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The 1973 Apex Group I Report 

In early 1973, the Government of India (GOI) created a high level panel under the chairmanship 

of the then head of the Planning Commission—D
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India’s hostile neighbors. While the report considered a surprise attack from Pakistan an 

imminent possibility, any full scal
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even when Jha advised the Prime Minister not to “abandon our policy of not developing nuclear 

weapons for the present” and to continue striving for a “suitable political guarantee against 

nuclear attack and nuclear blackmail,” he also alluded to a possible change in geostrategic 

conditions where India may have to undertake a different course. Therefore, in the final analysis, 

he advised that India should not “tie its hands in perpetuity against making of nuclear weapons” 

and should also concentrate on developing missile capabilities.  

Clearly, with regard to the atomic threat from China, not much had changed between 

Jha’s evaluation in May 1967 and the submission of Apex Group I’s report in May 1973. This is 

perplexing as the strategic environment had altered substantially post-1971. The US tilt towards 

Pakistan was unequivocal, as was the growing strategic understanding between Washington DC 

and Beijing. At least one of the two superpowers which Jha had predicted to come to India’s aid 

had clearly turned hostile, as proven by the events of December 1971. 

Revised Threat Assessment of the Chiefs of Staff Committee (COSC) of May-June 1974 

In May–June 1974, the Chiefs of Staff Committee (COSC) conducted a fresh threat assessment 

of India’s strategic environment in consultations with the Ministry of External Affairs 

(Document No. 3). The MoD argued that the new threat assessment was driven primarily by the 

“current threat (from Pakistan) and the recent developments arising due to [the] West Asia War 

and the Oil Embargo.” For the MoD, Pakistan had by now made “good its losses and built up its 

strengths far in excess of the 1971 levels” largely on account of military assistance received from 

“China, Iran, CENTO, France and other West Asian countries.” On the other hand, the Yom-

Kippur war proved that aggressors could achieve “complete surprise by a good deception plan” 

and also “may hold on to its territorial gains in defiance of the UN, provided he [the hostile 

power] has support of a superpower.” These lessons were important for the MoD, as Pakistan 
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1967 memo. Three additional considerations must be recognized in order to understand India’s 

nuclear decision-making. 

First, both Apex Group I under D.P. Dhar and the COSC’s threat assessment in May–June 

1974 catered only to short and mid-term threat scenarios. Therefore, notwithstanding the fact that 

both these credible archival sources point towards an absence of a Chinese nuclear threat in 1973 

and 1974, the PNE choice could still have been influenced by a long term threat assessment of 

Chinese nuclear weapons and the insecurity it generated in the minds of Indian decision-makers. 

However, the concentration of nuclear decision-making in the PMO’s office obscures any 

definitive findings at this time.23 

Second, by 1974, the Soviet Union’s principal reservations against India’s nuclear 

weapons program had been settled. In the late 1960s, the Kremlin’s concerns over India’s nuclear 

weapons program emanated out of a number of factors. First, if India “decided to manufacture a 

nuclear bomb,” India’s foreign policy “might take a more aggressive and possibly pro-American 

turn.”24 The US tilt towards China, the Indo-USSR treaty of friendship, and New Delhi’s 

experiences of the 1971 war had clearly mitigated that possibility. Second, Moscow was also 

worried that India’s nuclear weapons program and its resistance to the NPT could perhaps 
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The PNE and its Implications, 1974–75 

This section focuses on the debate between India’s Ministry of Finance (MoF) and Ministry of 

Defense (MoD) on the implications of India’s PNE.
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the MoF’s view, the threat from China was largely political rather than military and their 

assessment therefore questioned the Army’s logic of maintaining a force of 8 mountain divisions 

along the Himalayan frontier. The MoF was clearly in favor of cutting down on the force 

structure so as to achieve some economy in defense expenditures. The MoF was equally 

dismissive of the COSC’s assessment of the military danger represented by Pakistan—it simply 

rejected the MoD’s contention of a massive rearmament effort by Pakistan military. According to 

the MoF, the estimates offered by the JIC on military hardware received by Pakistan post-1971 

neither supported the theory of rapid build-up of Pakistani forces nor the idea that Pakistan was 

preparing to launch a surprise attack against India. 

