

to the basic tenets of India's nuclear policy. 

Th?ugh Carter Administration had genuine interests 

in_improving Indo-US relations, it became too obsessed with 

6. Asbok Kapur, "Janata Government's Nuclear Policytt in 
T .T .Poulose (ed.), Pers)ecti ves of India• s Nuclear 
Policy (New Delhi, 1978 , p.175. . 

7. Quoted in A.G.Noorani, "Indo-US Nuclear Rela.tions.t" 
Asian SuryeY, (California), Vol.21, No.4, April. 1~81, 
p.399· 
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the issue of global nuclear non-proliferation. Along with 

the issue of human rights, nuclear non-proliferation became 

the cornerstone of Carter's foreign policy. The US Congress 

passed t'flo Acts aimed at curbing proliferation of nuclear 

weapons. lhe first was an amendment to the Foreign-<Assistance 

Act of 1963, known as the Glenn-Symi:t1gton Amendment which 

empowered the Administration to cut-off economic assistance 

to any country that did not accept internationally approved 

safeguards for its nuclear facilities or that embarked on 

programmes ~hat seemed to be designed to develop nuclear 

weapons capabilities. 8 

On March 1 o, 1978, the US Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

A.ct (NNPA) was signed by President Carter to become a 

national law of the United states after it was passed by 

both ·- .. Houses of the Congress. It imposed stricter rules 

over nuclear exports. Section 127 of the NNP4l. set forth 

si:x criteria for nuclear exports viz: 

a. IAEA. safeguards would be applied to all 
' 

nuclear material exported by the US; 

b. No exported materials would be used for 

nuclear e:xplosi ve purposes; 

c. ~dequate physical security 'f«>Uld be 

maintained; 

8. Norman D.Palmer, United States and Iniia: The Dimensions 
of Influenc~ (New York, 19811), p.216. 
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d. No materials would be re-exi>orted without 

US approval; 

e. No materials would be re-processed without 

US ~pproval; and 

f. No export technology would be replicated 

without the foregoing con:litions applying. 9 

In addition to these criteria set forth in Section 

12?, the NNPA also forbade export approval to non-nuclear 

weapon states (NNWS) which bad not placed-all nuclear 

activities under international safeguards within 18 months 

of the law's enforcement. Thus. the NNPA. of 19?8 intended 

to bring the restrictions of the law into full force in two 

phases~the first imposing the criteria of Section 127.-
~ 

i;mQlediate~yt<.:ti:le· second imposing the additional criterion 

at the end of the 18 months grace period. In other wrds, 

the NNPA. brought into existence the above proviso which 

were not at all agreed upon by India at the time of signing 

the T arapur Agreement in 1963. According to Robert Goheen, 

a former US Ambassador to India, ''rhe NNPA. soon brought 

American policy hard up against the Inio-US nuclear 

cooperative agreement of 1963. It was clearly intended by 

some on Capitol Hill to do just that'! 10 

9· u.s. Congress, 95th Congress, Second Session, PL-NNPA 
19?8, p .136. 

10. Robert F· .Goheen, "Problems .of Proliferation: US Policy 
and t~e Third World," World Politics, no.35, January 
1983, quoted in Palmer, n.8, p.21?. 



80 

By making nuclear non-proliferation the centre-

piece of America's relations 111itb the Third World, Carter 

burt India's nationalist pride as 111ell as its nuclear 

development programme. 11 It -was, indeed,ironic that the 

United States expected India to observe the stringent 

conditions lai-d down under the NNPA. For, India had earlier 

rejected the NPT out of hand on the ground that it was 

discriminatory. Against this background, it was quite 

unrealistic on the part of the United states to make India 

"behave" through the NNPA channel. Thus arose a situation 

wherein the United States was refusing to honour an inter

national obligation (i.e. to supply enriched uranium to 

T arapur un:ier the 1963 arrangement) on the ground that a 

·national act (i.e. NNPA) required it to do so. An eminent 

Indian lawyer and scholar summed up the impact of NNPA. on 

the Tarapur·agreement very aptly when he observed that "the 

NNP.A had pronounced a sentence of death on the accord of 

1963". 12 The US attitude towards the full-scope safeguards 

of the NNP.l was like a carrot and stick policy - an induce

ment for nations like Irliia to agree to upgraded non

proliferation conditions in order to qualify for continued 

' US exports and the threat of a cut-off otherwise. 13 

11. Bhabani Sengupta, "Irliia and the Super Powers" in M.s. 
Raj an and S .Ganguli (eds.), Gr~at Power Relations, 
World Order apd the Third Worl (New Delhi, 1981), p.138. 

12. £.G.Noorani "Indo-US Nuclear Relations " Indi!n'.and 
Foreign Re!l!)t (New Delhi), Voi.18, No.6, November 15, 
1980, p.12. .. . . 