However, the MoF’s threat assessment was not restricted to the level of conventional 

forces; it also brought in the issue of India’s PNE and its likely deterrent value in support of its 

arguments. According to the MoF, the COSC and the MoD had discounted the deterrent effect of 

the PNE as “India, not Pakistan, who detonated a nuclear device.” Advocating a case for an 

existential nuclear deterrent, the MoF further argued that in case of any future hostilities, 

Pakistan will have to consider the fact that “India would be in a position (using a conventional 

delivery system) to unload a relatively small yield nuclear weapon on a Pakistani target.”  

Invoking Nuclear Deterrent “Just Unfortunate”: the MoD hits back, January 1975 

Sensing clear reservations from the MoF on any upward revision of the defense budget, the MoD 

sent a detailed rebuttal to the MoF in January 1975 (Document No. 6). It squarely rejected the 

MoF’s accusation that the COSC had over-exaggerated threats emanating from China and 

Pakistan but reserved special criticism for the suggestion on nuclear deterrent. The MoF’s 

reference to nuclear deterrence had the most shocking effect on the MoD for three principal 

reasons. First, India’s stated policy was to use nuclear technology only for peaceful purposes. 
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Second, there was no demonstrated capability in nuclear warheads or delivery vehicles: “we 

cannot take into account the impact of our nuclear explosion on the threat from Pakistan in the 

absence of tactical nuclear weapon and a delivery system for it,” argued the MoD. Lastly, the 

MoD was also concerned with the fact that “the sanction of world opinion against such use 

renders even a limited use of a tactical nuclear weapons” highly questionable, even if India 

would have such a capability and was willing to use it. This initial exchange between the two 

ministries reveals not only their divergent views on India’s defense preparedness, threat 

assessment, and defense expenditures, but also their perceptions of India’s nuclear capability in 

the light of the PNE.  

Apex Group II under P.N. Haksar 

In its submission to the Cabinet Committee on Political Affairs (CCPA)— India’s highest 

decision-making body—on this bitter exchange of words with the MoF in January 1975, the 

MoD said that it was “unfortunate” for the MoF to have “made a mention of the nuclear blast” in 

its threat analysis (Document No. 7). The “nuclear blast,” as it was put in the MoD’s reply, 

“plays no part whatsoever in our defense preparedness which is based entirely on conventional 
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In his submission to the Apex Group II, the Finance Secretary also made the argument for 

nuclear deterrence against China 
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number of factors influenced the IAF’s decision. First, the IAF found that the TU-22 did not fit 
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conventional threat assessment and force requirements in the absence of further documentary 

evidence.  

Three main conclusions can be drawn from these materials: First, in the absence of any 

official estimates of the costs involved in conducting the PNE, the Finance Ministry would have 

been influenced by the figures provided by the scientists. After the explosion, Homi Sethna had 

argued that the PNE’s cost to the Indian exchequer was a mere Rs. 3.2 million ($ 402,980 

approx.).70 At such a low cost, a small nuclear deterrent force would not have a burnt a big hole 

in the Finance Ministry’s coffers, especially when compared to the June 1974 revised estimates 

forwarded by the Defense Ministry. In some sense therefore, the Finance Ministry was only 

advocating for an economic dividend out of the PNE. Moreover, the MoF was itself unsure about 

the implications of the PNE: whether it signaled New Delhi’s capability to project nuclear 

deterrence or a possibility that India could develop nuclear weapons in the future.  

Second, the MoD’s reaction to the Finance Ministry’s suggestion indicates its 

cluelessness regarding weaponization of India’s nuclear option. In fact, the conversation between 

the MoD and the MoF attests to the observations made by Perkovich on the very limited role of 

the military in the decision to conduct the 1974 tests: “The military services were not consulted 

about how nuclear weapons capability would affect their strategic planning, doctrine, or long 

term budget. There was no attempt to incorporate the soon-to-be demonstrated nuclear capability 
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capability, even when the MoF implored it to include the geopolitical dividends of the test in its 

strategic thinking. This also explains why the military would have been averse to the MoF’s 

suggestion on the use of existential deterrence against Pakistan.  

Lastly, this curious exchange between the two ministries reveals the level of secrecy 

involved in India’s nuclear weapons program—both of these important state institutions were 

ignorant of the government’s nuclear policy, if there was one. This phenomenon points to a clear 

lack of direction from the PMO on India’s nuclear policy.
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India’s Nuclear Submarine Program, 1975–76 

This section investigates the early history of India’s nuclear submarine program. First, it briefly 

discusses the impact of the USS Enterprise incident on India’s strategic thinking and, using new 

archival evidence, it illuminates the process through which the nuclear submarine program was 

initiated. Lastly, it proposes some important conclusions that can be drawn from the historical 

evidence on India’s nuclear submarine program. 

The USS Enterprise, Soviet Nuclear Submarines, and Strategic Impressions of the 1971 War 

Biographical accounts of key personalities involved in the project suggest that the first design 

studies on reactor technology for nuclear propulsion were conducted sometime in the late 

1960s.72 Most commentators, however, argue that work on the nuclear submarine picked up pace 

after the Bangladesh war in December 1971.73
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submarine. This was also in no less measure influenced by what Soviets told their Indian 

counterparts after the war was over. In fact, two months after the USS Enterprise’s foray in the 

Bay of Bengal, Marshall Grechko told the Indian Army Chief of Staff, General Sam Manekshaw, 

and the Indian Ambassador to the Soviet Union, D.P. Dhar, that Soviet nuclear submarines had 

stalked the US Seventh Fleet since its passage through the Straits of Malacca (Document No. 

12). 

The deterrent value of Soviet submarines during the 1971 war left a forceful impression 

not only on the Indo-Soviet strategic relationship but also on India’s policy in the Indian Ocean. 
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However, the document also reveals that at this stage no thought had gone into the design 

of the submarine in which the reactor would be ultimately placed. In fact, the rationale was to 

achieve the reactor capability first. As Admi
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Conclusion 

The document summaries provided in the attached appendix help to explain some important 

questions in India’s nuclear decision-making between 1973 and 1976. The extent of the 

evidence provided by these records is limited because of the narrow time-period to which 

they belong, but also because of the non-availability of some key documents. These include 

the report of the Apex Group II submitted in June 1976, and the subsequent paper prepared 

by BARC Director—Dr. Raja Ramanna—on the defense applications of the “compact nuclear 

reactor” project for the CCPA’s consideration. Notwithstanding these limitations, these 

documents do offer some very valuable insights into India’s nuclear program. 

First, China's role in driving India’s nuclear weapons program may not have been as 

consequential as it has been portrayed in the common discourse. From 1967 onwards, Indian 

decision-makers seem to have been convinced that China would not directly intervene against 

India. In addition, they concluded that China would not use atomic weapons against India in 
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at least a couple of years before the PNE. Therefore, the early 1980s, rather than the mid-

1970s, appear to be the real beginning of South Asia’s nuclear arms race. 

The peaceful nuclear explosion may have been entirely peaceful; a nuclear arsenal 

immediately after the PNE was almost imaginary. Reasons for India’s, or rather Indira’s, 

decision to conduct the PNE must therefore be located elsewhere than New Delhi’s desire to 

achieve a nuclear deterrent.





Joshi 
NPIHP Working Paper #6, June 2015 

41 

Documents and Summaries 

While the Nuclear Proliferation International History Project (NPIHP) strives to publish 

reproductions of all major new documents cited in its publications, archival access policies 

sometime limit the project’s ability to do so. In place of full reproductions, document 

summaries of the major materials cited in this work are included as an appendix. 