13. Reter A. Clausen, "Non-Proliferation Illusions: Tarapur 
in Retrospect," Qrbis (Philadelphia), Vol.27, no.3, 
Fall 1983, p.749. 
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India, quite expectedly, branded the restrictive 

conditions imposed by NNPA as "absolutely compelling and 

non-negotiable '-7• It also refused to adhere to it~ 14 There 

\llere important policy considerations underlying India's . 
absolute unwillingness to surrender its opt ions to the US 

· ~. nuclear blackmail~ In the first place, as a matter of 

security policy, it was impossible that India \llould 

unilaterally accept additional nuclear controls. Secondly, 

the prospect of availability of alternative sources of low

enriched uranium (in particular France and the Soviet Union) 

lessened the significance of the cut-off threat. 15 

The above factors proved decisive in the Desai 

9overrrnent' s opposition to NNPA both in principle and 

practice. India made its position clear that it '«<uld 

co-operate lrlith the US Government on the issue of non

proliferation .only on a wluntary basis and notb y any 

coercive tactics. But, even this Indian offer of rerrlering 

voluntary support presupposed meeting certain preconditions 

viz., (1) The nuclear weapons states should negotiate a 

comprehensive Test Ban Treaty; (2) They themselves should 

14. Raj, n.1, p.255. 

15. Clausen, n.13, p.752. 
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accept fullscope safeguards which would simply put an erxl 

to further production of weapons grade materials and (3) 

the nuclear weapon states should adopt tangible measures 

towards achievement of total nuclear disarmament. 16 

The Indian Prime Minister, Morarji Desai, paid a 

state visit to the United States in June 1978. On this 

occasion, detailed discussions in regard to the T arapur 

fuel problem took place between the Indian -and US leaders. 

Desai was quite blWlt in expressing his views on this issue. 

While warning again.st unilateral abrogation of the 1963 

treaty, he asked, "Must India be singled out for disfavour 

by a friendly country like the United States through a 

unilateral modification of its contractual obligation?'' 17 

He was assured by the US President, Carter that he would 

sincerely wrk for the continued supply of enriched uranium 

to Tarapur. The joint communique issued after Desai's 

vi sit stated that President Carter "pledged to make every 

effort consistent with American law to maintain fuel supplies 

tor Tarapur and continue nuclear cooperation with In:iia.n 18 

16. B .M·. Jain, "India's Nuclear Policy and the United 
States," Indian Journal of Political Selene~ 
Vol.41, No.2, June 1980, p.2?2. 

17. The Times of India (New Delhi), 15 June 1978. 

18. Paul F.Power, 'The Indo-American Nuclear Controversy," 
Asian Survey, Vol.19, no.6, June 1979, pp.588-89~ 
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After Carter's decision to authorise the shipment, in July 

1978, 7.6 tonnes of enriched uranium was made available to 

India. 

However, another Indian application XSNM-1222 for the 

_,export. of-, 16.8 tonnes of nuclear fuel to India was also __, 

pending with the State Department. For this the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission wanted to be assured of the adequacy 

of the IAEA safeguards before clearing the applice.tion. 

This was unacceptable to the Indian Prime Minister, Morarji 

Desai, who hinted at unilateral abrogation of the 1963 

agreement should the United States fail to meet the request 

for the shipment of fuel to India. He stated in the Rajya 

Sal?bapn 30 November 1978 that: 

I have said and made it clear also teethe US 
<Aovemment that their not supplying this fuel 
or an undue delay in its s.upply will amount to 
a violation of the agreement on their side. 
l.s long as they have not refused it I cannot 
say there is vio·l:;!tion. It is delay... But 
if the agreement is violated then we are free 
to make other arrangements that we have to make. 19 

It was only after the ci.tate Department's assurances 

to the NRC about India's good intentions that the shipment 

of 16.8 tonnes of enriched uranium was finally cleared in 

March 1979· But soon afterwards, all s~sequent Indian 

applications for the fuel supply were made to lie pending. 

The reason for this was that the 18 month's grace period 

19. India, Raj;ya Sabha Debates, Vol.17, No.9, 30 November 
1978, Col.1I+. 
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as provided for by the NNP.l had come to an end. The NRC 

refused to issue any further license to India as it 'WOuld 

amount to violation of the NNP.A be cause India had not 

accepted the full-scope safeguards till then. P.V.Narsimha 

Rao, the ~hen Joreign Minister of India, declared India• s 

opposition to full-scope safeguards thus: 

Over the last three years, the US Government 
has been making various requests for additional 
assurances from the. Government of India regard
ing safeguards. In essence, these amounted to 
our accepting full scope safeguards over all our 
nuclear facilities. The Government of India has 
constantly replied that it could not accede to 
these requests.20 

In early 1980, India:.again filed applications XSNM-

1379 and XSNM-1569 for further supply of 39.7 tonnes of US 

fuel for Tarapur. But the NRC reJected these applications 

outrightly on the ground that India had not committed itself 

either to refrain from conducting future nuclear tests or to 

accept full-scope safeguards as laid down in the NNPA. In 

doing so, the NRC was taking a very strict view of the 

grace period incorporated in the NNP.A. provisions. 

On the other hand, Indian opposition to such commit

ments became even more rigid after Mrs.Gandhi "'as re-elected 

as India's -Pr_ime Minister in 1980. In a major policy 

statement, she made it kno\olfl to the Americans in unequivocal 

terms: 

2 o. India, Rajya Sabha Debates, Vol.2, No .6-1 o, 17-21 March 
1980, Col.249. 
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We remain committed to the use of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes, ani, we have to 
have explosions or implosions, whatever is 
necessary for our development and other 
peaceful purposes •

21
This will be done in the 

national interest. 

Despite this rigidity in India's stance,the Carter 
. -- ·-: 

Ad ministration decided to authorise the shipment of 39 

tonnes of uranium. In fact, the Administration was forced 

by two very strong cons1,derations to take such a liberal 

view of the Tarapur fuel supply issue. First it was very 

anxious not to queer the pitch of Indo-US relations in 

the wake of the Soviet intervention in .Afghan~ stan in 

December 1979. Secondly, it had to contend with the 

likelihood that US refusal to .supply uranium to India may 

compel India to terminate the agreement itself. In a 

message to the Congress, President Carter, justified his 

action as follows: 

The $~port will avoid a risk of a claim by 
India that the United States bas broken an 
existing agreement bet'ween the two govern
ments and has thereby relieved India of its 
obligation to refrain from reprocessing the 
fUel previously supplied by the United States.22 

After much lobbying in the both Houses of the 

Congress, the· Carter Administration finally succeeded in 

g§tting the shipment ?f 38 tonnes of uranium approved. 