These summaries are not exhaustive. Rather, they intend to provide a synopsis of each 

document’s important points. Moreover, the summaries are selective to the extent that they 

highlight those aspects which are directly relevant to the arguments presented in this working 

paper. Though representative of the content of the documents, the author does not claim a 

complete reproduction of the archival documents. Exact references to the location of these 

documents at Nehru Memorial Museum and Library, New Delhi are provided for easy access 

to scholars. 

 

Document No. 1: The Defense Plan, Report of the Apex Planning Group by the Cabinet 

Secretariat (Military Wing), May 1973. Nehru Memorial Museum and Library (New Delhi): 

P.N. Haksar Papers, IIIrd Installment, Subject File no. 299, 1975–76 (Ministry of Defense 

and Related Files 1971–76, 79): 1–105. 

Summary: In 1973, an Apex Planning Group (hence forth Apex Group I) was formed under 

the chairmanship of D P Dhar, Deputy Chairman of the Planning Commission, to decide a 

defense plan for the period 1974–79. Other members of the group consisted of the Defense 

Secretary K.B. Lall, Gen. G.G. Bewoor (Chairman, Chiefs of Staff’s Committee), Cabinet 

Secretary B.D. Pande, Finance Secretary M.R. Yardi, and the Foreign Secretary Kewal Singh. 

The report contained an elaborate threat assessment of the post–1971 period. The report 

suggested that “main threat to India’s security in the foreseeable future is likely to materialize 
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from Pakistan.” The report also mentioned that most probably China will provide “collusive 

support” to Pakistan with a “possible tacit approval” from the US.  

Though this was a very generic impression of the threat scenario, the report also 

elaborated upon the kind of specific threats India could face from its northern and western 

neighbor. With regard to China, the continued supply of military hardware to Pakistan and 

assistance to insurgencies in India’s North East were the most likely possibilities. This report 

considered a direct invasion of the Indian Territory by the PLA “unlikely.” Most interestingly, 

it suggested that “use of atomic weapons by China can be ruled out.” The Apex Group also 

found land invasion of India by China to be “unlikely.” However, threats from China included 
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her commitments in the CENTO.” However, the group ruled out their open involvement in 

subcontinent’s conflicts. The document makes no mention of a Pakistani nuclear weapon, 

even though literature suggests that Prime Minister Bhutto had initiated a nuclear weapons 

program in 1972 after the humiliating loss of East Pakistan. It appears from the findings of 

the Apex Group I that the threat from Pakistan was purely conventional, as was India’s 

military strategy. 

If against China, India had to “accept a calculated risk of losing certain territory up to 

the line of denial approved by the government,” vis-à-vis Pakistan, the objective was to 

“frustrate Pakistan’s offensive aims, inflict substantial damage of Pakistani forces and 

installations, and within first ten to fifteen days of the conflict reach a tactical situation which 

could enable us (India) to negotiate from a position of strength.” The report approved a sum 

of Rs. 98000 million for the period 1974–79; even though it accepted that for adequate 

defense modernization, a sum of Rs. 105000 million should have been more appropriate. The 

Apex Group report was approved by the Cabinet Committee on Political Affairs (CCPA) on 

17 May 1973. 

 

Document No. 2: Prime Minister’s Secretariat, “Nuclear Policy,” 3 May 1967. Nehru 

Memorial Museum and Library (New Delhi): P. N. Haksar Papers, IIIrd Installment, Subject 

File no. 111, 1967–73 (Prime Minister’s Secretariat Files: Guard Files Maintained as 

Secretary/Principal Secretary to Prime Minister 1967–73), pp. 8–15 

Summary: In this note titled “Nuclear Policy,” L.K. Jha confronts various policy dilemmas 

facing India “over many aspects of nuclear policy” and which also suffered from 

“considerable differences of opinion and assessment within the government, as well as 

outside, in the country as a whole.” Written in a format of questions and answers, the very 

first question which Jha attempts to confront was “should India make nuclear weapons?” For 
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him, the time had now arrived where this question was to be “squarely faced” by the 

government. Jha argues that the “main argument in favor of India going nuclear is the 