This was to be done in two phases. In the first phase, 

21. Quoted in Palmer, n.8, p.230. 

22. Ibid., p.231. 
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19 tonnes of fuel ~as to be despatched immediately, 

followed by another consignnent of 19 tonnes after the 

Administration had presented a favourable report to the 

Congress on the progress of negotiations with India on 

the issue of nuclear ron-proliferation. 

III 

When President Reagan came to assume office in 1981, 

his priorities were quite different from those of his 

predecessors. He did not treat tbe issues of non-prolifera

tion with the same zeal as Carter. E'or him, non-prolifera

tion became subordinate to the US strategic interests and 

as such he was prepared to ignore Pakistan's nuclear 

activities in tbe region and to take tough mea~ures against 
J 

India which did not fit into the United States scheme of 

things. 

In order to break the deadlock over the T arapur 

issue, H.N. Sethna, the Chairman of the Indian Atomic 

Energy Commission, led a delegation to Washington and held 

talks with the US leaders on April 16-17, 1981. Reporting 

to the IDk Sabha about the result of these talks, 

P.V. Narsimba Rao stated: 
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During these discussions the Indian side 
indicated that they would like continued 
implementation of the 1963 agreement 
p~vided no extraneous considerations were 
permitted to interfere in its performance. 
The United States side indicated that they 
could not hold out any such hope for further 
fuel supplies as they were bound by their 
existing laws and suggested that we might 
consider as o_:pe po~sibility an

3
amicable 

termination of the agreement.2 

It was clear that a virtual impasse had been reached 

over the Tarapur fuel issue after Reagan• s election as the 

US President. Equally clear('t, follOwing the US-Pak 

strategic collaboration, ·the US attitude towards the sale 

of nuclear fuel to India was, likely to remain unchanged. 

Although two more rounds of talks between the tw 

countries took place between July and November 1981 in 

New Delhi and Washington respectively, no tangible solution 

emerged. The only solution that seemed practicable during 

these negotiations was to terminate the 1963 treaty itself. 

However, this impasse was finally broken during Mrs.Gandhi's 

state visit to the United States in July 1982 in the course 

" of which the two coun~ries reached an understanding on the 

question of fuel supply for TAPS. This understanding 

basically envisaged the sUbstitution of the United States 

by France as the source of an alternative fuel supplier 

23. India, Lok Sabha. Debates, Series 7, Vol.16, no.50, 
29 April 1981, col.304. 
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~ithin the framework of the 1963 Indo-US agreement and the 

1971 Trilateral Agreement. 24 

~~ 

During the visit of li'rench Foreign Minister, Claude 
'\ 

Cheysson to Ne~ Delhi on 1982, after France ~as chosen as 

the alternative supplier of fuel, India received an assurance 

from France that the latter ~ould not insist on any safeguards 

not incorporated in the 1963 agreement·. This convinced India 

that since France had rot signed the NPr, it could keep up 

its assurances and negotiate bilateral safeguards rather 

than insist on IAEA. imposed full-scope safeguards ~hich 

India opposed. 2 5 

But it needs to be pointed out here that the po~erful 

non-proliferation lobby in the United States ~as closely 

monitoring the Indo-French talks on supply of enriched 

uranium for the T arapur plant hoping that France also ~uld 

stani firm on the safeguard issue. In course of time, to 

India• s great dismay, the new Indo-US-French arrangement got 

conve'rted into a vortex of uncertainties again. The 

French Foreign Minister pointed out that France's readiness 

to render as-sistance to India ~ithout attaching additional 

strings would have to be vie~ed in the ~ider context of 

24. Goyemment of Imia, Reports, Ministry or E!~rnaJ. 
Affairs, 1982-83, p.25. · 

25. National Heralg (Ne~ Delhi), 1 September 1982. 



growing political and ecooomic relations between the two 

countries. The French side also made it clear that it 

would not be a substitute for the United States under the 

1963 Indo-US agreement and _it w~uld not be a party to any 

past pact. It was clear that the supply of enriched 

uranium would be rendered possible only under a fresh 

agreement with France.26 

To India's disappointment, France insisted on the 

acceptance of the "pursuit" and "perpetuity" caluses as 

conditions for uranium supply. The "pursuit" clasue 

implied the application of safeguards by the IAEA not only 

to T arapur but also prohibited the use of by-products, 

especially the spent fuel, which could be reprocessed and 

used in atomic plants ·as fresh fuel. The "perpetuitytt 

clause extended the application of safeguards to T arapur 

beyond the expiry of the agreement in 1993.27 This was 

quite disconcerting for India which perceived the US 

pressure and also the pressure of the London 
' 

Fuel Suppliers Club on France not to dilute the safeguard 

conditions.28 However, an agreement was reached on 

26. Financial Express (Bombay), 11 September 1982. 

27. Tribune (Chandigarh), 8 November 1982. 

28. Hindustan Times (New Delhi), 23 October 1982. 



27 November 1982 in New Delhi, when France decided to 

drop the demand of perpetual control of the T arapur 

fuel. But even this third party arrangement failed to 

resolve the issue of Tarapur fuel supply because no fuel 

shipment was made available to India from France • 
. - .• - ----: 

Memories of United States bighbandedness on the nuclear 

issue thus remained etched on the Indian mind. 