Chinese threat.” In his assessment, the threat from India’s northern neighbor was “partly 

military and partly ideological.” However, he argued that the costs associated with 

developing nuclear weapons would be enormously high and this process of nuclearization 

may entail loss of the “ideological battle” against China: “we cannot, with our limited 

resources, follow China’s foot-steps in the nuclear field without also adopting the Chinese 

way of life politically and economically.” As far as the military threat from China was 

concerned, Jha opined that India might be “over-reacting” not only to Beijing but also to 

Pakistan. He categorically rejected any full scale invasion of India: “I do not see the Chinese 

embarking upon a full-scale war with India.” Though accepting ancillary threats from China 

such as “pressure on the borders, threats of one kind or another, possible s
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regarding “India’s attitude towards the Treaty of Non-Proliferation.” The “objection in 

principle,” as Jha put it, was whether “we and, therefore, other nations too, should continue to 

have the right to make nuclear weapons as long as the any country in the world has the right 

to do so.” This “objection in principle,” argued Jha, would remain relevant irrespective of 

whether many other “objectionable features” in the draft treaty were to be removed. Jha then 

linked the NPT with universal disarmament and argued that a “treaty of non-proliferation in 

which non-nuclear nations undertake not to make nuclear weapons would be acceptable to us 

(India) as a holding operation and as a prelude towards progress in the direction of nuclear 

disarmament.” Such a treaty therefore could “hold good for a limited period of time while 

there is hope of further progress.” For Jha, this condition had been “partially met by the 

conceding the right of each nation to withdraw from the treaty by giving a three months’ 

notice.” He had also forwarded the idea that “it may be worthwhile limiting the life of the 

treaty to a five year period.” This would effectively mean that at the “end of the five year 

period, unless the nations concerned, having regard to the progress towards disarmament 

which r
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that conditions may change in which this policy may have to be given up. Towards this end, 

we should concentrate a little mo
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Pakistani rearmament supported by its CENTO allies—also motivated the MoD to seek 

another review of the country’s threat perception.  

The document contains the summary of the revised threat assessment “undertaken by 
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document, it is also evident that the COSC was concerned about the growing support to 

Pakistan by Arab states and Iran. Oil embargoes can henceforth be used against India, argued 

the COSC: “In the event of a future conflict with Pakistan, the Arab states and Iran, may, in 

sympathy for Pakistan, impose an oil embargo on this country (India).”  

Therefore, a revised defense proposal was prepared by the MoD and submitted for 

consultation to the Ministry of Finance (MoF
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India has been trying to improve its relations with Beijing and to put its relations with China 

on a “civilized, sensible basis.” However, just like the Soviets and the GDR, India has met 

only “disappointment.” Moreover, Dhar expressed concerns over the crisis in Sikkim and 

China’s involvement in instigating the crisis. He also suggested convergence of the Chinese 

and American interests and approach to the crisis in Sikkim. The Soviets expressed their 

bewilderment on “what was happening in China” though as Skachkov told Dhar, “it was 

certain that there was good deal of internal fighting going on.”  

On 19th September, Dhar met Premier Kosygin. In this meeting Kosygin told Dhar 

that the Soviets “were going ahead in a big way in the field of atomic power” and “they had a 

very large programme.” Further, Kosygin argued for greater cooperation with India in the 

field of atomic power. As Dhar put down the recollections of his meeting for Prime Minister’s 

considerations: “They [Soviets] also knew that India was in a position to manufacture 

considerable proportion of the equipment for power plants. There was, therefore great 

possibility of cooperation between the two countries in this field, and the USSR could buy a 

good deal of equipment from India.” This, as Kosygin would emphasize to Dhar, “had inter-

connected economic, political and prestige aspects.” The Soviets were willing to start the 

work as soon as possible: “He (Kosygin) said that India should think over the question and if 

there was an agreement on this, the two countries could begin work together even in 1975 or 

in 1976.This would be an important step forward in the field of production cooperation where 

both countries would take advantage of the complementarity of their respective economies.” 