IV 

Another impasse in Indo-US relations cropped up on 

the question of US supply of spare parts for its American

built nuclear power reactor at T arapur •. The T arapur Power 

flant -was facing a shut down because of the lack of 

availability of spare parts. As a matter of fact, just as 

in case of uranium supply to India, the United States 

again sought to put pressure on India to comply with its 

non proliferation policies in return for supply of spare 
• 
parts for Tarapur,. .lt the meeting of Indo-US Joint Commission 

in 1982, India had clearly stated to the United States that 

the issue of spare parts was a commercial one and hence bad 

no connection "With the supply of fuel to Tarapur. 

~t a breakfast meeting held in Washington on 19 July, 

1983 by the Congressional non-prolii'eration Task-Force, 
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some US legislators maintained that the United States 

could use its leverage to secure India's compliance with 
{( 

the US Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act .in the event India 

'-ISS unable to obtain the spare parts from a third country 

and could only get them from the United States'~ 2 9 It was 
·--: 

thus that the proposed sale of spare parts to India by 

Reagan Administration met with severe opposition in some 

US circles. The wa5hington Post described Reagan Administra

tion's decision to supply spare parts for Tarapur as a 

"Caving 'int~ India". 30 

When the American Secretary of · State, George 

Schultz, visited India in 1983, the issue of spare parts 

came up again for discussion. 
i+-4 

He assured that United States 
" 

'-las committed to supply the spare parts for T arapur in time, 

·but~ this move 1t.1as bitterly opposed by a number of the 

members of the US Congress, who were against the supply of 

spare parts for T arapur unless and until the Indian Govern

ment 1t.1as ·1t.1illing to adopt some strong ron-proliferation 

measures. These measures included among other things, the 

Indian pledge not to manufacture nuclear weapons am 

acceptance of safeguards in perpetuity. In the meanwhile, 

29. R.R. Subramaniam, "In:io-US Nuclear Relations: Stalemate 
on Tarapur Spare Partsl." Strat~ic Analysi~ (New Delhi) 
Vol.75, no.5, August 1~83, p.3 • . 

30. Quoted in Ibid •. 
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the United States clarified that it was trying to ask 

France to supply the much needed spare parts for Tarapur. 

But France refused to accept this responsibility on the 

ground that the issue of spare parts was strictly a 

bilateral matter between India and the United States. The 

net outcome was that India received no spare parts either 

from France or from the United states. The future of 

T arapur atomic power station continued to be bleak because 

it was neither assured of future fuel shipments nor spare 

parts for its reactors. This proved yet another hurdle in 

Indo-US relations. 

v 

India also felt dismayed with the adoption of 

entirely different set of standards by the United States 

vis-a-vis Pakistan's nuclear capability and programme. To 

be more precise, while the United States has tended to take 

a very liberal view of Pakistan's clandestine nuclear 

activities, it has been extremely harsh on India's nuclear 

programme. 

After the Soviet aggression in Afghanistan, the US 

Senate exempted Pakistan from the Symington Amendment ~hich 

prohibited the United States from assisting nations that 

pursued nuclear programmes \llithout adequate safeguards. 



93 

This proviso was waived in case of Pakistan and a massive 

$3.2 billion aid package was granted to Pakistan by the 

United states. What irked India more "Was the fact that the 

Senate Committee e:xempted Pakistan from the operation of 

thEf Symington Amendment even in the face of stron-g evidences 

that Pakistan "Was clandestinely pursuing a nuclear 

programme. 31 This was in direct contrast to the US policy 

with regard to the sale of nuclear fuel to T arapur. -'tid res

sing a Press Conference, Rajiv Gandhi made a categorical. 

statement on the issue: "we are worried that the United 

States which can do more in stopping Pakistan from develop-
-

ing nuclear weapon is not doing so" .32 

Meanwhile the United States pressure on Rajiv Gandhi's 

government to sign the NPT became more discernible. Accord

ing to a diplomatic observer, the R~agan Administration, 

after Rajiv Gandhi's visit to Washington, assumed that 

"perhaps Rajiv Gandhi on account of his deep internal 

·problems 'WOuld be more amenable to pressure on the mclear 

non-proliferation and other issues than the strong-willed 

Mrs. Gandhi''. 33 

31. P.K.S. Namboodiri "Pakistan's Nuclear Posture," in 
K.Subrahmanyam (ed.), Nuclear MS'Qhs and Rea§ities: 
IDiia•s Dilemmas (New Delhi, 19 ), pp.167- 9. 

32. Statesman (New Delhi), 23 May 1985. 

33. Statesman, 6 November 1985. 
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On the other hand, even though Pakistan did not sign 

the NPI', it lias never penalised for its intrasigence in 

view of its crucial role in the region in the post-Afghanistan 

crisis period. It was argued by some policy makers that 

Pakist~ progress towards acquiring nuclear weapons provided 

a golden opportunity to kill two bi'tds with one stone -

using US aid to restrain the Pakistanis and using the 

Pakistani nuclear threat to blackmail India into accepting 

full-scope safeguards or mutual inspection ~ th Pakistan. 34-

According to us analysts Pakistani nuclear weapon capability 

would "neutralise an assumed Indian nuclear umbrella under 

which Pakistan could reopen the Kashmir issue; a Pakistani 

nuclear capability paralyses not only the Indian nuclear 

decision but also Indian conventional forces and a b rasbbold 

Pakistani strike to liberate Kashmir might go unchallenged 

if the Indian leadership was weak and indecisive".35 

The US policy to put pressures on India remained 

unchanged despite the evidence of a clear anti-India orienta

tion in Pakistan • s nuclear weapon. programme. An eminent 
(l 

nuclear analyst observed that, after 1979, the trends in 

Pakistani behaviour were to develop the nuclear option in 

34. Ibid. 

35. Patriot (New Delhi), 20 November 1986. 
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order to imte rna t io nali se P aki stan ' s demand fo r a regional 