Kosygin’s claims were supported by authorities in Hungary and the GDR. 

In his recommendations to the Government, Dhar argued that “the Atomic Energy 

department should immediately examine the offer of cooperation with the USSR in the 

development of atomic power industry so that we can react in good time to the proposal made 

by Kosygin.” 
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remain hostile to India, it argued that the threat from China has largely been political rather 

than military: “has the threat from China, at least since 1962, not been political and 

subversive rather than military?” It therefore questioned the logic of sustaining India’s troop 

deployment in Bhutan, Sikkim, in the North East and along the Indo-Tibetan border, making 

a case for the MoD to reconsider the constant deployment of as many as 8 mountain divisions 

on the India-China border.  

More critical was the MoF’s take on the threat from Pakistan. Countering MoD’s 

narrative, the MoF argued that the COSC’s threat assessment discounts a number of factors 

which point to the idea that the threat from Pakistan may not be as imminent as the MoD 

considers it to be. According to the MoF, the “estimates made by the JIC (Joint Intelligence 

Committee) of military hardware received by Pakistan after December 1971 do not really 

give much support to the theory that a rapid build-up is in progress, with the objective of 

launching an early offensive against India.” It pointed to five factors militating against the 

imminent nature of the threat proposed by the COSC. First, given the decisive defeat of 

Pakistan in 1971, the “Pakistani Armed Forces have no reason to consider that a sudden pre-

emptive attack would succeed today.” Second, Pakistan would take some time to rebuild its 

armed forces. Third, the MoF argued that even when Bhutto was besieged with “internal 

political problems and problems on his North-Western frontiers,” there were “no signs that he 

is making special efforts to promote tensions with India as means of diverting attention from 
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technology, she knows that India would be in a position (using a conventional delivery 

system) to unload a relatively small yield nuclear weapon on any Pakistani target should there 

be a surprise attack and India happened to lose considerable territory. The nuclear threat may 

not be wholly credible, but it cannot be discounted by Pakistan as possible counter to any 

threat of an unprovoked surprise armor thrust, say into Rajasthan.” 

Document No. 6: Comments of the Ministry of Defense on the Note received from the 

Ministry of Finance, January 1975.Nehru Memorial Museum and Library (New Delhi): P. N. 

Haksar Papers, IIIrd Installment, Subject File no. 296, 1975–76 (Ministry of Defense and 

Related Files 1971–76, 79): 78– 119. 

Summary: In response to the observations made by the MoF, the MoD prepared a rebuttal in 

January 1975. The MoD argued that that even when the MoF was correct in suggesting that 

“not only is it impossible for any country in the world to ensure absolute security, but even 

over-insurance of national security is a luxury that a developing country like ours can ill 

afford,” the more pertinent question is whether “we can afford to under-insure it?” The MoD 

suggested that it has in fact taken all measures for cost effectiveness and the revised estimate 

on Defense plans is in accordance with the general guidelines of the Apex Group I 

recommendations. In fact, the new proposal was “the minimum required for national 

security.” 

It questioned the MoF’s thinking on the threat assessment as it affected “the very basis 

of our [India] national security,” particularly the arguments that military threat from China 

was “passive” in nature and that Pakistan’s arms build-up was “consistent with a defensive 

and long-term military planning.” Since the MoF had also questioned the MoD’s assumption 

behind China-Pakistan strategic collusion, the Defense ministry stated that “our defense 

planning has been on the basis that India should be able to face simultaneous conventional 

attacks from both China and Pakistan. Our aim must be to hold one—that is China—and to 
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reach swift military conclusion with the other that is Pakistan.” Moreover, the MoD argued 
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renders even a limited use of tactical nuclear weapon
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country,” the MoD argued that it could not accept the divergence between defense and 

development of the country since “development cannot be sustained without defense and in 

many areas the defense expenditures contributes to the development of the country’s 

economy.” Efforts are being made by the defense forces to maintain economic probity, argued 

the MoD: “we have not lagged behind in enforcing various measures to eliminate wasteful 

expenditure, to prune schemes which could be staggered, to cut out other non-essential items 

and to postpone some others in order to play our due role in the overall requirements of 

restricting expenditure to the barest minimum.” The document also lists out some of these 

measures including the cutting down on training hours for the air force and to utilize the 

existing man power in the defense services to operate all new acquisitions.  