solution at India's expense and in concert ~ith the United 

States~36 He further argued that the aim of the US Govern

ment was to bring about a situation in India's neighbourhood 

which wuld force India to the- negotiating tab~e.37 

At one point the United States itself seemed to 

encourage the controlled development of Paki stan• s nuclear 

weapon capability up to a point - viz. short of a ~eapon 

test. It did so partly because it could pressurize India to 

get into a bilateral nuclear deal ~ith Pakistan. As such 

although one can hardly argue that United States was the 

cause of Pakistarls nuclear ~eapon programme, it is clear that 
used 

it l the latter's programme to pressuri.se India, while 

maintaining a posture of nuclear non-proliferation. 38 Seen 

against the above background, the United States' full 

backing of the much-publicised Pakistani offer of mutual 

inspection of each others' nuclear facilities to India was 

nothing but an attempt to "coerce India to accept fullscope 

safeguards through mutual inspection" •39 A leading Indian 

36. Ashok Kapur, Pakistan's Nuclear Deyelopmen~ (London, 
1987), p-191. 

37. Ibid.' p .202. 

38. ltb1-.d li' 

39. K .Subrahmanyam, "Our Nuclear Predicament," Strategic;c 
Analysis, Vol.9, No.7, October 1985, p.654. 



96 

defence analyst argues that Pakistan was playing the 

Trojan Horse of the nuclear weapon Po~ers. 40 Therefore, 

when the United States talks of a bilateral agreement 

between India and Pakistan on the nuclear issue, its prime 

motive is to trap India into full scope safeguards !ia 
·--: 

Pakistan. India has so far steadfastly refused to be 

trapped into this US-Pak machination . Rajiv Gandhi 

deealred unequivocally at a Press Confere.nce on 7 July 1985, 

that, ''Pakistan• s proposal for joint inspection of nuclear 

installations is unacceptable to India".41 In keeping with 

its policy to keep its nuclear option open, India refUsed 

inspection of its facilities till such time as the nuclear 

weapon Po~ers agreed to stop proliferation and accept 

universal safeguards. India also refused to succumb to the 

US pressures in neutralising of India's nuclear power by 

ignoring Pakistani nuclear activities. This also demonstrated 

very clearly the extent to which the United States was 

determined to prevent India from emerging as an independent 

nuclear Power and India's continued stakes in retaining its 

nuclear initiative. 

40. Ibid. 

41. The 'Times of India, 8 July 1985. 
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VI 

Yet another issue on -which India and the United 

States could not see eye to eye Y~~as the Pakistani proposal 

for a nuclear Y~~eapon free zone in South Asia. When Iniia 

~condJ.lcted_, a Peaceful Nuclear Explosion (PNE) at Pokharan., 

on 18 May 1974, it alarmed not only the Western .countries 

but also Pakistan.which perceived it as a direct threat to 

its security. Hence, Pakistan lost no time in launching a 

diplomatic offensive to prevent India from going nlClea.r 

by initiating a proposal for the creation of a Nuclear Weapon 

Free Zone (NWFZ) in South A.sia. In October 1974, Pakistan 

introduced a resolut.ion to this effect in the First Committee 

of the UN General Assembly. India denouneed it categorically 

and equated the concept of NwFZ wi tb the NPT • To Indi~ it 

meant
1 
in effectJ bringing NPT through back door. India argued 

that both the NWFZ and NPT sought to deny a nuclear status 

to tbe non-nuclear countries and legitimise nuclear 'fleapons 

in the bands of the nuclear weapon PoVJers by projecting them 

as guarantors of security against nuclear threat. 42 

On the question of the Nuclear \tJeapon Free Zone, the 

Janata sovernment endorsed the views held by the earlier 

government. The External Affairs Minister, A..B. Vajpayee., 
I 

made a very categorical.remark: 

42. P .s .Jaya;ramu, "Nuclear Weapon Free Zone NPT and South 
· Asia," IDSJ. J%Yrnal,_ "~!New1D,lh1); 1Vol.1~, no .11, July

September 198 , p.1/0. 
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In our vie¥J, nuclear disarmament, like 
disarmament in other forms must be a global 
and universal phenomenon. The whole world 
should be rendered free of nuclear weapons. 
Nuclear Weapon Free Zones of a merely regional 
character will not diminish the nuclear threat 
to the world; on the contrary, such a step would 
provide an advantage to the nuclear weapon states, 
particularly as these weapons with their delivery 
systems are intercontinental in nature. There
fore we ,now remain as in ~he past, opposed to 
the declaration of South Asia, or for that matter, 
any artifically restricted ~a, being declared 
as Nuclear Weapon Free Zone. '+j 

Prime Minister Morarjl Desai also reacted very 

strongly to the Pakistani proposal for NWFZ: "It is idle 

to talk of regional nuclear weapon free zones when 

there would still be zones which could continue to be 

endangered by nuclear weapons". 44 

India also pointed out that by excluding China which 

is a nuclear weapon state, and which is contiguous to South 

.Asia, the NWFZ concept would be rendered into a farce. 

·Also, it could hardly be a party to a proposal that would 

close its nuclear option -which it had retained despite 

heavy pressures from the NPT regime. 

But the United States saw in the Pakistani proposal 

for NWFZ in South Asia an opportunity to pressurize India 

to commit itself to the NPT albeit, indirectly. By lending 

43. Foreign Af{airs Record, Vol.24, no.3, March 1978, p.131. 

44. Quoted in S.D. Muni, "Indo-US Relations: The Pakistan 
Factor," Main Stream (New Delhi), Vo1.25, no.23, 
February ~ 1 , 1987, p .25. 
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its support to the Pakistani proposal, the United states 

clearly intended to bind India to non-proliferation 

concepts. Though the united States had initially abstained 

from voting in the UN General Assembly on the Pakistani 

proposal, it voted in favour of the Pakistani proposal in 

December 1977. Tltlo years later, it moved its own ·proposal 

on the same subject which in, effect, endorsed the Pakistani 

stand.4 5 

Explaining its vote supporting the Pakistani nuclear 

weapon free zone proposal for South Asia in the United 

Nations in December 1977, the US delegate bad said: "rhe 

US does rot regard this draft resolution as being directed 

against any state in the region and would not have been able 

to support it had 'fie thougt{ othersie." FUrther, the US 

explained: "We believe that the actual provisions governing 

the establishment of a nuclear weapon free zone in South 

Asia, as in any other area, must be negotiated and agreed 

on among the approppiate parties before states be expected -

to undertake commitment regarding the zone. nlf-6 

The US argument that the NWFZ resolution was rot 

directed against any state in the region was entirely 

untenable for India, since~ it was clear that India was the 

45. Jayaramu, n.42, p .273. 

46. Muni, n.44, p.26. 
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only country with proven nuclear capability and as such, 

to be adversely affected by the move • 

.An Indian member of the Indo-US Task Force on Irrlian 

Ocean in fact called the ·whole idea of nuclear free zones : . 
,, ~~ 

as neo-colonialism11 • · .• ·.The nuclear weapon free zone idea 
--::: --. --; 

in the 'Way it has emerged amount.s to ron-nuclear countries 

accepting the guarantee of the existing nuclear weapon 

powers, accepting the legitimacy of their existing mclear 

weapon arsenal:.·.· 

India thus perceived the US support for the South 

Asian nuclear free zone as nothing but a ploy to force 

India to submit to the unjust nuclear world order.and 

conform to the reigning orthodoxy~~S Pakistan, the main 

proponent of the NWFZ in South Asia not only. aims at 

helping the US in binding India to the NPr in a veiled 

manner, but also using it as a •smoke screen' for its own 

nuclear weapon efforts.~9 

On 17 November 1986 when Pakistan again put forward 

a resolution on the NWFZ issue in the UN General .Assembly 

committee urging the States of South ..A.sia and such other 

neighbouring non-nuclear weapon states as may be interested 

~7. Report of the Joint Indo-US Task-Force on the Irrlian 
Ocean (Washington, D.C.), p.57. 

~8. Ibid. 

~9. Ibid. 



to continue efforts to establish a nuclear weapon free 

zone in South Asia and to refrain in the mean time, from 

any action contrary to this objective,5° the United States 

joined in supporting the Pakistani proposa::r. It was clear 

that the United States koowing fully well that Pakistan was 

almost, on the threshold ·or nuclear weapon capability :was 

backing its NWFZ proposal only to embarass India. This 

move was strongly resented by India. The Indian Delegate, 

Dr .T eja maintained that a nuclear weapon free zone in 

South Asia can be established if and only when all the 

states of the region have successfully and freely arrived 

at arrangements. for that. He further said, "any such mne 

must be conceived as part. of a nuclear disaramament programme, 

since nuclear weapons have reduced the entire world to a 

single military theatri!51 

Viewed from the above perspective, the issue of NWFZ 

in South Asia,just as the NPT issue, highlighted the 
. 

divergent policies of Imia and the United St·ates. In this 

case~ as in many other cases, the United States tried to 

thwart. India• s- efforts to assert an independent posture. 

This only added a sour note to Indo-US relations. 

50. Times of India, 18 November 1986. 

51. Ibid. 



102 

Thus.,as seen above, India and the United States 

have found themselves most of the time pitted against 

each other. on a number of issues su.ch as the nuclear 

non-proliferation and safeguards, NWFZ in South Asia as 

"Well as the more specific cases relating to Tarapur (e.g. 

fue~ supp1.y, spare parts). It may be useful to note he;e 

that the rmclear irritant is also a manifestation of the 

global Pololer-midd~~ Po'Wer syndrome that has bedevilled the 

overall eourse of ind:ia.-united States relations. The 
ft" ~ VC.""t. 

United States, determined toA ··,...India from er.rsrging as 

an important actor in wrld affairs by acquiring the 

status of a regional Po"Wer, sought to impose a number of 

restrictions on its nuclear programme. On its part, India 

continued to assert notwithstanding the sustained pressure 
. 

tactics adopted by the United States. This only highlighted 

the divergent policies of India and the United States in 

the nuclear field. 



CHAPTER-IV 

Q 0 N C L U S I O.Ji 

t/....~ 
Independent India's relations·with"United States 

have undergone so many ups and donws that it has become 

common to term them as a 'love-hate• relationship, in 

which the element of hate has predominated the scene most · 

of the time. This love-hate relationship can be accounted 

for by a number of factors that determine its contours. 

If national interest is a major guide in the shaping of 

a country• s foreign policy, then India and the United 

States perceive their national interests quite differently. 

The divergences of perception over political, strategic 

and economic issues at global, regional and bilateral 

levels have often come to preclude the possibility of deep 

understanding and trust of each other. These divergences 

have arisen chiefly because the US_,being a global Power, 

bas always sought to pursue a foreign policy that would 

help maintain its dominant political, economic and milit~ry 

strengths as well as acquire strategic superiority over 

the aoviet Union. On the other hand, Indiaadue to its sheer 

size, historical traditions and experiences~ set out, under 

Nehru's leadership, on a course of foreign policy which 

sought maximum freedom of action in international affairs 

and unhindered economic development of the country. This 



policy was reflected in non-alignment as also the strategy 

of a •mixed economy' -with emphasis on the publfc sector. 