In its submission to the CCPA, the MoD once again rejected the threat assessment 

made by the MoF in December 1974 including the prescribed force structure for the three 

defense services. The MoD appeared more livid on the invocation of nuclear weapons by the 

MoF. In its admission to the CCPA, the MoD considered “it unfortunate that in their [MoF] 

analysis, the MoF should have made the mention of the nuclear blasts which we have stated 

categorically plays no part whatsoever in our defense preparedness which is entirely based on 

conventional weapons.” The MoD therefore requested the CCPA to revise the allocations 

made by the Apex Group in 1973. It also rejected the suggestion made by the MoF “for 

reducing our deployment on the northern frontier or in respect of curtailment of the 

manpower in the army or in the number of fighting squadrons in the air force.” The MoD 

instead reasoned that “in face of the developments all round us particularly in China, in Iran, 

in Pakistan and in some West Asian countries and the sheikhdoms and Emirates of the Gulf 

area, we strongly belief that a certain minimum level of defense preparedness is absolutely 

necessary for us not only for safeguarding our security and territorial integrity, but also to 

have some position of credibility in the world.”  
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Haksar Papers, IIIrd Installment, Subject File no. 298, 1975 Part II (Ministry of Defense and 

Related Files 1971–76, 79): 41– 46. 

Summary: On April 28, 1975 the Finance Secretary wrote to P. N. Haksar insisting that the 

“Apex Group will have to revisit the political and strategic assumptions in the MoD’s plans.” 

The MoF repeated its earlier assertion of December 1974 of that the threat from China is 

largely political rather than military: “the hostility would take the form of trade and economic 

rivalry and political in world forums,” argued the MoF. Moreover, it also suggested that 

whereas China looms large in India’s strategic thinking, the opposite is hardly true: “China 

considers herself a super-power, and India does not play an important role in China’s 

thinking, as China plays in ours.” The MoF considered both an independent armed invasion 

of India by China and possible incursions from the north during periods of active hostilities 

with Pakistan as “highly unlikely”. However, in this correspondence, the MoF does refer to 

development of nuclear deterrence against China. In his submission to the Haksar committee, 

the Finance Secretary argued that: 

“India’s greatest weakness in relations to China is not in her defense preparedness but 

in her inability to maintain a rate of savings that can simultaneously provide for better 

agricultural and industrial production, conventional defense forces and nuclear capability and 

missile development, as China has been able to do. If the growth of the Indian economy is 

further retarded by massive appropriations of resources to defense, China’s long term aim vis-

à-vis India can be achieved without a single Chinese soldier crossing any official or unofficial 

frontier.” 

Vis-à-vis Pakistan, the MoF once again stressed points made in its earlier submission 

to the MoD in December of 1974. The Finance Secretary urged Haksar to undertake a 

thorough rev3301 2-0.00 
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position has strengthened by the lifting of the USA embargo on arms supply, there is no 

evidence of feverish degree of preparedness aimed at an early resumption of armed conflict 

with India.” Therefore, the COSC’s stipulation of the period of 1974-75 as particularly 

threatening, as the Finance Secretary argued, was based on “anything except conjecture.” The 

letter also argues that given mutual economic strains suffered by both countries in building 

their defense capabilities, the time may be ripe to initiate conventional arms control in the 

subcontinent: “in this situation (economic desperation on both sides), it is for consideration 

whether India cannot take a diplomatic initiative in suggesting the possibility of negotiations 

between the two countries on arms limitations. We would have nothing to lose from such an 

opportunity.” The document in fact laid out specific arms control measures to be pursued: 

“Instead of a sterile repetition of India’s offer of a ‘no war pact’, India can offer to discuss- 

(a) limitations of numbers and capacity of of
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Installment, Subject File No. 298, 1975 Part II (Ministry of Defense and Related Files 1971–

76, 79): 26–28.  

Summary: On July 9 1975, the Apex Group II finally submitted its report to the Defense 

Minister Sardar Swaran Singh. The report is not available in the archives. However, in the 

letter to the Defense Minister Haksar requested Swaran Singh to critically evaluate all 

“subsidiary threats” which had figured in the Apex Group 2 submission to the Defense 

Minister. He argues, “either these [subsidiary] threats are real enough to be taken account in 
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estimates for defense expenditure and the CCPA subsequently approved it. This also suggests 

that the report submitted by the Haksar committee in July 1975 did accept the MoD’s version 

on India’s nuclear deterrent. This is at most an approximation which is open to challenge in 

the future.  

 

Document No. 12: Discussions Between the COAS and the Soviet Defense Minister 

Marshall Grechko, 25 February 1972. Nehru Memorial Museum and Library (New Delhi): P. 

N. Haksar Papers, IIIrd Installment, Subject File No. 242, 1972, (As Principal Secretary to 

the Prime Minister 1967–73), p. 73.  

Summary: Chief of Army Staff Sam Manekshaw visited Moscow in February 1972. DP 
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Admiral R. Tandon (Chief of Material, Indian Navy), Dr. Raja Ramanna (Director, Bhabha 

Atomic Research Center), VC Rajadhyaksha (Chief Consultant, Planning Commission), CP 

Ramachandran (Joint Secretary (Navy) and Coordinator (Marine Reactor Project), Cdr. P.N. 

Agarwal (Deputy Director of Marine Engineering and Project officer, Marine Reactor 

Project). 

From the details of this document, it is evident that the marine reactor project was 

approved by the Committee of Secretaries in a previous meeting on 16 April 1975. Phases 1 

and 2 of the project costing Rs. 50 million were to be completed in a time period of two and a 

half to three years. Committee of Secretaries 
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secrecy and invited international concerns. As Menon argued, “allocation of money for this 

project from Defense funds at this stage may have serious international repercussions and 

even though it is accepted that main use of the package reactor will be for Defense, we should 

take up this Project as Package Reactor for power generation and marine propulsion of 

merchant ships, so that the reactor comes under the under heading of peaceful uses of Atomic 

Energy.” He therefore suggested that the funds should come from the budget of the DAE.  

Dr. Raja Ramanna however countered Menon’s suggestion claiming that under the 

present budget of the DAE, it will not be possible “unless separate and specific funds are 

allocated to this project.” He also accepted that importance of the defense applications of the 

nuclear propulsion technology but also specified upon the civilian derivatives of this 

technology: “In actual fact the Russians have put the Package Reactor on Railway Wagons 

and the same can be transported by Rail to any place in their country where there is power 

shortage.” For him, the project was so important that it should be “considered in its entirety 

as a National Project.” When enquired by Haksar, Rajadhyaksha suggested that given the 

importance of the project, funds mentioned 
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the members present that “in view of the secrecy involved, the usual procedure for the CCPA 

papers should not be followed and only a very limited number of copies of this paper (CCPA 

paper) should be produced.” The CCPA paper should also not “elaborate on the Defense 

Application.” Only one copy of the paper concerning the defense application was to be 

produced and circulated by hand as a “Top Secret document.” 

Document No. 14: Ministry of Defense, Report on the Visit of Defense Secretary’s 

Delegation to USSR: Vol-II, “Record of Discussions on the Call of Defense Secretary Shri 

D.R. Kohli with H.E. Mr. D. Ustinov, Defense Minister of the USSR, and Member of 

Politburo of Central Committee, CPSU on May 14 at 1100–1330 Hours.” Nehru Memorial 

Museum and Library (New Delhi): P. N. Haksar Papers, IIIrd Installment, Subject File No. 

301, May 1976 (Ministry of Defense and Related Files 1971–76, 79), 56– 65. 
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countries).” He also referred to the Soviet Union having shown an “understanding about our 
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