In other words, serious politico-strategic differ

ences have characterized Indo-US relations since their 

inception. -At the root of these dif'ferences lies a ba-sic 

fact, viz., incompatibility of interests between the two 

countries commanding disparate power status. While the 

United S.tates ba~ acquired the status of a Super Power by 

virtue of immense economic and military power at its 

disposal, India can also be rightly tenned as a rising 

. ''t11ddle Power" on the basis of its size and location, 

resources and industrial base as well as military and 

diplomatic capabilities. Thts status enables India to 

aspire for a high-~rofile role in international politics, " 

and at the same time, assert itself vis-a-vis the Super 

Powers, especially the United States whose strategic 

policies have often run rounter to its interests. Despite 

strong pressures India has maintained a defiant posture 

vis-a-vis the United States on a number of important 

issues. 

The United States - a global Power seeking to 

implement global policies - has had to often confront 

India's opposition on many of its moves in the South Asian 
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region. As ~e have seen in the preceding chapters, the 

US policy has not been to "contain" India per se, but 

to ignore its vital interests ~bile pursuing its own 

global policies in the region. In early 1950s, the _ 

United States brought the Cold War to the Indian sub-
-~ ~ 

·continent by incorporating Pakistan, India's chief 
I 

adversary state ·j into military alliances (SEATO and <ENrO). 

This was follp~ed by a lS-Pak mutual defence agreement in 

1954 which marked the beginning of Pakistan's strong arms 

relationship with the United States which has continued 

ever since ex:~epting for a short period in t be mid 60s. 

Thus began an una voidable Indo-Pakistan arms race • ~hich 

~as,in India's perception,largely a consequence of the US 
- ~ot 

policies in the region,Even if the ·United States may~-.have 

interiled to arm Pakistan against Irxiia, what was 
} 

more important from Irrlia's point of view was that it had 

ignored Irrlia' s argument that these arms could be used"'" . ,~l''~) 
against her. When the Indo-Pakistan war broke out_., India's 

~orst fears came true. Most of the lethal weaponry 

supplied to Pakistan by the United States ~ere used against 

India. Despite written assurances to India the United 

States did not prevent Pakistan from using those deadly 

\Jeapons. This only confirmed India's deep distrust of the 

United States' commitment to India. 



wben the Bangladesh crisis erupted in 1971._ 1 India 

' saw itself pitted against the formidable Washington-

Peking-Islama7Qad axis. The US policy during the entire 

Bangladesh crisis was deroonstrative of the fact that the 

US just_, did not care for India_p int_erests whi:le pursuing 

its global strategic policies in the region. The United 

States support to Pakistan in 1971 was in effect a reward 

for the :Latter's role in facilitating US rapproacbment 

with China. The central occupation of the Nixon Administra

tion at that time was to improve relations with China which 

had drif'ted apart from the Soviet Union. Pakistan, due to 

its close relations -with China, 'Was in a position to help the 

United States in its at~tempts to normalise relations Y.d.th 

China. But it -was India whicll had to bear the adverse 

consequences of the US designs in the region. YJhen China 

threatened India with diversionary measures during the 1971 

Indo-Pakistan war, the United States made it clear to Irxlia 

that it would not be able to restrain China in those 

circumstances. Thus ... the US intentions in the region 

became quite manifest during the Bangladesh crisis. Finding 

itself extremely isolated, India responded to the reality 

of the grave situation by concluding a treaty. of friendship 

and cooperation with the Soviet Union~- a reliable and time

tested friendly country. Thus the Irno-US relations 

touched an all time lo-w ~uring the Bangladesh crisis in 1971. 



It ·:!s clear that the Indo~us relations, right from 

the very beginning7_were determined by the US preoccupation 

with the Soviet Union and China in the region. It is in 

this context that Pakistan was accorded a higher priority 

than India by the United States. For~ unlike India, 
.. ---" ~-o ' ~o c I 

Pakistan was willing to promote United States interests in 

the region. 

In the post-72 period, the myth of military parity 

between India and Pakistan exploded right in the face of 
/ 

the United States,and Nixon admitted that India was the 

dominant regional Power in South Asia. This revived hopes 

of a better Indo-US un:ierstanding. But the basic mutual 

distrust of each other was never fa.r from the surface and 

when India exploded its peaceful nuclear device in 1974, it 

received the most scathing criticism from the United states. 

The basic dilemma that bad bedevilled the Indo-US relations 

in the past remainalunresolved. This dilemma was essentially 

the US reluctance to accommodate India's vital and legitimate 

interests. at most of the crucial junctures. 

When the Janata Party came to power in 1972, which 

roughly coincided with carter's election as the US President, 

new hopes were generated on both sides for a better under

standing of each other. However. fruitful relations could 

not mature even under these new leaderships in both ~ 

countries because of lack of compatibility of views on the 



, 
basic security issues, particularly the nuclear issu~. 

Contrary tJ';us expectations, the Janata government 
• 

maintained India• s special relations with the Soviet Union 

and adhered to the basic policies follol'Jed by the previous 

government,. Conseqy.ently, the divergence __ o_f perceptions 

remained as ~ide as ever. 

The beginning of 1980s witnessed some attempts by 

India under Mrs .Gandhi's leadership to forge closer ties 

with the west. There grew a feeling in India that over

dependence on the Soviet Union for diplomatic~ military and 

economic support was fraught 'With inherent dangers. There 

were many factors that accounted for this assessment. 
- . 

First, it was felt that the Soviet Union could not help 

India in its process of industrialization and diversifica

tion of the economic base beyond a limit and thereforeJ 

there was a need to look to the West, especially the 

United States, for the latest technology - both for defence 

. as well as developmental purposes. Second, India had its 

own apprehensions about the continued Soviet presence in 

Afghanistan in terms of its regional security. Further, 

the Soviet Union had also begun to sort out its differences 

with China in the early.,80s. The Soviet friendship, it 

was felt, could not be tak.en for granted for all time to 

come. 
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Guided by the above considerations, India did take 

fresh initiatives to put Indo-US relations on a new keel 

as demonstrated by Mrs .Gandhi's 1982 state vi sit to 

Washington. But.. the basic differences remained un

resolved. On Afghanistan, Indian and US approaches 

continued to rem-ain divergent. India also did not share 

the US paranoi that the Soviets were out to ad vance to the 

Gulf oil-fields and find access_ to the Indian Ocean. On 

the contrary, India_ stuck firmly to its regional approach 

to the Afghani stan problem. For India, it was essentially 

not the Soviet Union• s presence that threatened its security, 

but the US over-reaction to the crisis that posed major 

security problems. The US assumption that Pakistan could 

become a crucial strategic asset in South-West Asia and the 

Indian Ocean and thereby offer a strong resistance to the 

Soviet moves in the ,;'egion was also not acceptable to Irrlia. 
- ~ 

Hence, the United States massive military build-up of 

Pakistan was perceived by India as a threat to the existing 

balance of power in the region. The United States once 

again was repeating the 1950s scenario when it had first 

begun to arm Pakistan against the 'so-called' threat of 

communisn. In the 1980s, however, the situation, from 

India's point of vie"W, was much more worse. Unlike the 

1950s, India did not even receive assurances from Washington 

that these arms would rot be used against it. India 
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objected strongly to the second massive US aid package to 

Pakistan consisting of 4.2 billion dollars. ~hat was 

worse, the US Congress waived once again the Glenn-Symington 

amendment for another six years so that this package could 

be carried through. 

Additionally, the United States also tremendously 

increased its naval-build up in the Imian Ocean after the 

Afghanistan crisis. The creation of <ENTCOM and drastically 

upgrading facilities in Diego Garcia were steps in this· 

direction. Tbese US moves in the Irnian Ocean only 

frustrated India's persistent efforts to establish a 'zone 

of peace' in the Indian Ocean. 

Thus. the US strategic policies in the region during 

the period under study,i.e. 1977-86,have had serious 

bearings on India's security. In other words, an increased 

US presence in the region have posed serious challenges to 

India's security. Of these challenges.the most formidable 

one is the continued US anns to Pakistan. On the other 

hand, the United States did' not make its latest arms 

available to India despite serious negotiations in the 1980s. 

The United States was not willing to transfer either weapons 

or weapon-related techoology to India for t be fear that they 

might be leaked out to the Soviet Union. Also, it attached 

many terms and conditions to the sale of US weapons, making 
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it impossible for India to meet them. All these only 

further estranged New Delhi from ~ashington. 

On the nuclear issue also, India was subjected to 

tremendous US pressure to open all its nuclear facilities 

for international ins_pe_gtion_,and_~ccept fUll-scope safe-_, 
-~ w;~ . 

guards. India's refusal to comply·'1\'' the provisions of 

the NNPJ. of 1978 led to the US stoppage of supply of ruclear 

fuel for Tarapur. Though ultimately a way out \olaS devised 

in 1982 during Mrs.Gandhi's Washington visit by making 

France an alternative. source of supply, India did mt 

really receive any shipments of fuel thereafter, thus, 

leaving the future of Tarapur precariously hanging in 

balance. Much worse, the US sought to pressurize Irrlia into 

accepting full-scope safeguards indirectly by advising her 

to sign a nuclear agreement 'With Pakistan. Be sides, the us 

support for the Pakistani proposal of a Nuclear Weapon Free· 

Zone in South Asia also served as a ploy to catch India into 

the discriminatory NPT trap by other means. The United 

States has exhibited clear-cut double standards in dealing 

with Indian and Pakistani nuclear programmes. \-:bile it 

has frantically attempted to prevent India from pursuing an 

independent, peaceful nuclear programme, it has not done 

much to discourage a clandestine Pakistani nuclear prograrnme 

. having a military-orientation which has caused dismay in 

the Indian circles. 
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The serious perceptional differences between India 

and the United States on security and nuclear matters as . 

discussed in the present study are manifest at ions of the 

deep strategic cleavage that has underlined the Indo-US 

re1atio_ns. ____ l_n turn, these, strategic, cleavages have occurred 

on account of the demands of realpolitik. The United states, 

• a global Power, bas sought to influence India in terms of 

its regional interests in South Asia. But,. India, as a 

preeminent power in the region, has· always asserted itself 

against us pressures and tried to retain autonomy of action 

in international politics. If the present is any indica

tion, in future aloo these differences are going to persist. 

It would be pertinent to note here, however, that despite 

these differences, the two largest democracies have been 

able to seek a working relationship with each other. In 

fact, the present trend in the Indo-US relations is to 

emphasize on cooperative a!'E'as and agree to disagree on the 

conflictive issues. It is clear that in order to find 

broader compati~ility of interests, the United States 1NC>uld 

have to accommodate Iniia much more liberally than it has 
\:,\\\ 

doneAnow. As far as India is concerned, its policy vis-a-

vis the United States remained basically a reactive one. 

And viewed from this perspective, it did not have much 

leverage to drastically change the situation. 
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